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Preface. 

No one who is interested in the British Empire can fail to be 
impressed by the fact that of the many books which appear every 
year on Imperial History very few deal with the Crown Colonies. 
While much painstaking research has been devoted to the develop
ment of the self-governing Dominions, no adequate account has yet 
appeared of a very large number of the Crown Colonies. This 
book is an attempt to supply the want so far as British Malaya is 
concerned, for the period 1824 to 1867. The first four chapters 
form an introduction giving a brief account of the earlier history 
of the Straits Settlements from 1786 to 1824. The principal events 
in this period have already been dealt with by Swettenham, Egerton, 
Boulger and others, so that the introduction is intended merely to 
summarize, and in some points to supplement, their conclusions, as 
for example the account of the legal and economic history of 
Penang and Singapore. The remaining ten chapters of the book 
are almost entirely based upon my own investigations. 

In the matter of acknowledgements I have to express my deep 
sense of obligation for the assistance which I have received from 
Sir Charles Lucas, K.C.B., Sir Herbert Warren, K.C.V.O,, Mr. C. 0 . 
Blagden, Professor Egerton, Professor Coupland, and Mr. E. M. 
Wrong, by their encouragement and valuable criticisms. I am also 
indebted to Mr. Blagden for the Appendix of Malayan documents 
which he discovered and translated at Malacca. They give the 
Naning War from the native point of view; but unfortunately they 
did not come into my possession until it was too late to use them in 
the writing of this book. I have to thank Mr. S. C. Hill, late of 
the Indian Educational Service, for the use of his unpublished 
manuscript on East Indian piracy. It is also a pleasure to acknow
ledge my indebtedness to Mr. Evans Lewin, the Librarian of the 
Royal Colonial Institute, and to Mr. Foster, the Librarian of the 
India Office Library, for their assistance in discovering and placing 
at my disposal a number of valuable documents. 

Magdalen College, Oxford, 
June 25th, 1924. 





B R I T I S H M A L A Y A , P A R T I. 

CHAPTER I. 

The English and Dutch in the East, 1579-1786. 

The vagueness of the term British Malaya renders it desirable 
to define exactly the area to which it applies. For the purposes 
of this thesis it includes the Straits Settlements and the British 
Protectorates on the Malay Peninsula, south of the boundary fixed 
by the Anglo-Siamese Treaty of Bangkok in 1909, Labuan and 
the British Protectorates in Borneo, viz. Brunei, Sarawak, and 
North Borneo. The Cocos or Keeling Islands and Christmas Island 
are not included. Since the thesis is primarily concerned with 
Singapore, Malacca and Penang, the other parts of British Malaya 
are dealt with only in so far as they affected the history of the 
Straits Settlements. 

Although the foundation of the Straits Settlements dates only 
from 1786, British Malaya is one of the earliest fields of English 
enterprise in Asia. Within less than a generation after Drake's 
famous voyage of 1579 in the " Golden Hind " trading posts were 
founded in various parts of the Malay Peninsula. They were 
soon abandoned however, and for more than a century and a half 
no attempt was made to reestablish them. For the explanation of 
this early failure and final magnificent success it is necessary to 
summarize the history of the English East India Company, its long 
and bitter rivalry with the Dutch, and the downfall of the Dutch 
East India Company's supremacy in India and the Archipelago. 

The initial lack of success was in no respect due to the 
Portuguese; their empire vastly imposing in its outward seeming, 
proved to he only a hollow sham which collapsed almost as quickly 
as it had arisen. Within forty years after 1596, when the English 
and Dutch made their first important attacks upon it, it had 
already ceased to be a serious rival. Although a generation more 
elapsed before it shrank to a few half-ruined trading stations, its 
fate was clearly only a matter of time, for this catastrophic 
collapse four reasons may be assigned.(1) 

(1) The Portuguese was essentially a commercial empire, 
which had been rapidly built up on an insufficient territorial basis 
in Europe. Portugal was too small a country to support the drain 
in men and resources necessary to maintain and defend an empire 
which extended from Africa to China. After 1580 Spain might 
have supplied this deficiency, but its rulers were too absorbed in 

(1) Birdwood, "Indian Records"— 175. 
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2 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867. 

other interests, and neglected the interests of their new depen
dency. 

(2) Of scarcely less importance was the fact that the 
Portuguese Empire depended for its existence on the command of 
the sea. I t consisted only of trading stations and a few naval 
hases, like Goa, Malacca; etc. In 1580, for example, when its 
trade was almost at the zenith, the only places where they main
tained garrisons in the whole of the Malay Peninsula and the East 
Indies were Malacca, Amhoyna and Tidore.(2) Moreover the 
Portuguese territorial possessions were small, consisting generally 
of only the few square miles immediately surrounding the towns, 
because the garrisons were too tiny to hold large areas. The loss 
for example in a foray of 12 men of the Malacca garrison was a 
disaster of the first magnitude. The empire was merely a widely 
extended chain of trading centres to which the Portuguese 
compelled the trade of the East to resort. Like the British Empire 
its vital weakness lay in this, that it could not possibly survive the 
loss of the command of the sea. Once this was gone, the fall of 
the scattered factories and forts became only a question of time. 
And in 1606, only ten years after the Dutch first appeared in the 
East, Admiral Cornells de Jonge with eleven ships met the 
Portuguese fleet of 26 sail off Malacca and defeated it. This battle 
sealed the fate of the Portuguese Empire. The command of the 
sea had passed to Holland, and although the Empire was strong 
enough to hold out for a generation, and even to continue the 
contest for Eastern supremacy, its ultimate collapse was certain. 
There was much hard righting still to be done before Dutch and 
Erglish could afford to ignore their rivals, but the most important 
object of the war had been attained.(3) 

(3) The " intolerable bigotry "' of the Portuguese, the result 
of their wars against the Moors militated against them. They 
regarded themselves as "above all things knights errant 
and Crusaders", and every Asiatic " a s an enemy at once of 
Portugal and Christ." Even in the century of Alba and the 
Inquisition their deeds can confidently challenge comparison with 
these of Spain. In cor sequence the natives hated them bitterly, 
and on the arrival of the Dutch and English, assisted them in 
every way possible.(4) 

(4) For a generation before the arrival of the Dutch and 
English, the Portuguese Empire had been falling into decay. In 
1550 it was at the zenith of its power, but thereafter the growth 
of its trade and the decay of its power had progressed steadily 

(2) Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, Straits Branch, No. 68. p. 
60. Translation of article of Dr. Miller by P. van Papendrecht. 

(3) Wilkinson—"Malay Papers: History of the Peninsula Prior to 
British Ascendancy"—34-40. 

(4) Birdwood, " Indian Records"—175. Vincent Smith, "Oxford 
History of India," 335. 
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T H E ENGLISH AND DUTCH IN THE EAST -1579-1786. 3 

together. An interesting picture of the empire at the height of 
its magnificence is given by Jan van Linsehoten, who visited Goa 
in 1588-89. He found carelessness, incapacity, neglect of duty 
and corruption rampant amongst the officials, the majority of 
whom owed their appointment to high rank, nepotism and influence 
rather than to their own merits.(5) The local governments were 
utterly corrupt, the man were degraded by their marriages with 
native, women, and the women were given up to debauchery.(6) 

For these reasons the empire of Portugal collapsed almost as 
rapidly as it had arisen. After the command of the sea was lost 
in 1606 the Dutch and English gradually wrested from it possession 
after possession. In spite of temporary fluctuations of fortune the 
Portuguese Empire grew steadily weaker. By 1630 its rivals had 
broken its power in India and Persia, and seized most of its 
principal settlements in the East. With the fall of Malacca in 
1640 the Portuguese Empire rapidly sank into insignificance. By 
1661 it had been reduced to Goa and a few other towns, the trade 
of which was so insignificant that neither of its rivals troubled to 
annex them.(7) 

The failure of the English East India Company to maintain 
its early acquisitions in the Malay Peninsula was thus in no way 
due to Portugal, but was caused by the bitter hostility of the 
Dutch. The earliest attacks upon the Portuguese trade monopoly 
were made by the English ;(8) but it was the Dutch who first 
effectively established themselves in the East and who did the 
lion's share of the work of ousting the Portuguese. Holland's 
first voyage was not made until 1596, but by 1599 she had already 
secured a firm foothold in Portugal's preserves. In this year there 
occurred an apparently insignificant event whose ultimate result 
was to be the foundation of the British Empire in India and 
Malaya. The Dutch merchants raised the price of pepper against 
the English from three shillings to six and eight shillings a 
pound.(9) This decided the London merchants to form an As
sociation for trading directly with the East Indies, and on 
December 31st, 1600, the English East India Company was form
ally incorporated. (10) An expedition was sent out which founded 
a factory at Bantam in Java, and concluded a commercial treaty 
with the King of the native state of Achin in Sumatra. (11) Thus 
began the long history of the British connection with ihat state, 
which lasted until 1871. 

In the following years other expeditions were sent out, and 
by 1623 many trading posts had been established in India, the 

(5) J. R. A. S. S. B. No. 66. p. 60. Muller. 
(6) Smith, "India ," 335. 
(7) Birdwood—"Indian Records"—185. 
(8) Ibid., 196, 197. Danvers, " Ind ian Records," 1 , 1 , 21-22. 
(9) Danvers. I, i, 22-23. 
(30) Ibid., 8. 
(11) Bird wood, " Indian Records," 205. 
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4 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867. 

East Indies, and the Far East.(12) In 1610 a factory was built 
at Patani, on the eastern coast of the Malay Peninsula.(13) This 
was the only English factory in the Peninsula. On the whole the 
Company's net profits were very large, averaging between 100% 
and 200% on each expedition sent out. (14) I t is important to note 
that until it was ousted from the East Indies by the Dutch, the 
Company was principally concerned with developing its trade in 
the Archipelago rather than India. The trade in spices, pepper, 
cinnamon, cloves, etc.—with the Moluccas was the main reason 
for the founding of both the Dutch and English Companies, and, 
the struggle between them was really a fight for the monopoly of 
the spice trade. I t was only after the English found themselves 
too weak to make head against their rivals that from 1615 onwards 
they gradually concentrated their attention upon India, and 
abandoned the East Indian Islands to Holland. 

Remarkable as was the prosperity of the London Company, 
that of the Dutch was far greater. By 1620 they had established 
a network of forts and factories in India and the Archipelago; and 
from the point of view of resources—wealth, soldiers, fortresses, 
and fleets—they were much more powerful. The cordiality which 
had characterized the relations of the two Companies in the early 
years of the century, when the Portuguese were still opponents to 
be feared, had long since died, and the quondam allies had already 
begun to attack one another's vessels. The Dutch superiority was 
due to several causes. The merchants of Amsterdam were far 
more wealthy than those of London, and hence were able to support 
the cost of fleets and armies which would have been beyond their 
rivals' means, even if the English had been willing to engage in a 
race of armaments. Moreover the English merchants were not 
on the whole very vigorously supported by the government of the 
Stuarts, nor did they until after the Amboyna Massacre in 1623 
attract the attention of the nation at large. So discouraged did 
the London Company become by lack of support against its rivals, 
debt, and the injury done to its trade by English interlopers, that 
on several occasions it seriously considered abandoning the East 
altogether. The Dutch East India Company on the contrary was 
vigorously supported by the States General, and could count .on 
the assistance of all the wealth and power of the Netherlands. A 
typical example of this occurred in 1602. During the first six 
years of Dutch enterprise in the East several companies were 
formed to trade there. So intense did their rivalry become that 
the States General realizing that this was injuring Dutch com
merce, compelled them to unite and from the Dutch East India 
Company which was given a monopoly of the trade.(15) The Dutch 

(12) Danvers, I, i, 26. 
(13) Journal of the Indian Archipelago, I I I , 180. 
(14) Birdwood, "Indian Records," 46. 
(15) Birdwood, "Indian Records," 185-86. 
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T H E ENGLISH AND DUTCH IN THE EAST 1579-1786. 5 

Company was the Dutch nation, the English was merely an ordi
nary private association of merchants. These causes coupled with 
the crippling effect of the Civil War, hampered the English 
operations for many years; and when at last the Company recover
ed and found itself in a position to contest the Dutch, the Nether
lands supremacy in the Archipelago was too firmly established to 
he shaken. 

Tn spite of inferior resources the London Company could have 
resisted the Dutch more effectually than it did, had it been willing 
to cut clown its dividends and spend more on ships and forts. I t 
might perhaps have maintained its rights to a share in the trade 
of the Spice Islands. But as it was, and especially before 1609— 
the vital years when the foundations of the Dutch power were 
being laid—the English only sent out scattered ships at intervals, 
while the Dutch despatched a constant succession of well equipped 
fleets which established their empire so firmly that the English 
Company with its much smaller resources had to give way.(10) In 
1622, for example, the Dutch had 83 ships in the East, the English 
only 28.(17) Wilkinson refers to the East India Company's early 
activities in scathing terms. " I t is a sordid record of unprofitable 
servants who defrauded their employers and disgraced their 
country, and of a sanctimonious Company that supplied its em
ployees with devotional literature, underpaid them, and sacrificed 
their lives rather than reduce its dividends. Rather than contribute 
to the cost of the Dutch Company's troops and fleets, the British 
Company deliberately sacrificed its share of the trade of the Archi-
pelago,"(18) The earliest Dutch traders were as much averse to 
costly fortresses, troops and territorial possessions as the English, 
and like them vastly preferred the unsafe but cheap " factory." 
They soon learnt however that the unfortified trading-post was too 
dependent for its prosperity, and even for its security, upon the 
goodwill of greedy native rulers to be permanently successful. 
Early in the seventeenth century therefore they began to turn 
their factories into fortresses, and to build up a strong army and 
navy.(19) 

I t is only fair to the London Company to remember that there 
was another side to the question. One of the principal reasons 
for the fall of the Portuguese Empire had been its inability to 
support the constant drain of men and money required to maintain 
its fortresses and fleets.  The Dutch also, in spite of their great 
resources, found the burden very heavy. Sir Thomas Roe studied 
the question carefully on his embassy to the Great Mogul in 1615, 
and strongly advised the English Company not to adopt the Dutch 

(16) H. Wright, Early English Adventures'in the East, 177-188. 
(17) J . R. A. S. ( S. B. ) No. 66. H. Muller, p. 69. 
(18) Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: Hist, of Malay Peninsula Prior to 

Brit. Ascendancy,'' 44. 
(19) Ibid., 44-45. 
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6 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867. 

policy.(20) In fact of so competent an authority, and considering 
how inferior were the English resources, the Directors were per
haps wise in refusing to imitate their rivals. 

The Directors' refusal to spend large sums on armaments was 
finally confirmed hy the realization that, while it would probably 
lead to the loss of the trade with the East Indian Islands, by con
centrating their efforts upon India they could retain its immensely 
valuable commerce, and at the same time avoid heavy ex
penditure for defence. This is clearly established by the cor
respondence between the Directors and their agents in the East 
over the Dutch proposal of 1615 that the two rival companies 
should be amalgamated.(21) The Dutch proposed that the English 
should assume part of the cost of carrying on the war against the 
Portuguese, and that, when victory had been attained, the two 
allies should divide the Eastern trade. The reason for this offer 
was that while the Dutch had gained command of the sea and 
captured many of Portugal's possessions, they were still compelled 
to maintain a large fleet and army to complete their conquests. 
The Portuguese were far from being reduced to impotence, and 
the Netherlands Company found the drain upon its resources 
caused a most serious reduction of profits. When faced by this 
offer the London Company temporised; it had profited by the 
Dutch armaments without contributing to their cost, and it desired 
that so satisfactory a state of affairs should continue as long as 
possible. This unwillingness to diminish dividends for the sake 
of security was characteristic of the Directors' policy throughout 
the greater part of the century. They much preferred that their 
unprotected agents should be exposed to periodical insults, 
imprisonment and extortion from native rulers or the Dutch rather 
than incur the expense of troops and fortifications.(22) Further
more, at this time they did not believe that the Dutch would dare 
to carry their hostility beyond empty threats.(23) The Netherlands. 
Company pressed for an immediate answer to its proposal, and its 
agents in the Indies did not hesitate to attack the English ships 
which interfered with their trade. Finally the Directors were 
informed by their agents in the East that although a refusal of 
the offer would probably end in the English being ousted from the 
Archipelago, they would nevertheless be able to maintain their 
position in India and secure a monopoly of its trade. The 
Directors therefore evaded the acceptance of the Dutch offer.(24) 
While they realised to what their decision might lead, they 

(20) Sainsbury, "Cal. S. P., E. Indies, 1617-21;" xviii-xix. 
(21) Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: Hist, of Pen. Prior to Brit. 

Ascendancy,'' 40-41. 
(22) Wright, "Annesley of Surat and His Times," passim. 
(23) Foster, "Letters Received by the E. Ind. Company," I I I , Intro., 

xxxvi. 
(24) Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: Hist, of Pen. Prior to Brit. 

Ascendancy," 40-41. 
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T H E ENGLISH AND DUTCH IN THE EAST 1579-1786. 7 

continued to establish factories in the East Indian Islands, for they 
hoped to avoid incurring the expense of armaments and yet at the 
same time enjoy the benefits which would have resulted from them. 

During the next few years Anglo-Dutch relations grew steadily 
worse, until by 1618 the two Companies were at open war. The 
principal reason for this was the English attempt to secure a firm 
foothold in the Moluccas, or Spice Islands, the principal goal of 
European enterprise in the East. In this connection it is curious 
to note how from the time of the Portuguese, all the Western 
nations failed to realize the immense value of the Indian trade 
" per se ", and devoted their main efforts to securing a monopoly 
of the supply of cloves, nutmegs, pepper, cinnamon and other • 
spices. (25) With the exception of pepper these were to be found 
only in the Molucca and Banda Islands ;(20) and it was primarily 
for their possession that the wars of the Portuguese, Dutch and 
English traders were fought. I t might almost be said that British 
India is the unexpected result of the loss of the spice trade. The 
situation in these islands was that by 1615 the Dutch had conquer
ed the Moluccas and established themselves in the Bandas after 
some hard righting against the Portuguese. This they had ac
complished without any English assistance, and they refused to 
share the fruits of victory with their rivals. The Dutch attempt 
to establish a monopoly threatened to destroy the English Com
pany's former lucrative trade.(27) Some of the Spice Islands were 
however still unoccupied in 1015-20 and the English made several 
unsuccessful attempts to obtain possession of them. In this they 
were aided by the Bandaese, who had been driven into rebellion 
by the harshness of the Dutch rule, and looked upon the English 
as deliverers. The Dutch first tried threats, but finding them use
less they drove the English by force out of Pulo Ai and Pulo Roon, 
two of the Banda Islands where the natives had invited the London 
Company to form factories.(28) The conduct of the Dutch was 
peculiarly indefensible in the case of Pulo Boon, since they had 
never even visited it before the arrival of the English, and the 
natives had ceded it to England.(29) From 1618 to 1620 there was 
open war between the two Companies in the East ; and on the 
whole the English had decidedly the worst of it, as was to be 
expected from their inferior resources.(30) 

(25) Birdwood, " Indian Records," passim. Foster, "Let ters 
Received,'' passim. 

(26) Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary of the Indian I s l ands : " 
101-5. 

(27) Foster, "Let ters Received," I I I , xxix-xxx: IV. xxii, 
(28) Ibid., I I , xxiii-xxiv. Ibid., I I I , xxiv. Ibid., IV. xiv, xx, xxii-

xxiii. Ibid., V. xxii-xxv. Ibid., VI. xxxv. Salisbury, "Cal . S. P., East 
Indies 1616-21," xlvii-xlix, li. 

(29) Danvers, "Indian Records," I, i, 26. Foster, "L t r s . Reed.," 
IV. xxii-xxiii. 

(30) Foster, "English Factories in India, 1618-21," xxxviii-xlii. 
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8 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867. 

A hollow truce was patched up by the so-called Treaty of 
Defence of 1619, negotiated in London between King James' 
government and Dutch Commissioners. The Dutch and also King 
James appear to have been satisfied with it, the Company was not, 
but " faute de mieux," had to accept it.(31) Many important 
disputes of long standing had been left unsettled by the treaty, 
and furthermore the terms of the agreement itself soon gave rise 
to a host of new controversies. Both sides accused one another of 
bad faith, and the so-called alliance did little more than add fresh 
fuel to the flames of English and Dutch hatred.(32) 

Finally, in 1623, came the notorious massacre of Amboyna-
The Dutch tortured and executed a number of Englishmen and 
their Japanese mercenaries stationed at the London Company's 
factory of Amboyna, in the Spice Islands, on a false charge of 
conspiring to seize the Dutch fortress there.(33) With this outrage 
vanished all hopes of future co-operation between the two nations-
in the East. The President and Council at Batavia (the capital 
of the English Company's possessions from 1620 to 1623) were 
confirmed in the decision which they had made even before the 
massacre occurred. This was that their factories in the Moluccas,, 
the outlying parts of the Archipelago, and the Far East must be 
abandoned, since it was impossible for them to carry on a profitable 
trade in the face of unrelenting Dutch hostility.(34) By the end 
of 1623 the English Company's factories at Patani, in the Malay 
Peninsula, Hirado, in Japan, and Siam, had been abandoned, while-
its posts in the Archipelago were reduced to those at Achin and 
Jambi in Sumatra, Japara in Java, and Macassar in Celebes.(35) 
In 1628 Batavia itself was abandoned and the seat of government 
was transferred to Bantam.(36) 

The year 1623 was "one of the most important dates in the 
history of the British Empire in India for in it the Directors-
ceased to regard the East Indian Islands as the principal field of 
their operations, and concentrated their attention more and more 
upon the development of their Indian trade. Like most great 
changes, this revolution was not the work of a single year: the 
Directors had been gradually inclining towards it ever since about 
1615, when it became evident that they must either spend large 
sums on armaments or be ousted from the Archipelago.(37) As 
long as it was possible to do so however they clung to their East 

(31) Ibid, xlii-xliii. Sainsbury, "Cal . S. P., E. Ind., 1617-21," xii-
xviii. Danvers, "Indian Records," I, i, 28. 

(32) Foster, "English Factories, 1618-21," xliii. Ibid. "1622-23," 
xxxvi. Danvers, " Indian Records," I, i, 29. Sainsbury, "Cal . S. P. E., 
Indies, 1617-21," xviii-xix. 

(33) Foster, " Eng. Factories, 1622-23," xxxvi, and passim, 
(34) Ibid., xxxvi. 
(35) Ibid., xxxvii. 
(36) Danvers, " Indian Records," I, i, 30. 
(37) Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: Hist, of the Malay P e n . " 40-41. 
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T H E ENGLISH AND DUTCH IN THE EAST 1579-1786. 9 

Indian factories, and it was only the revelation that the Dutch 
were prepared to go to any lengths against them which finally 
drove them to reverse their policy. Even after 1623 however the 
Directors did not wholly abandon their trade with the East Indian 
Islands. They still retained their factories in Java and Sumatra, 
and on various occasions attempted partly to regain their former 
position in the Archipelago. The uncompromising hostility of 
the Dutch however, combined with the growth of their Indian 
commerce, gradually diverted their attention almost completely 
to India, until the Company's trade with the Archipelago became 
only a minor affair. 

Before tracing the later history of English enterprise in the 
Eastern Archipelago it is necessary to explain how the Company-
had contrived to build up so prosperous a trade in India, and why 
they were able to resist successfully the attacks of the Portuguese 
and Dutch there. Although the early Dutch victories had soon 
broken the back of Portuguese power, they had " scotched the 
snake, not killed it." The might of Portugal was wanting, but she 
was still able to send new fleets to the East, and for over a 
generation after she lost command of the sea in 1606, the dis
membered fragments of her empire continued to oppose the 
English and Dutch, before they finally succumbed. Moreover 
Surat, the principal English factory in India, was on the West 
Coast, only about 400 miles from Goa, the principal seat of 
Portuguese power, and the London Company was thus peculiarly 
exposed to their attacks. The Great Mogul had at first been un
willing to allow the English to trade in India partly because of 
the influence of the Jesuit missionaries in his court, and in part 
because his empire "possessed no navy, and its trade was at the 
mercy of the Portuguese ships, which were considered invincible. 
In 1612 however the English fleet waylaid the Indian merchantmen 
going to Mocha and Aden, compelled them to trade, and levied a 
heavy ransom on the ships from Dm and Surat, as punishment 
for the exclusion of English vessels. In the same year the Eng
lish fleet defeated a Portuguese squadron which attacked it. These 
events had a great effect in India: they broke the tradition of 
Portuguese invincibility by sea, and also showed that Indian trade 
was as much at the mercy of the English as of Portuguese ships. 
As a result, the Great Mogul granted the London Company per-
mission to trade, and a factory was established at Surat.(38) 

The embassy of Sir Thomas Roe in 1615 to the Great Mogul 
very greatly improved the position of the English merchants. In 
addition to Portuguese hostility, they had hitherto had to contend 
against the jealous opposition of Indian traders, and the extortions-
of local officials. Only the dread of English sea power and fears-
of retaliation upon native merchants had saved them from ex-

(38) Foster, "Ear ly Travels in India ," 68, 188-89, 192-93. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



10 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867. 

pulsion. Roe failed to obtain valuable trading privileges, but he 
accomplished three results of the highest importance. He greatly 
raised English prestige at the court of the Mogul, who had hitherto 
not been very favourably impressed by the Englishmen—merchants 
and swasbuckling adventurers—whom he had seen, he won over 
influential courtiers to support the Company, and he procured the 
recall of the powerful and unjust governor of Surat. Roe thereby 
" instilled into his successors a wholesome dread of offending the 
foreign merchants who had so powerful a friend at headquarters. 
If, after his departure English found in India. . . 'a free trade, 
a peaceable residence, and a very good esteem with that King and 
people ' it was due very largely to the character and ability " of 
Roe.(39) 

During the next few years the position of the Company grew 
steadily stronger. The Portuguese attacks were defeated, and in 
1622 the English carried the war into the enemy's camp when in 
alliance with the Persians they besieged and captured Ormuz, a 
strong fortress of vital importance to Portugal for the safeguard
ing of her Persian trade, and one of the principal commercial 
centres of Asia.(40) The concluding stages of the war may be 
briefly summarized. Desultory hostilities continued until 1635. 
but although the arrival of strong fleets from Portugal sometimes 
resulted in English defeats, the balance of success inclined more 
and more to the side of the Company. The Portuguese also 
succeeded in alienating Jehangir by their kidnapping of his sub
jects, by their slave trade, and by their plundering of Indian 
merchantmen. On several occasions he attacked them and did 
them much damage. For these reasons the Portuguese had by 
1635 ceased to be serious rivals of the Company, either in trade 
or war.(41) Moreover for several years both had been feeling that 
their real enemy was the Dutch, and that instead of attacking one 
another they would be much better advised to make common cause 
against them. Accordingly in 1635 a treaty of peace was signed, 
and henceforth the quondam adversaries tended to support one 
another against Holland.(42) 

Despite the long war, English trade on the whole prospered 
exceedingly. Factories were established on both the East and West 
Coasts of India, and on the Persian Gulf, Surat being the Indian 
headquarters of the Company. Very large profits were made, and 
in 1620 the Directors recorded their opinion of Surat that " no 
place proveth so good, so sure, nor any trade so profitable, and. . . . 

(39) Foster , " E n g . Factories in India , 1618-21," viii-ix. 
(40) Foster, " E n g l i s h Factories, 1 6 2 2 - 2 3 : " vii-xiii. 
(41) Sainsbury, " C a l . 8. P . , E. Ind., 1613-16," liii. Foster , " E n g l i s h 

Factor ies in I n d i a , " 1618-21 ," passim. Ibid. " 1 6 2 4 - 2 9 , " passim. Ibid. 
1630-33," passim. Vincent Smith, " O x f o r d History of I n d i a , " 395-93. 

(42) Foster, " E n g l i s h Factories, 1630-33 ," pp. xxxvi and xxxvii, and 
Ibid . , " 1633-35, ' ' passim. 
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is in fair possibilitie to prove more and more profitable."(43) The 
contrast between the rapid increase of the Indian trade, and its 
comparative security compared with the precariousness of the 
situation in the Eastern Archipelago, clearly shows the reason for 
the Directors' reversal of policy in 1623. 

Despite the victory over the Portuguese the success of the 
Company remained very doubtful. So hopeless did the out-look 
appear that on several occasions, e.g. in 1625-27, 1630-36, and 
1647, the abandonment of the trade was seriously considered. I t 
was not until about 1657 that its fortunes began steadily to im
prove. While Dutch hostility was the principal reason, there were 
several other contributing causes. The Company was hampered 
by debt, credit was very difficult to obtain, and it received little 
support from the governments of James I, Charles I, and the 
Commonwealth, during its earlier years. There was dissension 
within its own ranks, and furthermore trade was gravely injured 
by the operations of interlopers, like Courteen's Company, founded 
in 1635. Far from assisting the Directors against their rivals, 
Charles I aided in the establishment of Courteen's association. 
During the Civil War and the first years of the Commonwealth 
conditions became even more serious. Not only did the Directors. 
trade suffer from the war, and from the levies made upon their 
funds by both King and Parliament, but they were also unable to 
recover the £50,000 lent to Charles I in 1640. I t is not without 
cause that Foster characterises the period 1643-57 as " the darkest, 
years in the history of the Company."(44) 

During the same period the fortunes of the Dutch were rapidly 
approaching their senith. Their war with Portugal came to an end 
in 1644, after they had annexed everything worth taking. One of 
their last and most important successes was the capture in 1641 of 
Malacca which, owing to its very strong fortifications, had resisted 
their many previous attacks. Its fall consolidated the supremacy 
of Holland in the East Indian Archipelago, for not only was it one 
of the principal trading centres of Asia, but it also occupied a very 
commanding strategic position on the Straits of Malacca, the best 
trade-route to the East Indies and China. Nearly every merchant
man bound for the Archipelago or the Far East either put in at 
Malacca or else passed close by. Entrenched in the great fortress 
erected by the Portuguese, the Dutch dominated this route, and 
could interfere with or destroy the trade of all other nations at 
pleasure. (45) 

(43) Ibid. " 1 6 1 8 - 2 V xx, and v. introductions to all the volumes of 
the ' ' E n g l i s h F a c t o r i e s ' ' series ed. Foster , Vincent Smith, " I n d i a , " 338. 

(44) Sainsbury, " C a l . S. P. , E. Indies, 1625-29," x-xiii. Sainsbury, 
" C o u r t Minutes of the East India Company, 1640-43." In t rod by Foster,, 
xxv and passim. Ibid., " 1646-50," xii. 

(45) J . R. A. S. S. B., No. 66, pp. 61 and 70. Muller. 
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On comparing the relative strength of the two Companies at 
this period, it is easy to understand why the English were not more 
successful against the Dutch, supported as they were by the wealth 
and power of Holland. The wonder is that the London Company 
succeeded in keeping its trade going although on a somewhat re
duced scale. The Dutch were the dominant power in the East 
Indian Islands, and scarcely tolerated English competition there. 
Bantam and the factories subordinate to it in Celebes, Java and 
Sumatra, continued to exist, but trade gradually decreased. The 
Commonwealth's War with Holland afforded another proof of the 
weakness of the English Company. Bantam was blockaded, and its 
trade practically brought to a standstill. Everywhere the Com
pany's commerce practically ceased to exist, many ships being 
captured and others forced to take refuge in the neutral native 
ports. In India also the Dutch were at this period much more 
powerful than the English. Their fortresses were more numerous 
and much wealthier and in 1649 they imposed terms on the Great 
Mogul himself. Without sea power he had to choose between sub
mission and the destruction of his trade. To contemporary ob
servers it seemed probable that Holland would combine dominion in 
the Archipelago with supremacy in Hindustan, and so become 
paramount in the East, from the Cape of Good Hope to the China 
Sea.(46) 

The fortunes of the London Company began to improve about 
1657. In 1658 Cromwell compelled the Dutch to pay an indemnity 
for the Massacre of Amboyna, and to promise to restore Pulo Roon, 
the Spice Island which they had wrested from the English in 
1620.(47) Real prosperity however did not return until the Res
toration brought back public confidence and general tranquil
l i ty ( 4 8 ) Charles I I was genuinely anxious to promote English 
trade, and the Company enjoyed his high favour. I t prospered 
greatly, and established many new factories in India. (49) 

Both in India and the Archipelago however the Dutch retained 
their supremacy until towards the close of the seventeenth century. 
They continued their old policy of hostility to English trade, and 
were more than once guilty of highhanded actions in India. In 
1664 for example they ordered the English to withdraw from Porca 
because they had decided to build a factory there. (50) In the East 
Indies, the headquarters of their power, their actions were even 
more tyrannical. Despite the treaty of 1658 they retained Pulo 
Boon, and finally in 1667 Charles I I was compelled to recognise 

(46) Foster , " E n g l i s h Factories, 1622-23 ," xxxvii. Ibid. , " 1 6 3 0 -
3 3 , " xxxviii. Ibid., " 1 6 3 7 - 4 1 , " xlv. Ibid., " 1 6 4 6 - 5 0 , , " xvii-xxi. Ibid. , 
" 1 6 5 1 - 5 4 , " xiii-xx, xxxi, and 166. Danvers, " I n d i a n R e c o r d s , " I , i, 31-35. 

(47) Wright , " E a r l y English A d v e n t u r e r s , " 239. 
(48) Sainsbury, " C o u r t Minutes of the E. Ind . Co., 1644-49," ii i , 

vii, ix. 
(49) Cambridge Modern History, V, 697-98. P . E . Roberts. 
(50) Birdwood, " I n d i a n R e c o r d s , " 190, 220. 
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their possession of it by the Treaty of Breda. (51) The trade of 
Bantam and the other English factories in the Eastern Archipelago 
was hampered in every way. Finally in 1683, the Dutch expelled 
the English from Bantam. The Directors made no serious attempt 
to regain it, and ordered the abandonment of all their remaining 
posts in the East Indian Islands, and of the factories recently re
established in Siam, Tonquin, Amoy etc. They considered that 
in the face of persistent Dutch hostility trade in the Archipelago 
was hopeless. (52) For over a century the Dutch supremacy in the 
Malay Peninsula and the East Indian Islands remained almost 
unchallenged. 

Considering the Dutch policy in the Archipelago, it seems some
what surprising that they did not try to drive the Company from 
India also, for by itself it was quite unable to resist them. Apart 
from an abortive attempt in 1685-90 to make it a military power, 
until about the middle of the eighteenth century the Directors ad
hered to the traditional policy of refusing to build forts and 
maintain troops. At the end of the seventeenth century the Com
pany had only a small, though very efficient fleet of armed mer
chantmen, a few hundred soldiers, and the three fortresses of 
Bombay, Madras and Calcutta. The Directors preferred to remain 
a peaceable commercial corporation, securing trade rights and im
munity from oppression by making lavish presents to the Mogul 
officials. (53) The explanation appears to be that the Dutch centred 
their attention on the Spice Islands and the Eastern Archipelago 
and regarded their Indian trade as of only minor importance. (54) 
While they drove the English out of the East Indian Islands to com
plete their monopoly there, in India they did not consider it neces
sary to rid themselves of a rival whose weakness they regarded with 
contempt. I t was only in 1759 that, comprehending the full signi
ficance of Plassey, they made a desperate attempt to check the 
growth of English power. I t was too late; the Dutch Company 
had long been sinking into decay, and the only result of its action 
was ignominious defeat, and the final withdrawal of the Dutch from 
Indian politics. (55) 

Before the end of the seventeenth century the period of violent 
collision between the Dutch and English Companies was at an end. 
Both had firmly established themselves on the whole in separate 
spheres, the English in India and the Dutch in the Archipelago. 
Three more attempts were made however by the English Company 
to gain a foothold in the Archipelago, at Bencoolen in Sumatra, and 
in or off Borneo at Banjarmassin and Balambangan. Bsncoolen, 
one of the most costly and unprofitable stations which the Company 
ever possessed, was founded in 1685. The Directors had abandoned 

(51) Danvers, " I n d i a n Reco rds , " I , i, 31-33, 34. 
(52) Ibid., 35-36. Birdwood, " I n d i a n Records , ' ' 191. 
(53) Smith, " I n d i a , " 449-50, 456, 466. 
(54) Smith, " I n d i a , " 341, 449. 
(55) Ibid., 495-96. Birdwood, " I n d i a n R e c o r d s , " 191. 
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hope of winning part of the trade in the more costly spices,—cloves, 
nutmegs, etc., hut they believed it was possible to gain a share of 
the valuable trade in pepper. Its cultivation was not confined to 
a few islands in the fery centre of the Dutch Empire, but was wide
spread in Java, Sumatra and many other parts of the Archipelago. 
Accordingly a fort was built at Bencoolen on the West Coast of 
Sumatra. This island had long been noted for its pepper plan
tations, and furthermore had few Dutch factories, since Holland 
like Portugal had rather overlooked its importance and hid prersed 
on Eastwards to the Spice Islands. During the early period of its 
existence Bencoolen appeared to justify the high hopes entertained 
of it. For a few years its commerce amounted to over 6000 tons of 
pepper a year, and several branch factories were established in the 
neighbouring districts. The settlement however never paid, com
paring the total receipts with the very large expenditure required 
for its fortifications and upkeep. Several reasons can be assigned 
for this. The climate was very unhealthy, and there was a very 
high death-rate amongst the staff and the garrison. The officials 
neglected their duties consequent on their being allowed to trade 
on their own account, and the settlement was too far removed from 
the usual trade route to China to become a commercial centre. The 
Dutch greatly hampered trade, by establishing posts in the neigh
bourhood and intriguing with the natives. In 1760 the French 
dealt Bencoolen a very serious blow, since they destroyed the forti
fications and for a time reduced the settlement to ruin. The 
Company also made the discovery, confirmed by the experience of 
every other European power in the East Indian Islands, that it was 
impossible to obtain a satisfactory return from plantations worked 
by Malay labour. For all these reasons the annual yield of pepper 
gradually diminished until it became negligible. Meanwhile the 
yearly expenditure was always very high, so that Bencoolen was kept 
up at a heavy annual loss. (50) Finally the Directors realised the 
hopelessness of the situation, and decided to establish a fort in a 
more central position in the Archipelago. (57) The subsequent 
history of Bencoolen may be told in a. few words. I t continued to 
be a heavy loss to the Company, and when Sir Stamford Raffles 
came there as Governor in 1818 he described its condition as " a 
miserable state of r u i n . . . . The natives say that Bencoolen is now 
a dead land."(58)  Raffles with his usual energy and ability set him
self to restore the settlement to prosperity, and during the five years 
of his governorship he introduced many reforms which went far to 
attain this end. The Directors however had become utterly weary 
of Bencoolen: for one hundred and fifty years they had annually 

(56) Danvers, " I n d i a n R e c o r d s , " I , i, 32, 60-71, 73-74. Marsden, 
" H i s t o r y of S u m a t r a , " 451-52. Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 
26, 37, 40-43. 

(57) Ibid., 46-49. 
(58) Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r of Raffles," 463. Egerton, " L i f e of 

Raffles," 146-47. 
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expended about £100,000 on it, and in return they received a few 
tons of pepper. At various times they had been given forecasts of 
returning prosperity; but the result had always been increased 
deficits and diminishing returns. Bencoolen was thoroughly dis
credited, and the Directors refused to sanction the further outlay 
required by Raffles' projects. They preferred to write it off their 
books as a dead loss, and willingly ceded it to the Dutch in 1824 in 
exchange for Malacca.(59) 

The second attempt of the English Company in the eighteenth 
century to obtain a share in the trade of the East Indian Islands 
was made at Banjarmassin, in Southern Borneo, between 1698 and 
1701. A fort was built, but in 1707 the natives attacked it and 
drove the English out of the country. In 1738 trade began again, 
but it came to an end in 1756, when the Dutch obtained from the 
Sultan the monopoly of the yield of pepper. In 1785 Banjar
massin became a Dutch province, the Sultan ceding it and con
tinuing to reign as their vassal. (60) -

Balambangan, an island in the Sulu Archipelago, was the 
scene of the Company's third attempt. It was ceded to the British 
in 1762 by Bantelan, the Sultan of Sulu. In the following year he 
made a further cession of the northern and north eastern parts of 
Borneo, roughly the area of the present British protectorate of 
North Borneo, which the Sulus had wrested from the Sultan of 
Brunei. About 1771 a fort was built on Balambangan, but in 
1775 it was surprised and sacked by the Sulus. No attempt was 
made to revive the settlement for nearly thirty years. In 1803 it 
was reoccupied by the Company's orders; but it was not a financial 
success, and was therefore abandoned in 1804. (61) 

Perhaps the most significant lesson in the record of failure at 
Bencoolen, Banjarmassin and Balambangan was that in no case 
was the want of success primarily due to the Dutch, although their 
hostility to all three attempts was clearly established. Yet they 
contented themselves with covert attacks, and did not try to expel 
the English by force, as they had done in the seventeenth century. 
The explanation is to be found in the steady decay of Dutch power 
which began about the end of the seventeenth century. The reasons 
for the fall of the Dutch East India Company in many respects bear 
a curious resemblance to those which brought about the collapse of 
the Portuguese Empire. In both cases the mother country was un
able to support the drain in men and money needed to maintain its 
overseas possessions. During the greater part of the sixty years 

(59) Ibid., 147-68. Poulger, "Li fe of Raffles," 263-90. Straits 
Settlements Records, Vol. 186: April 18, 1805, 10. Directors' Despatch to 
Penan g. 

(60) Danvers, "Indian Records,'' I, i, 97-103. Crawford, "Descrip
tive Dictionary of the Indian Archipelago,'' 36, 37. 

(61) Danvers, " Indian Records," I, i, 103-5. J. R, A. S. S. B., Vol. 
20, pp. 16-17. W. H. Treacher. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



16 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867 

between the outbreak of the first naval war with the Commonwealth 
in 1652 and the Peace of Utrecht in 1713 Holland was at war with 
France or England, and sometimes both together. She emerged 
from the struggle with her possessions intact; but the drain on her 
resources had been tremendous, and even before the final peace signs 
of exhaustion made their appearance. (62) The situation at home 
inevitably reacted upon the position in Asia, and during the 
eighteenth century the power of the Dutch East India Company 
steadily decayed. The brilliant success of the Dutch in the East 
was to a considerable extent nullified by their victories against 
Louis XIV. Furthermore the policy of the Company in the East 
Indian Islands was a potent cause of its own downfall. From the 
earliest years of its history it looked upon the government of an 
empire as a purely business proposition. The Archipelago was 
cold-bloodedly exploited to wring from it the last florin, without 
any regard to the well-being of the natives. From this arose an 
endless series of revolts during the greater part of the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries. They -were suppressed with great 
brutality; but the drain on the wealth of the Company was very 
heavy. The corruption and dishonesty of its employes was also a 
factor in bringing about its ruin.(63) 

During the last few decades of the eighteenth century the rate 
of decay became greatly accelerated. With waning resources the 
Company was no longer able to maintain sufficient troops to enforce 
its policy of monopolising trade. The English Company was quick 
to seize the opportunity, and by about 1770 at latest it had built 
up a flourishing and steadily increasing smuggling trade, English 
manufactures being exchanged for spices. (64) Perhaps the most 
striking instance of Dutch decay was the voyage of Captain Forrest 
in 1774. He was sent from Balambangan to obtain clove, cinnamon 
and other spice plants, from unoccupied islands in the Moluccas, 
that their cultivation might be established in English territory. In 
a Malay prau of moderate size, Forrest cruised down the East Coast 
of Borneo and through the Moluccas and Bandas. He returned to 
Balambangan only to find it destroyed by the Sulus, and eventually 
sailed away in his prau to Bencoolen. One hundred years before 
well-armed East Indiamen had been driven out of the Indian 
Archipelago by Dutch ships: yet Forrest in a small native boat 
cruised about with impunity in the most jealously guarded pre
serves of the Dutch Empire, (65) 

(62) Cambridge Modern History, V, 696-97. P . E . Roberts. Bird-
wood, " I n d i a n 'Records," 192. 

(63) Temminck, "Possess ions Neer landa i ses , " I I I , 203-5. J . E . A. 
S. (S. B., No. 66, p . 75. Muller. Marsden ed. " M e m o i r s of a Malayan 
F a m i l y . " " J o u r n a l of the Indian Arch ipe lago , " New Series, I , 141-85. 
Crawford, " I n d i a n Arch ipe lago , " I I „ 433-43 and passim. Raffles, " H i s 
tory of J a v a , " I , 218-19. Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r , " 304. 

(64) Forrest , " V o y a g e to New (Guinea," 2-5. Lady Raffles, 
" M e m o i r , " 304, 307. 

(65) Forrest , " V o y a g e to New G u i n e a , " passim. 
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The next step in the Netherlands Company's fall was the 
gradual abandonment of one group of islands after another. In 
1795, on the eve of the English capture of Malacca and the Moluccas 
the Dutch Empire had been reduced to Java, Malacca, the Moluccas, 
and a few forts in Sumatra, Borneo, Celebes, and some other islands. 
All the rest had been given up or destroyed by the natives. Even 
in the Malay Peninsula, the subjection of the Malay Sultans, rein
forced though it was by the garrison at Malacca, was breaking 
down.(66) Finally, in this same year of 1795, a Commission 
appointed by the States General reported that the Company was 
bankrupt and its commerce nearly annihilated. Three years later, 
the newly established Batavian Republic annulled the charter of 
1602, and took over the administration of the remnants of its 
empire. (67) 

The weakness of Holland was England's opportunity. The 
foundation of Penang in 1786 was a deadly blow to the commercial 
prosperity of Malacca; but the Dutch were too feeble to oppose it 
save by the most ineffectual of intrigues. 

(66) Baring Gould and Bampfylde, "Sarawak ," 42. Lady Raffles, 
" Memoir," 304-5. 

(67) J , I. A., I, 187. 
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CHAPTER IT. 

Penang, 1786-1830. 

Until 1786 the Malay Peninsula as a whole was held in small 
esteem by the Directors of the English East India Company. Like 
the Dutch, their eyes were fixed on the spice trade, and they 
pressed on past the Peninsula to the Eastwards, overlooking the 
great wealth which lay nearest to them. The Company's factory 
at Patani which existed from 1611 until the Massacre of Amboyna 
in 1623, was the only one in the Peninsula. From Patani indeed 
great things were expected; it was proposed to make it one of the 
five principal posts, and the headquarters of all the Company's 
factories in Siam, Cochin-China, Japan, Borneo etc. Not the least 
of its advantages was the comparative security for trade. As one 
of the Directors' agents put it, " though the ruler be a woman, the 
government is reasonable good." The rest of the Peninsula was 
dismissed as of negligible value, although Perak and Junk Ceylon 
(more correctly named Ujong Salang) an island off the West Coast 
of the Peninsula, were known to have " great store of Tinn."(1) 
The Massacre of Amboyna caused the abandonment of the Patani 
factory; and no further attempt was made before 1786 to found a 
post in the Peninsula, with the exception of a small agency in 
Kedah. This was established in 1669, but does not seem to have 
prospered, and after a few years it was given up.(2) 

There were several reasons which induced the Directors again 
to turn their attention to the Peninsula. They were not influenced 
solely by commercial motives, as in the seventeenth century, but 
by considerations of naval strategy as well. About 1763 the 
Directors seem to have had in mind the advisability of obtaining 
some good harbour in the Eastern Archipelago, although in the 
quarter of a century which elapsed before Penang was actually 
founded trade motives also became very important. 

The naval motive has been presented very fully in three works, 
one by Admiral, (then Captain) Popham in 1805, and the other 
two apparently by officials of the East India Company in London, 
who drew up detailed memoranda for the convenience of their 
superiors, some time between 1790 and 1810. Although written 
after Penang was occupied, they give the fullest account of the 
strategic reason for it. Popham began his book by pointing out 
that although the West Coast of India had ceased to be, as in the 

(1) J . R. A. S. S. B., Vol. 54 : 67, 77-81. W. G. Maxwell. 
(2) Lucas, " H i s t o r i c a l Geography," 2nd ed., 1906: I , 192. 
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seventeenth century, the centre of British power in India, yet the 
only dockyards were at Bombay. The centre of gravity had 
shifted to the Eastern coast; and naval battles were generally fought 
in the Bay of Bengal, during the period of the South-Western 
monsoon.(3) The whole matter is so bound up with the question 
of the monsoons that it is necessary to examine the vital role which 
they played in the days of sailing ships. During the South-Western 
Monsoon (during which the wind blows from the South) ships 
could safely remain in the Bay of Bengal; but about the beginning 
of October comes the setting-in of the North-Eastern Monsoon 
(when the wind blows from the North). This lasts from October 

. to March., when it is again replaced by the South-Western Mon
soon. Moreover the period of change is accompanied by violent 
storms, so that it was dangerous for a sailing ship to remain on 
the Eastern Coast later than October 12, or to return before March 
at the earliest.(4) During the South-Western Monsoon, that is, 
from January to September, a fleet could with perfect safety remain 
on the Coromandel (Eastern) Coast, and even undertake repairs 
in the open road-steads, although " owing to a continued high surf 
the communication with the shore is at all times inconvenient, 
and sometimes entirely impracticable." But in October the fleet 
had to retire to a safe port " to avoid the violent and dangerous 
hurricanes which generally happen in October or November," and 
to make such repairs as could not be undertaken in an open road
stead.(5) Furthermore if during the period of the South-West 
Monsoon a man-of-war should become so seriously disabled that 
she could not make good the damage while riding at anchor in the 
Bay of Bengal, there was no alternative save to sail for Bombay.(6) 
Even during the favourable season it was "extremely circuitous, 
tedious and difficult " for the best-equipped ships to make Bombay; 
and many bound for that port were compelled to sail to Aehin or 
the Straits of Malacca until the monsoon had abated. Disabled 
ships were quite unable to reach Bombay from the Eastern Coast. 
The difficulty in their case was further complicated by the absence 
of even a good road-stead on the Coromandel Coast; the only one 
available was at Madras, and even this was frequently dangerous.(7i 

How serious the situation was, is shown by the following 
quotation. 

" Experience has shown that a fleet cannot leave the coast 
to refit at Bombay and be at their station again before the 

(3) Popham, "Prince of Wales Island," 7-9, 11. Popham had held 
important commands in Indian waters for over twenty years, and is very 
reliable except in his prophesies regarding the future of Penang. Like so 
many others in the Company's service Le greatly overrated its value as a 
naval base and trading centre. 

(4) Ibid. 8. Trapaud, "Prince of Wales Island," 20-21. 
(5) Straits Settlements Records, I, Captain Kyd's Report on Penang. 
(6) Popham, "Prince of Wales Island," 8-9. 
(7) Ibid. 30. 
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beginning of April, by which means three of the most valuable 
months are lost, during which time an enemy who may 
have refitted at Trincomalee or Acheen (as the French did 
last war) (8) or any other Eastern port, will be on the coast 
to co-operate with the force on shore. But it is unnecessary 
to insist on what such recent experience has so fully 
evinced." (9) 

That is, from October 22 at the latest.(10) the most important part 
of the British Empire in India was entirely at the mercy of any 
enemy who might happen to have a squadron in the Bay of Bengal, 
unless the land defences were strong enough to resist an attack. 
That the menace was by no 'means theoretical the following in
cidents show. 

In 1758, after the naval action between the British and French 
squadrons, the British fleet sailed to the dockyard at Bombay to 
refit, and was absent from October until April 30, 1759. Mean
while a French squadron appeared in the Bay, while Lally attacked 
Madras by land and besieged it for sixty-six days. He failed to 
take it only because six of the East India Company's ships arrived 
on February 16, 1759.(11) I t is very significant that the earliest 
orders of the Directors to search for a suitable port to the East
wards were issued in 1763.( 12) Again in 1782, the Company found 
itself at one and the same time involved in war with France, 
Holland, and Haider Ali, and was in a very parlous state. Five 
indecisive naval engagements occurred between Admirals Suffren 
and Hughes in which both fleets were much damaged. The Com
pany begged the British commander to remain off the Coromandei 
Coast to protect them, since the French had fourteen or fifteen 
ships of the line at sea. Hughes accordingly remained until 
October 15, when his ships were severely damaged in a great 
hurricane. He was then forced to go to Bombay to refit, and 
meeting with adverse winds and currents on his return, he was 
unable to regain the Bay of Bengal until June. Suffren on the 
other hand refitted at Achin Beads instead of going to Mauritius, 
the French naval base, and consequently arrived off the Coromandei 
Coast much earlier than the British squadron. For some months 
he was therefore free to sweep the seas. He drove the Company's 
commerce out of the Bay of Bengal, and almost completely block-

(8) I n 1782. Stra i ts Sett lements Records, T. Wissell, " A Memoir 
of Pr ince of Wales Island considered politically and commercial ly . ' ' The 
MS. was given to Lord Minto to read at his request, and appears never to 
have been returned. I t was wri t ten some time after 1805, and is a pains
tak ing work, quoting extensively from government despatches, and the books 
of Leith and Popham. 

(9) Ibid. K y d ' s Report on Penang. 
(30) Trapaud, " P r i n c e of Wales I s l a n d , " 21. 
(11) Vincent Smith " I n d i a , " 479. S. S. R., I , Wissell, " A Memoir 

of Pr ince of Wales I s l a n d , " 
(12) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 50. 
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aded Calcutta.(13) The following year, 1783, after the action 
between the " Arrogant" and the " Victorious ", the British sailed 
to Bombay, while Sercy, the French commander, went to the 
Mergui Archipelago in Southern Burma to refit. From their base 
at Trincomalee, the French cruisers swept the Bay immediately 
after the change of the monsoon, before the British squadron could 
arrive from Bombay.(4) 

All these events bore a common moral: a naval base must be 
established at some good harbour on the Bay of Bengal, preferably, 
of course, on the Western or Indian side. The Directors became 
convinced that Bombay was too far off, and in 1785-1788 (15) apr 
pointed a committee of ten, of which Popham was a member, to 
examine New Harbour, in the Hughli River. It had been re
commended as the best site for a dockyard, but Popham believed 
that Lord Cornwallis, who presided at the investigation, did not 
approve of it. Popham himself gave a very unfavourable 
verdict,(10) The position was found to be too unhealthy for a 
naval base; and surveys of the western coast of the Bay of Bengal 
showed that it lacked any suitable harbour.(17) 

Accordingly, search was made for a harbour somewhere to the 
Eastwards of the Bay. Penang was not immediately selected as 
the site, and for some years it was thought that a preferable 
position would be the old French base in Achin, Trincomalee, the 
Andamans, or the Nicobar Islands. By 1800 however these had 
been abandoned as either unattainable or unsuitable.(18) I t will 
therefore be observed that although Penang was occupied in 1780, 
partly for strategic reasons, the Government had not definitely 
decided that the island was the most suitable site for the projected 
naval base. I t is also noteworthy that while orders were given to 
search for a harbour in the Eastern Archipelago as early as 1763, 
it was not apparently until about 1788 that the Indian side of the 
Bay of Bengal was finally held to be unsuitable. 

The Company was also influenced by motives of trade. The 
Directors wished to increase their commerce with the East Indian 
Islands, but after repeated failures at Bencoolen they had become 
finally convinced that it was too far removed from the principal 
trade routes of the Archipelago ever to become an important centre 
of commerce. They determined to establish a factory in a more 
central part of the East Indian Islands, and make it the head
quarters of their stations in the Archipelago.(19) 

(13) S. S. R., I, Wissell's Memoir. Popham, "Pr ince of Wales 
Is land," 8-10. 

(14) Ibid., 8. Trapaud, "Prince of Wales Island," 22-23. 
(15) Captain Kyd gives the date as 1774-75, v. his report of 1795 in 

S. S. R., I. 
(16) Popham, "Prince of Wales Is land," 9-14. 
(17) S. S. R. I, Kyd's Report on Penang. 
(18) v. this chapter, infra. 
(19) Wright and Reid, "Malay Peninsula," 49. Trapaud, "Pr ince 

of Wales Is land," 27. 
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Allied with this was the desire to have some port of call for 
British merchantmen engaged in the China trade, a most valuable 
branch of the Company's commerce. The most direct route to 
the factory at Canton and the most frequently used lay through 
the Straits of Malacca, although there was a somewhat longer 
passage down the West Coast of Sumatra, and through the Straits 
of Sunda. Between Calcutta and Canton, there was not a single 
British port except the isolated station of Bencoolen. The Com
pany's merchantmen, if in need of supplies or disabled by storm, 
had to seek shelter in a Dutch port. Even in times of peace the 
relations between the two rival companies were none too friendly, 
and British captains complained of the " very exorbitant" charges 
imposed for the use of the Dutch harbours.(20) In time of war 
the situation was much more serious. The trade route to China 
lay through the centre of the Dutch Empire and the passage, 
through the Straits of Malacca, was completely dominated by 
Malacca. For a time at least, the Chinese market might be 
completely cut off from India. In a letter from MacPherson the 
Acting Governor-General, to Light, dated January 22, 1787, only 
six mourns after the occupation of Penang, he wrote: " At present 
our great object in settling Prince of Wales Island (the official 
name of Penang) is to secure a port of refreshment and repair for 
the King's, the Company's, and the country ships, and we must 
leave it to time and to your good management to establish it as a 
port of commerce." (21) The same consideration was emphasised 
in a letter from Light to MacPherson conveying the offer of 
Penang from the Sultan of Kedah. He reminded MacPherson 
that he had said that the Company wished for " some useful and 
convenient port for the protection of the merchants who trade to 
China, and for the service of His Majesty's fleet in the time of 
war in either monsoon." He then pointed out how completely 
Penang satisfied these requirements. I t was eminently suitable 
as (1) a harbour for refitting ships, (2) a centre for the commerce 
of the Archipelago, and (3) a mart where the ships in the China 
trade could buy the products of the Eastern Archipelago which 
were suitable for the Canton market.(22) This letter was quoted 
by an anonymous writer, apparently an official of the Company in 
London, who drew up a memorandum on Penang some time before 
1800. Commenting on it he said:— 

" I t is Unnecessary to dwell upon the bad consequences 
which may in case of any future war result from the Dutch 
being suffered to have the sole exclusive possession of such 

(20) Ibid. 25. 
(21) Journal of the Indian Archipelago IV. 633-34. 
(22) The very large demand in China for the products of the Archi-

pelago is dealt with in the chapter on Trade. It formed an exceedingly 
important part of the commerce of the Straits Settlements; and the con
sideration of this advantage appears to have had great weight with the 
Company's officials as long as they held the monopoly of the China trade. 
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important Passes as the Straits of Malacca and Sunda. Every 
means short of declared and open Hostility on the part of 
your Government should be used to encourage and support 
the natives in resistance to any attempts to enslave them, 
and to encourage them trading with us."(23) 
An attempt was first made to secure a harbour in the Straits 

of Sunda; but by 1766 it was decided that no suitable site could 
be found.(24) Efforts were then made t0 find a situation to the-
south of the Straits of Sunda, but by about 1770 it was decided 
that the enterprise was hopeless. (25) The Government of India 
next turned its attention to the possibility of finding the desired 
position in the Straits of Malacca. The Bencoolen officials scouted 
the idea as proposterous because of the remoteness of the Straits, 
from the Company's stations on the West Coast of Sumatra; but 
the Directors instructed the Madras Government in 1771 to 
despatch a mission to the court of Achin with a view to obtaining 
permission from the Sultan for the establishment of a factory 
there.(26) Before carrying out these orders the Madras Council 
sought information from the firm of Jourdan, Sulivan and De 
Souza, Madras merchants who had for some years been trading 
with Achin and the Straits of Malacca. They complied with the 
request, and forwarded to Government several letters containing 
a proposal which they had received from the agent in charge of 
their factory in Kedah, a young ex-naval officer named Francis. 
Light.(27) So impressed was the Madras Government by these 
letters that it concluded that Kedah was a much better site for the 
new factory than Achin " because we conceive the great object to 
be the means of supplying of the China market." (28) 

The Francis Light whose proposal had so influenced the 
Madras Council had been a lieutenant in the navy, but like so 
many young men of good family at this period, he had resigned 
his commission in order to seek his fortune in India. Becoming' 
the captain of a Country ship (that is, a ship owned in India and 
engaged in commerce in the Indian seas), he had made several 
voyages to Malaya. At this date, 1772, he was thirty two, and was 
known as an able man very well acquainted with the Malay 
language and countries.(29) His letters and subsequent actions 
show that he shared to the full in the prevalent dislike of the 
Dutch, and that like Raffles he was firmly resolved to exalt his 

(23) S. S. R. I ; Anon. Memorandum on Penang. 
(24) Wright and Reid, " Malay Peninsula, ' ' 50-2. 
(25) Ibid., 52-3. 
(26) Ibid., 53. 
(27) Ibid., 54. 
(28) Sumatra Records, XV. " T h e Diary and Proceedings of the 

Select Committee of Fort St. George in consequence of the orders of the 
Select Committee of the Honourable the Court of Directors, dated 8 May, 
1771, for forming a settlement at Acheen, e t c . " 

(29) Steuart, "Francis Light , " 5-7. Wright and Reid, "Malay 
Peninsula," 55-6. 
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own country at their expense. By his honesty and tact he had 
acquired a very strong influence over the Malays, who liked and 
trusted him greatly.(80) 

Kedah, to which he had succeeded in attracting the attention 
of Government, was the most northerly of the states on the West 
Coast of the Malay Peninsula, its frontier being partly coterminous 
with that of Siam Burma also was not far distant. Consequently 
Kedah led a somewhat chequered career, being generally in a 
rather vague way a tributary of one or the other, usually of Siam, 
when that power was strong enough to coerce it. At this time 
however, Siam was in no position to do so, since it had been over
run by Burma about 1760, and had its hands full in expelling and 
chastising its chronic adversary and the Cochin-Chinese. Burma 
was too busy fighting Siam to concern itself with Malaya, and 
for the moment Kedah appears to have been practically in
dependent(31) 

Other tribulations had however come upon it, since in 1771 
a. rebellion had broken out, and the rebels, aided by the Sultan 
of Selangor, had laid waste the country. The Sultan of Kedah 
was too weak to retaliate, and he therefore offered to Light the 
port and fortress of Kedah Town if his employers would assist 
him.(32) Light wrote several letters strongly urging acceptance 
of the offer.(33) This correspondence was turned over to the 
Madras Government when they applied to the firm for informa
tion, and it was the perusal of it which turned their attention 
to Kedah as well as to Achin.(34) In his letters Light urged 
that Kedah was a very lucrative area for trade: it also possessed 
an excellent harbour for refitting ships sailing to China, and if 
the firm refused the offer would be made to the Dutch. They 
would accept, and could prevent British vessels from passing 
through the Straits of Malacca, since with their existing fortress 
at Malacca " they would possess the entire command of the whole 
Straits." (35) These letters, whose tone was one of great ur
gency and earnestness, appear to have been written by Light on 
his own initiative, and not as a consequence of his employer's 
demands for information, although he was doubtless aware in a 
general way of the Government's intention of establishing a new 
headquarters station somewhere in or about the Straits.(30) 

While the port offered by the Sultan was on the mainland, it 
is interesting to notice that Light mentioned Penang, which fifteen 
years later he was to succeed in obtaining as a British settlement. 

(30) Leith, " P r i n c e of Wales Island," 2-3. 
(31) Anderson, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 42-54. 
(32) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y Peninsula," 56. 
(33) Ibid., 56-62. 
(34) Ibid., 62. 
(35) Sumatra Records, XV. Light to De Souza, Nov. 25, 1771. 
(36) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 61. 
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In a letter to his employers, dated November 25, 1771, he dwelt at 
length on its advantages. I t possessed an excellent harbour, and 
facilities for refitting all ships bound for China; and it could also 
become a trading-centre from which they would be supplied with 
tin, pepper, rattans, etc. He concluded by saying that Penang 
might perhaps suit the East India Company better than his em
ployers(37) 

As a result of these letters the Madras Goverment sent a 
mission under the Honourable Edward Monckton to Kedah to 
negotiate with the Sultan. This was the more remarkable since 
the Sultan had previously made the same proposal to the Council, 
and had only offered Light the concession after it had been rejected. 
At the same time a mission was despatched to Achin to negotiate 
for a settlement there. (38) 

In both cases the result was a complete failure.(30) In Achin 
this was not to be wondered at, since it had long been a settled policy 
of the Achinese Sultans not to permit Europeans to build forts in 
their country. This was the third mission sent to Achin by the 
Company in ten years, similar attempt ha.ving been made in 1702 
and 1764 with the same lack of success.(40) In Kedah the failure 
was due to a different cause, the firm refusal of the Company to 
become involved in the quarrels of the Malay rulers. When Monck
ton was sent it was known that the Sultan's offer was made on the 
condition that a force should be sent to aid him against Selangor, 
yet the Madras Government believed that it could gain the desired 
concession and not pay the price demanded for it. In this it was 
completely mistaken; and after some months of futile negotiation, 
Monckton left Kedah.(41) 

During the next twelve years little was heard of the project 
of establishing a new settlement. The period was a very critical 
one in the history of the Company, and Warren Hastings was too 
busy organizing the government in India and defending the British 
possessions there to spare time for such a minor consideration as 
the affairs of Malaya.(42) Light continued his trading, and made 
his headquarters on Ujong Salang (Junk Ceylon). He had not 
however abandoned the dominating aim of his early career, his hope 
of planting the British flag in Malaya, and he was quietly preparing 
the way for it by gaining the confidence and goodwill of the Malay 
rajas. (43) In 1780 he came to Calcutta on a trading voyage and 
interviewed Warren Hastings. He proved that the Dutch were try-

(37) Sumatra Records, XV. Let ters of Light to De Souza, Nov. 25, 
17 71. 

(38) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 62. 
(39) Ibid., 64. 
(40) Danvers, " I n d i a n R e c o r d s , " I , i, 76. 
(41) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y Pen insu l a , ' ' 64-5. Sumatra Records, 

XV. June 25, 1772. 
(42) Smith, " I n d i a , " 510-47. 
(43) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 67-8. 
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ing to exclude the British from any share in the trade of Malaya,. 
and urged the necessity of occupying Ujong Salang. This was a 
large and valuable island lying to the North of Kedah. I t had a 
good harbour, and carried on a flourishing tin trade, which was 
capable of great development, since the tin-area was very extensive. 
Light was empowered by the Governor of Ujong Salang to offer it 
to the Company. Hastings was strongly impressed, but was un
able to spare either men or money for a new settlement, and the 
enterprise came to nothing. (44) 

In 1784 Warren Hastings again took up the project of establish
ing a port to the Eastwards, despatching a mission under Kinloch 
to Achin, and another under Captain Forrest to Ehio an island in 
the Straits of Malacca, to obtain a site for the settlement. Both 
failed : Forrest was forestalled by the Dutch, and Kinloch, after 
struggling in vain against the Sultan's hostility for fifteen months,, 
was forced to return empty-handed. (45) 

Light of course knew of these failures, and he now determined 
to obtain possession of Penang " as a barrier of Dutch encroach
ments " before they should annex it also. He had a great deal of 
influence over the young Sultan of Kedah, the son of the man with 
whom Monckton had negotiated in 1772. Moreover the Malar 
ruler felt his own position to be somewhat insecure: several powerful 
rajas were unfriendly to him, and he had to fear the possible 
hostility of the other Malay States and above all Siam. Siam had 
now expelled its Burmese conquerors of 1760, and was soon to be
come more powerful that at perhaps any previous period of its 
history. Accordingly Light succeeded in obtaining a grant of the 
island, to be offered to the Company as a site for a settlement; and 
he immediately sailed for Calcutta to persuade the Government to 
establish posts there and on Ujong Salang. The Acting Governor-
General, John MacPherson, had a high opinion of Light, and per
suaded the Company to establish a factory at Penang with Light 
as its Superintendent. MacPherson however decided not to occupy 
Ujong Salang, since " It would have required a greater force than 
could with any degree of convenience have been sent." and also 
because the situation of Penang was preferable, owing to its being 
nearer the Straits of Malacca. (46) 

The selection of Penang rather than Achin or some other 
position seems to have been due partly to force of circumstances, 
and partly to Light's convincing account of the great advantages 
of the island. A port was desired somewhere in the neighbourhood 
of the Straits of Malacca, and there were few alternatives left from 

(44) Ibid., 69. Steuart , " L i g h t , " 6-9. Anderson, " M a l a y Penin-
s u l a , " 129-31, and Appendix, xlviii-lxv. 

(45) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 70. Steuart , " L i g h t , " 
9. S. S. B., I . 

(46) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 70-72. Aitchison,. 
" T r e a t i e s , " I , 398.-99. Anderson, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 42-54. J . I . A.„ 
IV . 635. 
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which to choose. As Light wrote to the Governor-General on 
February 5, 1786:— 

" The Dutch now possess all the Straits of Malacca from 
Point Romania [near Singapore] to the River Krian [the 
northern boundary of P e r a k ] . . . .on the Malay side, and they 
have forts, factories and pretended claims from Bintang or 
Khio to Diamond Point on the Sumatra Coast so that there 
is no part left for you to choose but the small kingdoms of 
Junk Ceylon, Acheen or Quedah [Kedah]."(4 7) 

Every attempt to obtain permission to establish a post at Achin had 
failed; and as Light pointed out " To form a settlement there of 
safety and advantage, a force sufficient to subdue all the chiefs would 
be necessary." (48) How true this statement was is proved by 
the Company's experiences when after Raffles' Treaty of 1819, it 
made a further attempt to secure and establish itself there. (49) 

The reasons, naval and commercial, which led to the occupation 
of Penang were given in a despatch of MacPherson to Light, dated 
January 22, 1787. He wrote that Penang was founded mainly " t o 
secure a port of refreshment and repair for the King's, the Com
pany's, and the Country ships, and we must leave it to time and to 
your good management to establish it as a port of commerce." To 
induce merchants to resort to Penang " we desire you will refrain 
from levying any kind of duties or tax on goods landed or vessels 
importing at Prince of Wales Island, and it is our wish to make the 
port free to all nations." That the foundation of the settlement was 
somewhat tentative was shown by his query regarding how far it 
Mould " answer the ends proposed, t h a t . . . .we may be enabled to 
judge whether it will be prudent to continue or withdraw it al
together." (80) 

A report on the harbour of Penang was drawn up by Captains 
Wall and Lewin, members of the expedition, on August 11, 1786, 
the very day on which the settlement was founded. In this again 
the emphasis was laid, not so much on the commercial advantages 
of the site, as on its value as a port for the warships and vessels in 
the China trade. Great stress was laid on its security, " an ex
ceedingly safe place for ships to ride at all times of the year, being 
extremely well sheltered,, and very convenient for heaving .down and 
refitting s h i p s . . . . Provisions are plenty." It " may, we think, be 
very beneficial to all British ships passing the Straits of 

(47) S. S. E., Vol. 1: and Leith, "Pr ince of Wales Island," 1-2. 
(48) S. S. R., Vol. 81. Letter of Light to the Governor-General Feb. 

15, 1786. 
(49) v. chapters on foundation of Singapore, and the Anglo-Dutch 

Treaty of 1824. 
(50) J. I. A., IV. 633-34. The establishment of free trade at this 

early date is a very interesting anticipation of Raffles' regulations for 
Singapore. As will be seen later in the chapter, it was only the insistent 
demand of Government that the revenue should in some degree compensate 
for the expenses which led to the reluctant reversal of this policy. 
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Malacca."(51) Another strong point in its favour was that it was-
only one week's sail from the Coromandel Coast.(52) Admiral 
Popham declared that even a disabled warship could make the port 
in ten davs from the usual scene of naval actions in the Bay of 
Bengal. (53) 

The Directors in giving their assent to the foundation of 
Penang appear to have been influenced chiefly by commercial con
siderations. At least they defined the reasons for its establishment 
as being " for extending our commerce among the Eastern islands, 
and indirectly by their means to China." It was also intended to 
prevent the Dutch from gaining complete control of the Straits of 
Malacca and Sunda, and to "break their spice monopoly." War 
with Holland was to be avoided, but at the same time it was enjoined 
that the Malay States should be encouraged, and "every assistance-
privately be given them in resisting" Dutch attempts to enslave-
them.(54) 

On August 11, 1786, Light formally took possession of 
Penang. (55) In honour of the Prince of Wales it was named 
Prince of Wales Island; but in spite of the use of this name in all 
official correspondence the native name Penang persisted. I t has1 

practically dispossessed the nominal title, and is therefore used 
throughout this thesis except where the name Prince of Wales-
Island occurs in quotations from documents. The island of Penang 
is about 15 miles long by 9 broad, and is very hilly, the highest 
point being about 2,400 feet. The harbour is formed by the-
channel, from 2 to 5 miles in width, which separates it from the 
mainland of the Peninsula. Until the Company acquired Province 
Wellesley, the strip of territory on the mainland facing the island, 
in 1800 from the Sultan of Kedah, it only controlled one side of 
the harbour. (56) 

The new settlement had many difficulties to contend with, and 
it was peculiarly fortunate that it possessed as its first Superin
tendent such a man as Francis Light. A generous tribute has been 
paid to him by Sir George Leith, who became Governor of Penang 
some six years after his death when many merchants and officials 
who had known and worked with him were still on the island. 
Lei ths description may therefore be taken as substantially correct,, 
even though he himself seems never to have had any personal 
relations with his predecessor. " Mr. Light was extremely well 
qualified, by his perfect knowledge of the language, laws and 
customs of the Malays, to discharge the trust imposed in him. He 
was also well known and much respected by the principal men in 

(51) Captains W a l l ' a n d Lewin, " R e p o r t , " reprinted in " E s s a y s on 
rndo-China , " Series I , Vol. 1, p. 28. 

(52) Trapaud, " P r i n c e of Wales I s l a n d , " 23. 
(53) Popham, " P r i n c e of Wales I s l a n d , " 31 . 
(54) Wr igh t and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 73-4. 
(55) Essays on Indo-China, Series I , Vol. 1, p . 28. 
(56) Lucas, " H i s t . -Geog," I , 201. 
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the neighbouring countries, which he had long frequented as a 
merchant; and what, at that period, was of still greater consequence, 
he possessed much personal influence with the King of Quedah."(57) 

There is a very remarkable resemblance between Francis Light 
and his greater successor, Sir Stamford Raffles. They were alike 
in their devotion to British interests, in their hatred of the Dutch, 
and in the liberal yet wise and firm manner in which they conducted 
their administration. Both had also a wide knowledge of Malayan 
languages and customs, and very great influence over the natives, 
the result of the respect and affection inspired by their firm but 
just and sympathetic attitude towards them. Light's reputation 
has been much overshadowed by the more brilliant attainments and 
greater service of the founder of Singapore; but if he had not firmly 
established British power on the borders of the Archipelago, Sir 
Stamford could never have planted the flag at its very heart. I t 
is true that Penang never attained, and never could have attained, 
the importance of Singapore; from its position on the Western 
Edge of the Eastern Archipelago this wras inevitable. But unless 
Light had taken the first step, British Malaya would never have 
existed. Light's truest epitaph is found in Kipling's lines, 

" After me cometh the builder, 
Tell him I too have known." 

When Light's squadron arrived Penang was a jungle un 
inhabited save by a few Chinese; and he at once set to work to 
clear a site for a town and fort. His letters show with what energy 
he pushed forward the task, and in a few months a small but 
rapidly growing settlement had arisen. (58) The garrison was 
weak, too weak for safety, for it consisted of only one hundred 
newly-raised marines, absolutely untrained, fifteen artillerymen, 
and thirty lascars; and Light was " in hourly dread of some mis
chance " arising from a dispute between his troops and the turbulent 
Malays who came across from the mainland. (59) 

Settlers arrived very fast, in spite of Dutch attempts to prevent 
them. On February 1, 3 787, Light wrote to his friend and sup
porter, Andrew Boss:— 

" Did not the Dutch keep a strict watch over the Malays, 
most of them would leave Malacca: forty of them had prepared 
to come in the " Drake," but were stopped by order of the 
(Dutch) Government; and not a man is allowed to leave 
Malacca without giving security he will not go to P e n a n g . . . . 
The contempt and derision with which they treat this place, 
and the mean dirty art they use to prevent people coming here, 
would dishonour any but a Dutchman." (60) 

(57) Leith, "Prince of Wales Island," 2-3. 
(58) Wright and Reid, "Malay Peninsula," 84-5, 79. 
(59) "Essays on Indo-China,'' Series 1, Vol. 1, p. 27. 
(60) Ibid., 29-31. 

Journal Malayan Branch [Vol. I, Part IT, 



30 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867 

The history of Penang from 1786 to 1867 fell into four periods. 
During the first of these, from 1786 to 1805, the island was a 
dependency of Bengal, and at least until about 1799 was more or less 
on trial. On several occasions it appeared not at all improbable that 
the settlement would be abandoned. From about 1799 to 1805 the 
value of Penang was recognized; and great, in some cases extra
vagant and ill-founded expectations, were formed of it. The 
culmination of this period of optimism came when in 1805 Penang 
was created the fourth Indian Presidency, with a large staff of 
officials. 1805 to 1826 may be described as the period of disillusion. 
The high hopes which had arisen were soon disappointed, and as in 
the case of Bencoolen, the Directors became more and more dis
satisfied with the heavy and unremunerative expense which the 
settlement entailed. The foundation of Singapore in 1819 
strengthened this attitude, since the commerce of Penang, and in 
consequence its revenues, which were derived largely from customs 
duties, suffered severely from the competition of the "new trading-
centre. The third period began in 1826 when Malacca and Singa
pore were transferred from Bengal to the control of Penang, and 
for four years more the Eastern Presidency was given a chance to 
justify its existence. Finally however the heavy and unremuner
ative expenditure required by Malacca and Penang exhausted the 
patience of the Directors. In 1830 the Presidency was abolished, 
the staff of officials and the expenditure were greatly cut down, and 
the Straits Settlements were reduced to the rank of a Residency. 
For a few years longer the centre of administration remained at 
Penang, but the rapid growth of the trade of Singapore soon made 
it the principal station, and in 1832 the capital was transferred to 
it. During the fourth period, from 1830 to 1867, Penang and 
Malacca gradually sank to a position of less and less importance as 
compared with Singapore, until its history became almost the history 
of the Straits Settlements. 

During the first period, from 1786 to 1805, the history of 
Penang fell into four main divisions : - -

(1) The long discussion as to whether it provided a suitable 
naval base, ending in the abortive decision that it was an 
excellent site for it. 

(2) The question of the terms on which Penang was ceded. 
This gave rise to a long and bitter controversy as to 
whether the Company were or were not bound to defend 
the Sultan of Kedah against his tyrannical suzerain, 
Siam. 

(3) The rapid growth of population and trade, which led to 
the formation of extravagant hopes regarding its suita
bility as a means of gaining the control of a considerable 
part of the commerce of the East Indian Islands. 
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PENANG 1786-1830 31 

(4) The very acute problem which was raised by the difficulty 
of maintaining law and order amongst a turbulent native 
and European population when no legally constituted 
courts were in existence on the island. This difficulty 
was not solved until the creation of the Recorder's Court 
in 1807. 

The other questions with which the administration had to deal, 
the scourge of piracy and the attempt to introduce the cultivation of 
pepper, nutmegs and cloves, in order to render Great Britain in
dependent of the Dutch Spice Islands, are not dealt with here, but 
in the chapters on Commerce and Piracy in the Straits Settle
ments. 

It has been already pointed out that while the foundation of 
Penang was dictated in considerable measure by the desire to have 
a naval base, yet the Supreme Government(61) was by no means 
convinced that the position was altogether suitable for this. Until 
1796 it seems to have regarded the Andaman Islands as preferable. 
Furthermore the expenditure exceeded the revenue, and the Govern
ment began to doubt the wisdom of maintaining at a loss a position 
of whose value it was not convinced. The settlement was therefore 
of a somewhat tentative character, and for about eight years the 
advisability of transferring it to the Andamans or some other 
locality was seriously debated. The early volumes of the Straits 
Settlements Records are filled with letters on the subject, and show 
clearly how narrow an escape Penang had from being abandoned. 
Light vigorously combatted the Government's doubts, but his en
thusiasm tended to carry him away, and subsequent events proved 
that many of his prophecies were incapable of fulfilment. He was 
on firm ground when he contended that the island had a very good 
harbour and was well situated as a port of call for warships or 
merchantmen in the China trade. He was wrong however when he 
claimed that Penang would soon gain a considerable share of the 
trade of the Archipelago, that revenue would equal expenditure, 
and that the island would soon produce enough food not only to 
support its own population, but also to supply ships which called 
there. The Government was not convinced by his arguments, and 
appointed several commissions to inquire into the relative merits of 
Penang and the Andamans as a naval base. The reports were all 
strongly in favour of Penang, and their authors were as much misled 
as Light himself as to the unlimited possibilities of the island. 
The Government appears finally to have been convinced by this 
flood of testimony, the more so because a settlement which had been 

(61) Throughout the period 1786 to 1867 the. Governor-General of 
India in Council is constantly referred to in official despatches as the 
Supreme Government. 
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established in the Andamans in 1789 was abandoned in 1796 on 
account of the unhealthiness of the climate. (62) 

In 1797 the strategic value of Penang was proved beyond 
question. The army and fleet which were assembled for the 
conquest of Manilla made it their rendezvous. Admiral llainier, 
who commanded the squadron, praised it in the highest terms 
for the excellent facilities which it possessed for refitting ships. (63) 
The Duke of Wellington, then Colonel Wellesley, was also there 
in 1797, and was so greatly impressed by it that he submitted 
a Report on it to the Indian Government. His brother became 
Governor-General in 1797, and he was no doubt influenced by 
Wellington's opinion.(64) By about 1800 the strategic value of 
Penang was realized by the Company. The Manilla Expedition 
proved that its possession added very greatly to India's power to 
attack; and the subsequent naval events of the war showed that 
whoever held it commanded the Straits of Malacca, and therefore 
the trade-route to China. The Company became more and more 
convinced of its great value, and regarded it as the natural centre 
of English power in the East Indian Islands.(65) A striking proof 
of this was given after Malacca had been captured by a British 
force in 1795. At first the Directors prized it more highly than 
Penang, but when the superior strategic value of the latter was 
shown during the concluding years of the century, they did every
thing in their power to destroy the older settlement by diverting 
its trade to Penang.(66) It is possible that the Directors were not 
uninfluenced by the consideration that Malacca might eventually 
be restored to Holland, and therefore thought it wise to make 
the most of their opportunity. 

The new attitude towards the island was shown by the 
eulogistic descriptions of it in Government despatches from about 
1800 onwards,(67) and by three books which were published be
tween 1803 and 1805. Two were written by Penang officials, 
Captain MacAlister and Lieutenant Governor Leith, while the 
third (already quoted in the earlier part of this chapter) was by 
Captain Popham. All three contended that Penang was at once 
an excellent centre for trade with the Archipelago, and an ideal 
naval base. There were abundant supplies of good timber, water, 

(62) S. S. R., Vol. 1, Kyd's Report of 1795 and passim. Ibid., 3 : 
Despatch of Bengal Govt, to Light, Dee. 23, 1789. Ibid., 4 and 5: passim. 
Ibid., 6: Bengal Govt, to Light, July 14, 1794. Danvers, " Indian Records," 
I, i, 113. J. I. A., IV. 651. Leith, "Prince of Wales Island," 6, 18-21. 
Popham, Prince of Wales Island," 18-29. gives at length the reasons for the 
unsuitability of the Andaman and Nieobar Islands and the great superiority 
of Penang. 

(63) Wright and Reid, "Malay Peninsula," 94. 
(64) Ibid., 93. 
(65) Ibid., 93-4. 
(66) 8. S. R., 186: April 18, 1805. 
(67) e. g. Wissell's Memoir, S. S. R., Vol. 1: and S. S. R., 83, passim 

despatches of Farquhar, Lieu. Gov. of Penang to Indian Govt, in 1805. 
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and provisions, an excellent climate, and a large harbour which 
was perfectly safe in all weathers. Moreover the island was within 
easy sail of the Coromanndel Coast in either monsoon and even in 
the worst weather. (68) The Directors and the Admiralty became 
fully convinced by these arguments; and one reason for the 
erection of Penang into a Presidency in 1805 was the expectation 
that it would become an important naval base.(69) 

The second important question in the early history of Penang 
was the dispute which arose as to the terms on which it was ceded 
by the Sultan of Kedah. Was the Company, or was it not, morally 
bound to defend the Sultan against his enemies, and above all 
Siam? The matter was of more than academic interest, because 
in 1821 Siam conquered Kedah and expelled the Sultan, the 
Company refusing to assist him. In consequence a bitter con
troversy arose, which raged in the Straits Settlements until about 
1845. The Sultan contended that the Company had broken its 
word, and in this he was supported by the great majority of non-
official Europeans in the Straits, and also by several important 
officials. Of these the most noteworthy were John Anderson, a 
man with a wide knowledge of Malayan affairs, Robert Fullerton, 
Governor of the Straits Settlements from 1826 to 1830, and above 
all, Sir Stamford Raffles. 

On the other hand the consensus of official opinion in the 
Straits was that no promise of assistance had been given or 
implied. This view received additional weight from the adhesion 
of John Crawfurd, who after Raffles' death was the greatest 
English authority on Malaya. I t was also held by Colonel Burney, 
who negotiated the Anglo-Siamese Treaty of 1826, and by Major 
Low, who was especially concerned with the affairs of Kedah and 
Siam during his official career at Penang, which extended from 
1820 to 1840. 

, 

The most authoritative writer on the subject in recent years, 
Sir Frank Swettenham, has investigated the question in great 
detail, and fully supports Anderson's position. He holds that 
when the Company accepted Penang it knew that the grant was 
made almost entirely with a view to obtaining its assistance against 
Burma and Siam. While the Directors refused to bind themselves 
to give aid in the formal treaties ceding Penang, yet by continuing 
to hold it they were implicitly bound to render the assistance in 
consideration of which it had been granted. The Company should 
either have assumed the moral obligation which the occupation 

(68) Captain MacAlister, "Prince of Wales Island," 1803, pp. 8-18, 
25-32. He was stationed at Penang at least as early as 1793, and eventually 
became Governor. (J . I. A., VI. 21-24.) Sir George Leith, Lieutenant 
Governor of Penang, "Prince of "Wales Island," 1804, pp. 18-21. Captain 
(later Admiral) Sir Home Popham, "Pr ince of Wales Island," 1805, pp. 
18-31, 47-53. 

(69) S. S. R., 186: Directors' Despatch of April 18, 1805. 
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entailed, or else have evacuated the island. Swettenham stig
matises the Company's conduct as "cowardice. . . .ending in a 
breach of faith which sullied the British name and weakened its 
influence with Malays for very many years." (70) 

Swettenham has dealt with the question so fully that only a 
brief account of it is given here. Moreover the main point at 
issue was settled long before 1824, the date at which this thesis 
begins.(71) The argument on which the supporters of the Company 
based their case was that from time immemorial Kedah had been 
a dependency of Bangkok. The Sultan of Kedah had therefore 
no right to cede Penang to England on his own authority or to 
refuse obedience to Siamese orders, and the destruction of his 
kingdom in 1821 was the fitting punishment for his contumacy 
to his " liege lord."(72) The principal proofs of Kedah's 
dependence were found in the Bunga Mas, and in the forced con
tributions of men and money. 

The Bunga Mas consisted of two ornamental plants with 
leaves and flowers of gold and silver, valued at about £1,000, which 

(70) Swettenham, " B r i t i s h M a l a y a , " 37. 
(71) The best account of the question is found in Swettenham, 

"British Malaya, pp. 36-54. The best statement of the case for Kedah was 
writ ten in 1824 by John Anderson, Secretary to the Penang Government, 
He charged the Company with breach of faith and duplicity. I t is valuable 
for its frequent and accurate quotations from the St ra i t s Settlements 
Records, but apar t from this must be used with caution because of its 
strongly part isan viewpoint. The despatches quoted are in the first  few 
volumes of the Stra i ts Records, and in Vols. 81 (Appendix and 83) . 

The book was published under the authori ty of the Penang Government, 
and only 100 copies were printed. Its circulation was confined to 
Government officials. Immediately after i t s appearance it was sup 
and great efforts were made to recover all the copies. At least five however 
escaped, of which one is now in the l ibrary of the Royal Colonial Ins t i tu te . 
Fullerton, the Governor of Penang, regarded the book as very useful and 
reliable (e. g. S. S. R., 96: Dec. 16, 1824), and i t seems to have much 
influence in leading him to adopt his strongly anti-Siamese policy. The 
Indian Government also spoke of the book as " v e r y useful . .extremely 
c r e d i t a b l e " (S . S. R., 100: J a n . 14, 1825). The best defence of the 
Company is by Colonel Burney, who negotiated the Treaty with Siam in 
1826 (Burney MSS. D. I X and D. X X V I , in the Royal Colonial Ins t i tu te 
L ib r a ry ) . I t must however be used with caution, since i t is even more 
par t isan than Anderson 's work. The same side is taken by Major Low 
( J . 1. A., I I I , 334-36, 486-88, and 609-13):. and by John Crawfurd 
( " E m b a s s y to S i a m , " 447-48: ."Descr ipt ive Dic t ionary , ' ' 243-45, 336, 362: 
"Hist , of Ind. I s l a n d s , " I I , 404) . All these authorities however, and 
especially Crawfurd greatly weaken their case by extravagant advocacy of 
the most extreme Siamese claims. Crawfurd fo r example claimed every 
s ta te in the Peninsula as a Siamese t r ibu tary from time immemorial, 
including in this list even the great Malayan Empire of Malacca (Crawfurd, 
" H i s t . Ind. I s . " I I , 404, and " D e s c r i p . D i e t . " 243-45, 336, and Bengal 
Political Consultations, Range 123, Vol. 42, pp. 101-3). Wilkinson however 
has confirmed the t ru th of the ancient t radi t ion tha t Malacca was not only 
independent, but also severely defeated Siam (Wilkinson, " M a l a y P a p e r s : 
History of the P e n i n s u l a , " I , 22-24, 38) . Other states like Perak were 
always independent during the pre-British period. 

(72) e. g. Crawfurd, " D e s c r i p . D ic t iona ry , " 362. 
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were sent t r iennials to Bangkok. Its exact significance was very 
differently interpreted, the Siamese and their English advocates 
maintaining that it was a " direct admission of suzerainty on the 
part of the Rajah who sent i t " ; while the Malay Sultans " entirely 
denied t h i s " and held that it was "merely a token of alliance 
and friendship." (73) Anderson regarded it as " a mere inter
change of civility." (74) What may be called the pro-Siamese 
party denied this, and contended that the Bunga Mas was not 
merely a complimentary and free-will offering, but a " token of 
submission and vassalage, well-known in all the Indo-Chinese 
countries." (75) 

The truth appears to lie somewhere between these two 
extreme views. In some instances the Bunga Mas was undoubtedly 
an admission of vassalage: but others rather support the contention 
of the Malay rajas given above.(76) Sometimes moreover motives 
besides that of submission actuated its despatch. Although Siam 
for example had long been independent of China, in 1820 the 
Bunga Mas was still sent triennially to Pekin. The motive was 
the gifts received in return, and the very valuable commercial 
privileges thereby secured, the ambassadors, who were royal mer
chants, being exempt from customs duties.(77) The only definite 
conclusion to which one can come seems to be that the exact 
significance of the Bunga Mas depended on the particular 
circumstances of each case. I ts despatch was an admission of the 
inferiority of the sender, either feigned or real. In the instance 
given above of Siam and China it seems to have been purely formal 
and complimentary, a delicate piece of flattery which cost the 
Emperor of Siam nothing in actual power, but secured him sub
stantial privileges. 

In the case of Kedah, the Bunga Mas does not seem to have 
been sent for this reason, as Anderson contended it was.(78) The 
evidence of the heavy and frequent contributions of men, money 
and supplies seems conclusive on this point. The Sultan of Kedah. 
was compelled to send them whenever they were demanded by 
Siam. He denounced them as a tyrannical breach of ancient 
custom, and in this he was supported by Anderson and Eaffles.(79) 
This was denied by the pro-Siamese party, who held that the 
despatch of the Bunga Mas carried with it the obligation to fulfil 
these demands, which were " regulated only by the wants, caprice 

(73) Clifford, " I n Court and Kampong," 13. 
(74) Anderson, " Malay Peninsula, " 3 0 . 
(75) Burney MSS. D. IX and D. XXI. J.. I . A., I I I , 609-13, Low. 

Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," 447-48. 
(76) Clifford. In Court and Kampong," 14. 
(77) Anderson, "Malay Peninsula," 28-29. 
(78) Ibid., 30, 54. 
(79) Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya," 50. Anderson, "Malay 

Peninsula," passim. Lady Raffles, "Memoir ," 50. 
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and power at the time of the superior state." (80) Here again the 
truth seems to lie between the two theories. The Bunga Mas did 
not, as Burney and Crawfurd thought, invariably carry with it 
the legal obligation to obey the orders of the recipient. On the 
other hand, it did involve this, if the receiver of the Bunga Mas 
were strong enough to enforce it. Whether forced contributions 
were made or not seems to be a fairly accurate test of whether 
the Bunga Mas was a mere formality or an acknowledgement of 
some degree of dependence. An almost exact parallel is to be 
found in the feudal oath of vassalage to the German Emperors 
taken by the great tenants-in-chief of the Holy Roman Empire. 
I t depended entirely on the power of each Emperor whether the 
oath entailed obedience to his orders or was practically an empty 
form. Applying the test of the forced contributions, it seems 
that Kedah was in some way more or less a dependency of Siam. 

I t remains to determine the character and extent of Siamese 
suzerainty. Was Kedah merely a province of Siam, and its Sultans 
hereditary governors appointed by Bangkok, as the Siamese as
serted. (81) or were the Bunga Mas and the forced contributions 
in the nature of blackmail, paid by a weaker to a more powerful 
state to save itself from destruction? Here again there is the 
same complete divergence of opinion between the contemporary 
advocates and opponents of Siamese claims.(82) The conclusions 
of both parties are equally suspect because all have more or less 
the nature of special pleadings, emphasizing the facts which favour 
their side and minimising or ignoring those which do not. They 
are self-appointed lawyers defending their clients, not impartial 
judges. Moreover almost all the early writers made the mistake 
of applying to the relations of Siam and Kedah the same principles 
which govern the relations between a European power and its 
subject dependencies. With the exception of Raffles and, to some 
extent Newbold, they failed to see that there was a fundamental 
dfference, and that analogies drawn from European international 
law were quite inapplicable. 

Newbold put the real situation in a nutshell when he wrote: 
""It seems after all that the Lord of the White Elephant (Siam) 
has about as much original right as present power and ancient 
aggression can give him, and no more." (83) Siam was large, 
powerful and united as compared with the neighbouring Malay 
States, whit h were small, weak and generally divided. Individually, 
its soldiers appear to have been vastly inferior to the Malays as 
fighting men, but sheer weight of overwhelming numbers made 
them very formidable. Like most Asiatic monarchies from the 

(80) Burney MSS., D. IX and D. XXVI. 
(SI) Burney MSS. D. IX and D. XXVI, 
(82) Anderson, ".Malay Peninsula," 22-24, 61-62, and passim 

Begbie, "Malay Peninsula," 2, 24-29. Crawfurd, "Descript. Dictionary," 
362. J. I. A., III, 334-36, 486-88, Low. 

(83) Newbold, "Stra i ts of Malacca," I I , 7. 
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days of Sargon and Thothmes the Great, both Siam and Burma 
were predatory states. They were engaged in chronic warfare to 
subdue one another, the conqueror of one generation being the 
conquered of the next. Both moreover were ambitious to extend 
their sway over the Malay States of the Peninsula, and as soon as 
either had temporarily subdued the other, the attention of its 
rulers was turned to its Malayan neighbours. The Malay Sultans 
had then to choose between sending the Bunga Mas and paying 
tribute, or having their territories plundered and their people 
decimated by all the barbarities typical of Siamese and Burmese 
invasions. A powerful Malay Empire, like Malacca, successfully 
defied attack; but Kedah, weak and from its position peculiarly 
open to invasion, generally submitted to the victor of the moment. 
The subjection thus imposed would last just so long as the suzerain 
had strength to enforce it, and no longer. Like all Asiatic 
despotisms the power of Siam and Burma waxed and waned. The 
decay of an Eastern empire has always been the signal for its 
outlying dependencies to throw off the yoke, one of the most recent 
examples being the gradual emancipation of Thibet from Chinese 
control during the last fifty years.(84) Kedah would then enjoy 
a period of independence until one or the other of the northern 
powers was strong enough to subdue it, when the whole process 
would be repeated. Hence it was that Kedah at one time would 
send tribute and the Bunga Mas to Siam, at another to Burma, 
and sometimes to both at once. Generally however it was to Siam, 
the more powerful and the nearer of the two northern empires. 
A small state which lay within easy striking distance of more 
powerful and predatory neighbours could not afford to take 
chances. (86) 

The clearest and most impartial exposition of the situation 
is found in two of Raffles' despatches. Referring to the Siamese 
claim that they had several times overrun the Peninsula, a claim 
unsupported by historical evidence, he wrote:— 
" This they have construed into a right of conquest, which has 
since been repeatedly asserted. . . .whenever they found themselves 
sufficiently strong and their neighbours sufficiently weak."(86) In 
his letter of instructions to Crawfurd, written just before he left 
Singapore in 1823, Raffles dealt with the same subject at greater 
length. 

" The policy hitherto pursued by us " [of acquiescing in 
and even supporting the Siamese claims] " has in my opinion 
been founded on erroneous principles. . . .These people are of 

(84) Younghusband, " I n d i a and T h i b e t , ' ' passim. For very 
i l luminating parallels to the Malayan si tuation v. Vincent Smith, " H i s t o r y 
of India." Hall , " A n c i e n t History of the Near E a s t . " Maspero, " T h e 
Struggle of the N a t i o n s . " 

(85) S teuar t , " L i g h t , " 32. Burney MS. D. X X V I . S. S. R., 8 1 : 
Dec. 27, 1821. Anderson, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 42-54. 

(86) Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r , " 49. 
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opposite manners, language, religion and general interests, 
and the superiority maintained by the one over the other is 
so remote from protection on the one side or attachment on 
the other, that it is but a simple exercise of capricious tyranny 
by the stronger party, submitted to by the weaker from the 
law of necessity. We have ourselves for nearly forty years 
been eye witnesses of the pernicious influence exercised by 
the Siamese over the Malayan states. During the revolution 
of the Siamese government these profit by its weakness, and 
from cultivating an intimacy with strangers, especially with 
ours over other European nations, they are always in a fair-
train of prosperity. With the settlement of the Siamese-
government, on the contrary, it invariably regains the exercise-
of its tyranny and the Malayan states are threatened, in
timidated and plundered. The recent invasion of Quedah 
(in 1821) is a striking example in point . . By the independent 
Malay States, who may be supposed the best judges of this 
matter, it is important to observe that the connection of the-
tributary Malays with Siam is looked upon as a matter of 
simple compulsion. . . .I must seriously recommend to your 
attention the contemplation of the probable event of their 
[the Malay States] deliverance from the yoke of Siam and 
your making the Supreme Government immediately informed 
of every event which may promise to lead to that desirable-
result."(87) 

When the Company occupied Penang, Kedah was practi
cally independent. Siam had been overrun by the Burmese about 
1760, and although by 1786 it had expelled its conquerors, the war 
did not end until 1799. The Emperor of Siam was fully occupied 
with it, and had no time to spare for asserting his pretensions over 
the Malay states. Recovering from the Burmese invasion, Siam be
came more powerful perhaps than at any previous period in its 
history, and during the next generation attempted to compel the 
unwilling Malay States to abandon their independence and submit 
to its harsh and capricious overlordship.(88) I t was in no sense of 
the word a raassertion of ancient legal rights, but merely an 
illustration of 

" The good old rule, the simple plan, 
That he may take who has the power, 
And he shall keep who can." 

Although it must be granted that in this peculiar sense Kedah 
was a tributary of Siam, Sir Frank Swettenham has proved that 
the Company's behaviour towards Kedah is open to grave 

(87) B. Pol. Range 123, Vol. 59: March 5, 1824, No. 49. 
(88) Anderson, i ' Malay Peninsula," 14, 42-54. Crawfurd, " Embassy 

to Siam," 401-6. Bufney MS., D. IX. 
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censure. (89) When the Company accepted the cession of Penang 
in 1786, it negotiated with Kedah as an independent state, although 
then or soon afterwards it knew that Kedah was in some vague 
way a Siamese tributary. Moreover the Government of India was 
well aware that the principal, and in fact almost the sole reason 
for which the grant was made by the Sultan, was to obtain the 
armed assistance of the Company against a possible Siamese 
invasion. While the demand for a defensive alliance was referred 
to the Directors, an agreement was arrived at on the other demands 
made by the Sultan, and letters were written to him by the Acting 
Governor-General of India so worded that the Sultan could hardly 
interpret them otherwise than as assurances that the alliance would 
ultimately be granted. In 1787 the Government of India decided 
not to make a defensive alliance with Kedah. The Directors issued 
similar orders in 1793, and the policy was steadfastly adhered to 
despite many despatches from Light urging that the Sultan's 
request should be granted. Light found his position exceedingly 
difficult and unpleasant: the Sultan continued to press' for an 
alliance, and refused to accept a money-payment in lieu of it. 
In an attempt to retain his friendship, Light was driven to take 
refuge in evasions and delays, while he wrote endless despatches 
to the Indian Government fruitlessly urging that an alliance be 
granted. The Sultan became more and more distrustful and 
hostile, and finally in 1791 made an abortive attempt to expel the 
English from Penang. Warlike measures having failed, the Sultan 
agreed to make a formal treaty ceding the island in return for 
an annual money payment and without the promise of protection 
for which he had so long contended. Swettenham's contention is 
that after the Indian Government decided in 1787 not to give 

assistance in case of invasion, the retention of Penang was a 
"breach of an implied, though not a written, obligation. Logically, 
the refusal to form a defensive alliance should have been followed 
by the evacuation of the territory which had been ceded in the 
hope of obtaining protection. He stigmatises the conduct of the 
Company as follows:— 

"Mr . Light, who was on the spot, could make the best 
of it, for, to people in Calcutta, the whole affair was of very 
trifling importance. . . .Penang had been secured: seven years 
of occupation had proved its value, and shown that it could 
be held, without difficulty, by a small garrison against 
Asiatics:. . . .a treaty, which said nothing about offensive or 
defensive alliances, had been concluded; the promises of 1785 

(89) Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya," 36-54. The originals of most 
of the despatches quoted by Swettenham are in the Straits Settlements 
Records for 1786-1794, and in S. S. R., Vols. 81 (Appendix) and 83. Others 
,are to be found in Anderson, "Malay Peninsula," 42-46, 51-62, 71-75. V. 
also Aitchison, " Treaties, " I, 398-403. Burney MS. D. IX. Despatch of 
Lord Cornwallis, Jan. 22, 1787. J. I. A., III, 611-12, Low, Wright and 
Reid, "Malay Peninsula," 82, 85. 
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and 1786 were forgotten or ignored; and the Sultan of Kedah 
might be left to settle accounts with his northern foes, as 
soon as the conclusion of their mutual quarrels should give 
them time to turn their attention to him.'' (90) 

The next important event in the relations of Penang and Kedah 
was the acquisition in 1800 of Province Wellesley, the tract on the 
Kedah mainland opposite the island. The principal reason for ob
taining it was to obtain complete control of the harbour of Penang, 
which was merely the strait separating the island from the Malay 
Peninsula. A very similar case was the acquisition of Kowloon, 
which was obtained from China in order to gain possession of both 
sides of the harbour of Hongkong. I t was also hoped that the 
acquisition would make Penang independent of Kedah for its food. 
The island was unable to produce nearly enough to support its 
population, and if the supplies from Kedah had been cut off, Penang 
would have been reduced to the utmost distress. I t was hoped that 
in time sufficient rice would be raised in Province Wellesley to make 
Penang independent of all foreign supplies. (91) 

The Treaty ceding Province Wellesley was negotiated in 1800" 
by Sir George Leith, the Lieutenant-Governor of Penang. As in 
the Treaty of 1791 it was stipulated that provisions required for 
Penang could be bought in Kedah without impediment or paying 
duty. All previous treaties were cancelled, and there was no 
mention of a defensive alliance. All that the Company bound itself 
to do was to refuse shelter to rebels or traitors from Kedah (Article 
V I I ) ; and " to protect this coast from all enemies, robbers, and 
pirates that may attack it by sea, from North to South." (Article 
I I ) . Province Wellesley was ceded to Great Britain in perpetuity, 
and the Company was to pay the Sultan $10,000 a year so long as 
it should occupy Penang and Province Wellesley. (92) 

(90) Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya," 43, 45. 
(91) Leith, "Prince of Wales Island," 31-33. J. I. A., I I I , 617,. 

and IV. 12, Low. 
(92) Aitchison, "Trea t i e s , " I, 401-3. The annual payment of 

$10,000 was of so much importance in the subsequent relations of Penang 
and Kedah that an account of its previous history is given. In the letter 
of the Sultan of Kedah of 1786 in which he offered to cede Penang he 
demanded an annual subsidy of $ 30,000 to recompense him for the loss of 
his trade-monopoly. In the reply of the Indian Government accepting the 
island it was stated that this request had been referred to the Directors 
(Aitchison, "Trea t i e s , " I, 398-99). Between 1786 and 1791 varying 
amounts were paid to the Sultan by Light at different times. By the 
Treaty of 1791 the subsidy was fixed at $6,000 a year (Ibid., 1, 400). At 
the same time Light promised to recommend that this amount should be 
increased to $ 10,000 annually, as requested by the Sultan. After 1791 the 
Sultan received $ 10,000 a year,(Leigh, "Prince of Wales Island," 5-6 and 
34), although the payment was not authorised until the Treaty of 1800, 
when this amount was fixed as the annual subsidy for the cession of Penang 
and Province Wellesley together (Aitchison, "Trea t i e s , " I, 401). The 
later history of the $10,000 is given in the chapter on "Anglo-Siamese-
Relations. 
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The omission from the Treaties of 1791 and 1800 of any 
reference to a defensive alliance might be regarded as the abandon
ment by the Sultan of an untenable claim. Burney and most of the 
Company's officials did look upon it in this light. Swettenham 
however explains that the Sultan's consent to the treaties did not 
mean that he was giving up what he regarded as his right. It was 
merely a manifestation of Malay psychology. 

" I f a British officer, accredited by the British Govern
ment, makes, during the progress of negotiations with a Malay 
Raja, any promise on behalf of his Government, it would not 
occur to the Malay to doubt that such promise would be ac
cepted, and honourably fulfilled by those who sent the envoy. 
Were such a promise given, and, on the strength of it, territory 
ceded to the British Government, the acceptance of the cession 
would be deemed by the Malay the acceptance of the promise, 
if nothing were then said or written to him, to the effect that 
his demand could not be complied with. If, after five years' 
occupation of such ceded territory, a treaty were concluded, 
though that treaty did not contain the fulfilment of the 
promise, the Malay would not consider that the British Govern
ment was thereby released from performing an engagement, 
on the faith of which the occupation had taken place. If such 
a treaty were then, or afterwards, styled " preliminary," and 
it were necessary to obtain sanction from a distant Government 
to important provisions, it is probably the Malay would be told 
that this particular request of his was still under consideration, 
and that when instructions were received from that high and 
distant authority, a further and permanent treaty would be 
concluded with him. Under these circumstances a Malay Raja, 
dealing with British officers, would accept their advice. Lastly, 
if the British having been in occupation of a strong position 
for five years, as the friends of a Malay Raja, proposed to con
clude with him a treaty which was not all, or anything, that he 
could have hoped for, it is difficult to see what the Malay would 
gain by refusal."(83) 

The Company could have saved Kedah from the terrible 
fate which overtook it in 1821 at the hands of Siam by granting the 
Sultan "two companies of Sepoys with four six-pounder field-
guns."(04) So timid and worthless were the Siamese troops that 
even this would probably not have been necessary: " little else than 
the name of the Company will be wanted."(95) This was Light's 
opinion in 1787, and it was fully endorsed by Crawford and Burney 
in the Reports on their embassies to Siam in 1821-26. (96) Swet-
tenham is fully in agreement with them: 

(93) Swettenham, "British Malaya," 46-47. 
(94) Ibid., 44. 
(95) Ibid., 43. 
(96) v. chapter on ''Anglo-Siamese Relations." 
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" Kedah was safe as long as Siam and Ava believed that 
an attack on Kedah might involve a trial of conclusions with 
the British; but when it was publicly given out, that the assis
tance for which Penang had been ceded. . . .would not, in fact, 
be given, then the fate of Kedah became a mere question of 
time. The cause. . . .was the cowardice of the East India 
Company, ending in a breach of faith which sullied the British 
name and weakened its influence with Malays for very many 
years."(97) 

During these years from 1786 to 1800 the population and trade 
of Penang were rapidly increasing. Almost from the moment of its 
foundation immigrants began to settle there, and a flourishing trade 
sprang up. This seems to be traceable to three principal causes— 
the remarkable energy with which Light pushed forward the 
development of the settlement, the great trust the natives had in 
him, and the system of free trade which prevailed, until 1802.(98) 
The policy of free trade was established by Acting Governor-General 
MacPherson when Penang was founded, to foster a rapid develop
ment of its commerce, and it was only abandoned in 1801 on the 
insistent demands of the Directors that customs duties should be 
levied to produce a revenue equal to the expenditure. ( " ) Light 
was strongly in favour of free trade, and defended it in many 
despatches, pointing out the success which had attended it.(100) 
Light and Sir John MacPherson deserve a share in the credit which 
has been given to Raffles as the founder of free trade in Malaya. 

Within two years after the occupation of Penang its population 
numbered about 1,000. (101) During the following years it steadily 
increased, until by 1804 it had grown to 12,000. (102) The census 
returns are often incomplete, but a study of the available evidence 
reveals the same general tendencies at work as in the later history 
of Penang. From the very beginning, the bulk of the population 
was Asiatic, the majority being Malays. Next in point of numbers 
came Indians, then Chinese, and finally a varying number of half 
the races from Burma to Celebes. The Europeans were very few, 
but as in Singapore, they were the mainspring of the development 
of the island. Almost all the important merchants were British, 
while the artisans, many of the small traders, and the great majority 
of the agriculturists, were Asiatics. Both Europeans and natives 

(97) Swettenham, " B r i t i s h M a l a y a , " 37, 45-46. The subsequent 
History of Kedah is given in the chapter on "Anglo-Siamese Re l a t i ons . " 

(98) Wright and Reid, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 84-85. S. S. R., 179. 
Nov. 12, 18G5. Leith, " P r i n c e of Wales I s l a n d , " 39. J . I . A., IV. 25, 
Low. 

(89) Ibid., 633-34. S. S. R., 3 Aug. 25, 1788. Ibid., 186: April 18, 
1805. Bengal Public Consultations, Range 5, Vol. 11, March 15, 1800: and 
Vol. 13, Ju ly 10, 1800. 

(100) e. g. S. S. R., 5 : Dec. .7, 1792. S. S. R., Vol. 3 : J u n e 20 ,1788: 
Swettenham, " B r i t i s h M a l a y a , " 54-56. 

(101) S. S. R., Vol. 3. 
(102) Ibid., 3, 5 and 6. Leith, " P r i n c e of Wales I s l a n d , " 29. 

1925] Royal Asiatic-Society. 
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wore necessary for the growth of Penang's trade. Without the 
British commerce would have developed much more slowly, in fact 
the town would never have existed; but without Asiatic assistance 
the growth of trade would have been crippled, while agriculture 
would hardly have existed at all. 

Of all the native races the most valuable, though not the most 
numerous, were the Chinese. The role they played in the early 
years of Penang was a remarkable forecast of the part which they 
later took in the development of British Malaya. Looking back 
over the history of the last hundred and forty years, it seems pro
phetic that by 1788 the number of Chinese had. grown from nothing 
to over two-fifths of the total population. (103) One of the most 
striking phenomena in the history of British Malaya has been the 
great attraction which the justice and security of British rule has 
had for the Chinese, and the way in which the growth of British 
territory in the Peninsula and Borneo has been followed by a rapid 
influx of Chinese into countries where previously few of them had 
dared to venture.(104) I t was also characteristic that by 1794 they 
were already regarded by the government as the " most valuable " 
part of the native population, because of their docility, industry 
and initiative. (105) 

The most vivid description of the diverse and kaleidoscopic 
character of the population is found in a letter of Dickens, the 
Magistrate, written to the Lieutenant-Governor of Penang on June 
1, 1802. 

" The greater part of this community are but sojourners 
for a time, so that the population of the island is continually 
shifting as to the individual members of whom it is composed; 
this population includes British subjects, foreigners, both 
Europeans and Americans, people of colour originally de
scended from European fathers and Asiatic mothers, Ar
menians, Parsees, Arabs, Chooliars (Indians), Malays from the 
Malay Peninsula, Sumatra), and the Eastern Islands, Buggeses 
from Borneo, Celebes and other islands in the China Seas, 
Burmans from Pegu, Siamese, Javanese, Chinese, with Mussul
man and Hindoos from the Company's territories in 
India."(106) 

The development of trade was as rapid as the increase in 
population. In 1786 it was non-existent, the island being an almost 
uninhabited jungle; but by 1789 the total value of imports and 
exports was Spanish $853,592.(107) By about 1804 the total value 

(103) S. S. R., 3. 
(104) v. chapter on the Chinese in the Straits Settlements. 
(105) S S. R., 6. Leith, "Pr ince of Wales Island," 25-26, and 65. 

S. S. R., 81 (Appendix), Farquhar's Report of 1805. 
(106) J. I. A., V, 297. 
(107) S. S. R., 3. 
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was $1,418,200. (108) This amount does not seem impressive when 
compared with the phenomenal growth of Singapore; but the latter 
as will be shown, was unique in the Archipelago. 

Analysis of the trade returns shows that Penang though to 
a less degree than Singapore, owed its prosperity largely to its 
transit trade. The manufacturers of Great Britain and India were 
brought to it for distribution throughout the East Indian Islands, 
while the products of the Archipelago were collected there for 
transmission to India, China, and the United Kingdom. The prin
cipal imports from Britain and India were opium and piece goods 
(woollen, cotton, and silk cloths), steel, gunpowder, iron and china-
ware. These were sold at Penang for the typical products of the 
Archipelago or, to use the term frequently applied to them in the 
Becords, Straits Produce, e.g. rice, tin, spices, rattans, gold-dust, 
ivory, ebony, and pepper. The greater part of these commodities 
came from the countries tying near Penang, and especially Burma, 
the Malay Peninsula, and Sumatra. Owing to Penang's position 
on the western edge of the Archipelago its trade with the islands to 
the East of Sumatra and the Peninsula was comparatively small. 
A large and increasingly important part of the commerce of Penang 
was carried on by native merchants, who collected the Straits 
Produce, and sold it in Penang, buying in exchange British and 
Indian manufactures. (109) 

Soon after the occupation of Penang attempts were made to 
introduce the growth of spices, so that the Company might no longer 
be dependent on the supplies obtained from the Dutch possessions. 
Light's attempts to cultivate cloves, nutmeg and cinnamon failed, 
but he introduced the growth of pepper, which was eventually to 
become of considerable importance. I t is interesting to note that 
the first man to engage in it was a Chinese, who introduced pepper 
plants from Achin with money advanced to him by Light."(110) 
When Holland entered the war against Great Britain as an ally of 
the French Republic the Directors seized the opportunity for which 
they had long been looking. I t was no longer necessary to respect 
Dutch susceptibilities, and in 1796 and subsequent years agents of 
the 'Company were sent to the Moluccas to secure pepper, clove, 
nutmeg and other spice plants. Many thousands of seedlings were 
sent to Penang. At first they throve, and about 1803 it seemed 
that the island would soon become a rival of the Moluccas.(111) 
Unfortunately this early success was soon followed by failure, and 

(108) Leith, "Prince of Wales Island," 57-59. 
(109) S. S. R., I : Kyd's Report of 1795. Boulger, "Raffles," 270-71. 

Ibid., 5: April 5, 1793. Leith, "Prince of Wales Island," 57-59. 
(110) S. S. R., 3 : March 14, 1788. Danvers, " Indian Records," I, i, 

112. J. I. A. V. 165. 
(111) Leith. "Pr ince of Wales Island," 30, 45. Bengal Public 

Consultations, Range V, Vols. 13 and 14. "Essays on Indo-China," Ser. 
1, Vol. I, p. 33. 
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it was not until about 1825 that the cultivation of spices re
vived. (112) 

No sketch of the early history of Penang would he complete 
which did not refer to the very serious problem that arose owing" 
to the absence until 1807 of any legally established courts or code of 
law. In 1788 and 1794 the Supreme Government drew up a few 
general rules as to the mode of trial and character of punishments 
to be inflicted at Penang, but did not feel itself at liberty to do 
more without the authorization of the Directors. (113) These regu
lations remained the law of the island until 1807, and owing to 
their defects actually impeded the administration of justice.(114) 
They were very vague as to the code of law to be administered and 
the sentences to be imposed, they left far too much to the discretion 
of the Superintendent of Penang, and they made British subjects 
practically independent of his jurisdiction. 

Petty civil cases were tried by the Captains of Chinese, Malays, 
and Chulias (i.e. Tamils). These were prominent natives ap
pointed by the Penang Government to assist it in maintaining law 
and order amongst their own countrymen. More important civil 
and criminal cases were tried by the Assistants of the Super
intendent or, to give him the title introduced about 1800, the 
Lieutenant-Governor of Penang. The most serious charges, civil 
and criminal, were tried by the Superintendent, who had also a 
right to revise any sentence passed by his subordinates. Until the 
arrival of Dickens, a Calcutta barrister and an uncle of the 
novelist, who was sent as magistrate in 1800, the judges were not 
trained lawyers. (115) 

Neither English Civil nor Criminal Law was in force. Tn 
criminal cases the magistrates punished crime in a rough and ready 
fashion by acting in accordance with the dictates of their own com
mon-sense, assisted by the very vague Regulations of 1794. The 
usual penalties were imprisonment, moderate flogging, and banish
ment from the island. Convicted native murderers were imprisoned 
pending the decision of the Bengal Government as to their sentences. 
In civil cases " as many systems of law were in force as there were 
nationalities in the Island; and all those laws again were probably 
tempered or modified by that law of nature, or that natural justice 
which appears to have been the chief guide of the European magis
trate who constituted the Court of Appea l . . . . In the midst of all 
this confusion this much, and this much only, seems to be clear, 
that so far from the law of England being in force as the law of 
the land, its most general and elementary principles were n o t . . . . 

(112) For subsequent history of the spice cultivation v. chapter on 
Trade and Agriculture. 

(113) S. S. R., 3, 6. Aug. 1, 1794. 
(114) J. I . A., V, 294-300. 
(115) S. S. R,, V I : Aug. 1, 1794. Bengal Public Consultations 

Range 4, Vol. 46 : Dec. 19, 1796. J . I . A. V, 106, 166-67, 292. J . 1. A., 
New Series, IV , 33. 
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enforced." (116) A report of Dickens, written to the Governor-
General in 1803, pointed out the grave inconveniences caused by 
the indefinite character of the law. After describing how Penang 
was " governed arbitrarily., and not by fixed laws," he continued: 

" The law of nature is the only law declaring crimes and 
respecting property which. . . .exists at Prince of Wales Island 
. . . . But as the law of nature gives me no precepts concerning 
the rights of. . . succession or inher i tance. . . . or concerning 
many other things which are the subject of positive law, I have 
often been much embarrassed in the execution of my duty and 
judge. . . . ; and many cases there are in which I am utterly 
unable to exercise jurisdiction. . . .The cultivation of the island, 
the increase of its commerce and of its population, has made 
it necessary that fixed laws of property, as well as laws declar
ing what acts are crimes should be promulgated by due 
authority." (117) 

The most serious defect of the Regulations of 1794 however was 
that it left Europeans almost exempt from any jurisdiction, except 
for murder and " other crimes of enormity." In these cases they 
were sent to be tried in the Bengal courts. (118) The result of this 
immunity, as Lieutenant-Governor Leith pointed out in 1804, was 
that they took advantage of it to commit many nefarious actions, 
principally against the natives, who had no legal redress against 
them.(119) The same complaint is found in a despatch to the 
Directors written in 1805 by the Penang Council soon after the 
establishment of the Presidency. " The more turbulent European 
remains on the island free from all restraint, with the power of 
committing every act of injustice and irregularity towards his 
neighbour and the most peaceable native, having set at defiance all 
authority as not legally established on the island." Unless radical 
reforms were introduced " we venture to predict that the prosperity 
of this settlement cannot be permanent. I t will be deserted by all 
orderly, and will become an asylum for the flagitious and the 
enemies of government and law."(120) 

Many similar despatches were sent, and finally in 1807 the 
Directors obtained parliamentary authorisation for the establish
ment of a Recorder's Court at Penang. The law which was thus in
troduced was for both civil and criminal cases the law of England 
as it existed in 1807. The charter of justice directed that especially 

(116) J . I . A. N. S., IV , 31-33. Judgment delivered in 1858 by Sir 
P . B . "Maxwell, Chief Jus t ice of the St ra i t s Sett lements, in " R e g i n a vs. 
Willans. " A very valuable and detailed account of the legal history of the 
St ra i t s Settlements. S. S. R., Vols. 3, 5 and 6 : J a n . 25, 1794, Light to 
Bengal Government. 

(117) J . I . A. N. S., IV , 32-34, quoted by Maxwell. 
(118) S. S.R., 6: Aug. 1, 1794. B . Pub . , Range 5, Vol. 1 1 : March 

15,1800. J . I . A, N . S., IV, 31-32, Maxwell. 
(119) Leith, " P r i n c e of Wales Island," 35-36. 
(120) S. S.R., 179: Nov. 12, 1875. 
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in the form of procedure of the Court, native religions and usages 
should be consulted so far as these were compatible with the spirit 
of English law. (121) 

With the year 1805 Penang entered on a new phase of its 
history. The island was then at the height of its glory: never 
before or since was such a brilliant future hoped from it. Penang 
was to be the long sought naval base in the Eastern Seas; it was to 
produce fabulous yields of spices; it was to become one of the 
greatest trade marts of Furthest Asia.(122) With high hopes the 
Directors raised it to the proud rank of a Presidency, the Fourth 
Presidency of India; and almost at once disillusion began. 

The causes are not far to seek.(123) An undue depreciation 
had been followed by an exaggerated over-estimate of the possibilities 
of Penang. The first great disappointment was the discovery that 
it was not suitable for the proposed naval base. The harbour was 
excellent, but closer investigation showed that it was not practicable 
to construct dockyards. Moreover the trees on the island were 
found to be unsuitable for shipbuilding, and no good timber was to 
be had nearer than Burma. In 1812 the plan to make Penang a 
naval base was finally abandoned. (124) 

The second great disappointment was the failure of the settle
ment to become a great trading-centre for the East Indian Islands. 
Commerce increased until 1810, but thereafter remained practically 
stationary until 1819. Soon afterwards it began to decline from 
the competition of its new rival, Singapore. This was a necessary 
consequence of Penang's position on the western edge of the Archi
pelago. Native traders greatly appreciated its low duties and free
dom from irksome regulation, but for the great majority this 
attraction was. not strong enough to induce them to sail several 
hundred miles out of their way through the pirate-infested waters 
of the Straits of Malacca when other, though from the point of 
customs duties, less attractive ports were closer at hand. As in the 
early days of its history, the trade of Penang continued to be mainly 
with the countries in its vicinity, such as Burma, the West Coast of 
the Malay Peninsula, and Sumatra. Since the Company was un
alterably opposed to extending its empire in the Straits, it was 
impossible for trade with the Peninsula to develop as it did after 
Great Britain began to bring the Malay States under her control in 
1874. Finally, the spice cultivation, after its initial success became 
almost a.total failure for many years. 

(121) J. I. A. N. S., IV, 35-43, Maxwell. 
(122) S.S. R., 186: April 18, 1805. Director's Despatch to Penang 

Council. 
(123) The history of the Penang Presidency, so far as it concerns the 

period after 1824, is given in greater detail in the chapters on Anglo-Siamese 
Relations, Trade and Agriculture, and the Civil Service. 

(124) S. S. R., 179: Nov. 12, 1805. J. I. A., IV, 14, 17: VI, 521-44. 
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Last and greatest disappointment Penang proved to be a 
drain upon the Indian Treasury. Before 1805 the expenses always 
exceeded the revenue, and after that date the annual deficit became 
much larger. The principal reason for this appears to have been 
the greatly increased number of well-paid officials who were sent to 
Penang after the establishment of the Presidency in 1805.(125) 
Attempts were made to remedy the situation by increasing the 
customs duties but in spite of this the annual deficit grew steadily 
larger. (126) 

As in the case of Bencoolen, the Directors came to look more 
and more coldly upon a settlement from which they reaped nothing 
but a heavy annual loss. They repeatedly sent orders to the Penang 
Council to reduce expenditure; but despite fervent promises of 
economy the yearly deficit increased. During the last ten years 
of the Presidency, from about 1820 to 1830, the Council seem to 
have spent much of their time and ingenuity in trying to convince 
the Directors how economical they really were, and how absolutely 
indispensable was every item of their expenditure. The Directors 
for their part replied by further exhortations, and cold and sceptical 
questioning of the necessity of each new call upon their 
treasury. (127) Finally their patience became exhausted, and in 
1830 they tried to gain an approximation to their desires by abolish
ing the Presidency and cutting down the staff of officials to a frac
tion of their former number. The Straits Settlements—for in 1826 
Malaceea and Singapore had been placed under the control of 
Penang—became a Residency subject to Bengal, and the Eastern 
Presidency ceased to exist. 

(125) S. S. R., 186: April 18, 1805. 
(126) S .S . R., 179: Nov. 12, 1805. J . I . A., IV, 25. 
(127) S. S. R., 1820-30, passim. There is hardly a volume which has 

not some reference to the subject, and in many it forms a large par t of the 
contents.. 
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CHAPTER III. 

Singapore—1819-1826. 

Lord Fisher remarks in his " Memories" that the three 
essential qualities of a great naval officer are imagination, audacity, 
and the genius to disobey orders at the right moment. Without 
the imagination and audacity to frame conceptions upon the grand 
scale, and the strength of mind to carry them out in the face of his 
Admiral's veto, as Nelson did at Copenhagen, mere common-sense 
or skill in his profession will not make a seaman of the first rank. 
The same test holds good of statesmen, and especially perhaps of the 
governors of the overseas Empire.. Nowhere can there he found a 
case more in point than the career of Sir Stamford Raffles in the 
East Indian Islands during the years from 18.16 to 1824. Had it 
not been for his determined disobedience to orders in all human 
probability the Malay Peninsula would to-day be a Dutch colony. 

The career of Sir Stamford Raffles is one of the most remark
able in British Colonial History. He first came into prominence 
in 1808 when as the obscure Assistant-Secretary of the Penang 
Presidency he induced the Supreme Government and the Directors 
to reverse their policy towards Malacca. His opportunity came to 
him in this wise. Malacca had been in British hands since 1795, 
but the Company was afraid that some day it might be returned to 
the Dutch, since it was only held in trust for the exiled Stadtholder 
of the Netherlands until his rebellious subjects should restore him 
to his throne. In that case it might be a serious rival to Penang, 
since it was 240 miles nearer to the centre of the Archipelago. 
Acting on the advice of the Penang Council, the Supreme Govern
ment and the Directors had determined to destroy the fortifications 
and divert the trade of Malacca to Penang. They hoped to reduce 
it to an uninhabited jungle, so that it would be useless to Holland 
should she ever recover it.(1) In 1807 the fortifications which had 
been built by the Portuguese and were said to be the strongest in 
the East Indian Islands, were completely destroyed with the ex
ception of a single gate, and great efforts were made to induce the 
population to migrate to Penang. This they obstinately refused to 
do.(2) Jn 1808 Raffles went to Malacca for the recovery of his 
health, and saw the folly of the British policy. He drew up a 
masterly report in which he pointed out that it was impossible 
either to persuade the inhabitants to leave, or to divert what was 
left of Malacca's trade to Penang. If the site were abandoned by 

(1) S. S. R., 186: April 18, 1805. Egerton. " R a f f l e s " 20-21. 
(2) Newbold, " S t r a i t s of Ma lacca , " I, 126-27. 
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the British, it would soon he reoccupied by some native ruler and 
eventually by a European power, because of the great strategic value 
of its position. Hence sooner or later Malacca would be re
established as a rival port to Penang, but with the vital difference 
that it would no longer be under British control. Raffles therefore 
urged that Malacca should be retained "un t i l we are actually 
obliged to give it up."(3) So impressed were the Supreme Govern
ment and the Directors by this report that they gave orders that 
the attempt to destroy Malacca should be abandoned. (4) 

Raffles' action has also another and a far more important result. 
The Governor-General of India, Lord Minto, was much impressed 
by the report, and decided that the young Assistant-Secretary was 
a man from whom great things were to be expected. Two years 
later, in 1810, Minto appointed him his Agent to the Malay States, 
to prepare the way for the expedition which conquered Java from 
the Dutch and French. (6) 

In 1811, at the age of thirty, he was appointed Lieutenant-
Governor of Java.(6) In four years the obscure official had be
come the protege of the Governor-General, and the ruler of a much 
more important island than Penang. His meteoric rise gained the 
undying hatred of his former colleagues at Penang, and in 1819 
their jealousy led them to do everything in their power to prevent 
the establishment of Singapore. , 

'Raffles' government of Java, which lasted from the 18th 
September 1811 to the 11th March 1816 established his reputation 
as a great administrator. Indirectly it affected British Malaya, 
since it brought them into disfavour with the Supreme Government 
and the Directors. From the very beginning it was uncertain 
whether Java might not be restored to Holland. The policy which 
Raffles pursued with the strong approval of his patron is best 
expressed in the words of Lord Minto himself;—"While we are 
here let us do as much good as we can."(7) In five years Raffles 
attempted to perform the impossible task of sweeping away the 
abuses and injustices of centuries of native and Dutch misrule. 
Opinions differ as to the wisdom of his precipitancy and the 
measure of his success. Perhaps the best testimony to his wisdom 
is to be found in the conduct of the Dutch themselves. Despite 
their hatred of Raffles, they have adopted most of his plans, al
though it took three generations to carry out the reforms which he 
initiated. (8) While very beneficial to the Javanese, Raffles' 
governorship brought much trouble upon his own head. As long as 
Lord Minto lived Raffles could count upon his cordial support; 

(3) Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 6, 17-18. Boulger, "Ra f f l e s . " 63-75. 
(4) Ibid., 75-76. 
(5) Egerton, " R a f f l e s , " 25-37. 
(6) Ibid., 58. 
(7) ]bid., 59. 
(8) Ibid., 50-130. Boulger, " R a f f l e s , " 84-245: Day, " D u t c h in 

J a v a , " 167-202. 
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but unfortunately he died in 1813, and the new Governor-General, 
Lord Moira (afterwards the Marquis of Hastings), was hostile to 
him until 1818. (9) False charges were also brought against Raffles 
by General Gillespie, who commanded the troops in Java, and he 
was under a cloud until they were disproved in 1817. (10) While 
however the Directors were at last convinced of the honesty of his 
conduct many of them were far from satisfied as to its wisdom. 
Raffles was animated by a burning zeal for reform which refused 
to be governed by considerations of profit and loss, and the Supreme 
Government and the Directors frequently censured him because 
of the heavy demands which his Javan reforms made upon the 
Indian treasury. Hence while they cleared his character in 1817 
from all imputations of dishonesty, they reserved their opinion as 
to the wisdom of his actions.(11) 

Raffles' very strong dislike of the Dutch also brought him into 
disfavour. Throughout his career in the East this was one of the 
guiding motives of his policy, and as Governor of Java he tried to 
build up a British East Indian Empire. He was animated partly 
by the desire to save the natives from again suffering the cruelties 
of Dutch rule ,and also by his realization of the great wealth which 
the Archipelago would ultimately bring to Britain. Unfortunately 
Raffles' project called for immediate and heavy expenditure. In 
the early nineteenth century few men had his vast knowledge of the 
infinite possibilities of the East Indian Islands, and the Directors 
were quite unconvinced by his arguments.. They saw only the 
immediate expense, and had no desire whatever to have an empire 
thrust upon them. From long experience of Raffles' masterful 
tactics however they were uneasily aware that any mail from India 
might inform them that he had carried out some daring "coup," 
and presented them with a most unwelcome " fait accompli." The 
Cabinet was equally opposed to any extension of British power in 
the Archipelago. I t must be admitted that Raffles was a most 
inconvenient servant for a commercial corporation and a govern
ment which only desired to maintain the "status q u o " in the 
East Indian Islands. (12) 

When Java was restored to Holland in 1816 Raffles visited 
England, and tried to convince the Directors that the Dutch would 
revive their former policy of monopolizing the trade of the Archi
pelago. He was only partially successful, but they confirmed his 
appointment as Resident of Bencoolen, which Minto had given him 
several years before, in case Java should be restored to Holland. 
They also raised his rank from that of Resident to Lieutenant-
Governor, and instructed him to watch and report on the conduct of 
the Dutch. His despatches were to be sent to the Directors in 

(9) Egerton, "Ra f f l e s . " 106, 124: Boulger, "Ra f f l e s . " 203-4. 
(10) Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 115-17, l2o. 
(11) Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 115-17, 125. 
(12) Ibid., 40-44, 63-64, 118-20, 124-25, 138-39, Boulger, " R a f f l e s , " 

89-92, 155-56. 
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person instead of going first to the Supreme Government, the usual 
official channel. Raffles may therefore well have supposed that his-
position was more than that of a mere commercial agent; but i t 
seems scarcely doubtful that his sanguine nature attached undue 
importance to encouraging words spoken in private conversation. 
He considered and indeed described himself as " Representative of 
the British Government in the Eastern Seas," a title which the 
Directors regarded as an unwarranted assumption of authority. (13) 

From the point of view of British interests, the situation which 
confronted Raffles on his arrival at Bencoolen in 1818 was very 
serious. At the Congress of Vienna Great Britain had restored tO 
Holland all her former possessions in the Eastern Archipelago; and 
the Dutch Government lost no time in re-establishing its authority. 
The bankrupt Netherlands East India Company had been replaced 
by the Government of Holland, which could command far 
greater resources than the Company had possessed in the later part 
of its existence. The object of Holland was to re-establish her 
former supremacy in the Archipelago, and to recover the monopoly 
of its commerce. An essential part of this policy was that the 
flourishing British trade which had grown up with the East Indian 
Islands must be confined to the Dutch capital of Batavia, where it 
would be easy to restrict it to such limits as Holland might think 
desirable. All other ports in the islands must be closed to all save 
Dutch ships, and the British must be prevented from establishing 
any more settlements in the Archipelago. In fact, so far as it wras 
possible, Holland wished to restore the conditions of the seventeenth 
century. I t was of course impossible to use the old methods of open 
force, for times had changed, and Holland no longer dared to pursue-
the policy by which she bad expelled the English in the days of the 
Massacre of Amboyna. It was not through her own strength that 
she had recovered her empire, but solely because it suited British 
policy to restore it. At the Congress of Vienna one of Castlereagh's 
principal objects had been to make Holland powerful enough to act 
as a barrier against a possible renewal by Prance of her attempts to-
secure the Rhine frontier.  With the border states of the German 
Confederation Holland was Europe's first line of defence against 
another outbreak of "Revolutionary madness". To secure this end 
was even more important for Britain than for the other Great 
Powers, because of her age-old policy that the Low Countries must 
be held by a weak and friendly state. Holland's East Indian empire 
was restored to her to secure her good-will, and to make her suffi
ciently powerful to resist France. Furthermore British statesmen 
failed to realize the immense value of the Archipelago. It was not 
considered worth keeping, when weighed in the balance against the 
importance of Dutch friendship in Europe. Ceylon, Cape Colony, 
and other former Dutch possessions which were known to be of value 
to British trade were retained, but the East Indian Islands were 

(13) Egerton, "Raffles," 143, 159-60. 
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restored, because they seemed to be of little importance. Holland 
clearly understood the situation, and laid her plans accordingly. 
An open attempt to expel the British from the Archipelago would 
not be tolerated; but as long as she used more subtle methods there 
was not much danger of interference. Rather than drive Holland 
into the arms of France British statesmen were prepared to leave 
her a fairly free hand in the East Indian Islands, and they would be 
far from pleased with any of the Company's agents like Raffles, who 
by openly opposing the Dutch threatened to cause strained relations 
between the two nations in Europe. The far from disinterested 
benevolence of British policy was Holland's strongest card, and 
during the next few years she played it with great skill. 

The Dutch Government sent a large fleet and army to the 
Archipelago, and reoccupied all the settlements of the Netherlands 
Company, including those which had been abandoned many years 
before it finally collapsed. New posts were also established on many 
islands which the Dutch had never formerly possessed. The old 
treaties with native rulers, giving Holland the monopoly of their 
trade, were again enforced. There were many Sultans who had 
never entered into such engagements with the Netherlands Com
pany; but by more or less peaceful persuasion similar tracties were 
gradually secured from the majority. British ships were for
bidden to visit any port in the Archipelago except Batavia, and the 
native praus were ordered to sail only to Dutch settlements to 
prevent them from trading with the Company. A large fleet of 
email warships was maintained to enforce these commercial 
regulations. (14) 

From the date of his arrival at Bencoolen, Raffles combatted 
the Dutch designs in Sumatra. He was quite unsuccessful however, 
and only succeeded in drawing upon himself severe censures from 
the Directors and the Cabinet. (15) It seemed that British trade with 
the Archipelago was doomed, but in 1819 the tide turned. The 
Marquis of Hastings had been hostile to Raffles during his adminis
tration of Java, but he had gradually become convinced of his ability 
and integrity. In October 1818 he granted Sir Stamford per
mission to visit Bengal and discuss the future of Bencoolen. The 
result of this voyage was the foundation of Singapore. (16) * 

Raffles gained the favour of Hastings and converted him to his 
policy for safeguarding the interests of British trade in the 

(14) Webster, "Congres s of V i e n n a , " passim. Egerton, "Raffles," 
160. Boulger, "Raf f l es . ' ' 91-92,268-73,319-20. Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r , " 
304-7. Bar ing Gould & Bampfylde " S a r a w a k , " 42. C. Assey, " O n the 
Trade to China and the Indian Archipelago, with Observations on the 
Insecuri ty of Brit ish Interests in tha t Q u a r t e r . " Pub. , in " T h e Pamphlet
e e r , " X I V , 518-37. London, 1819. Assey had been Secretary to the Bri t ish 
Administrat ion in Java , and was one of Raffles' most t rusted friends 
(Boulger, " R a f f l e s , " 201, 238-39, 246). 

(15) Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 163-68. Boulger, "Ra f f l e s , " 275-76. 
(16) Egerton, " R a f f l e s , " 169-70. 
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Archipelago. He convinced the Governor-General that the Dutch 
"had been actuated by a spirit of ambition, by views of boundless 
aggrandizement and rapacity, and by a desire to obtain the power of 
monopolizing the commerce of the Eastern Archipelago, and of 
excluding the English from those advantages which they had long 
enjoyed". (17) The success of this project would also "give them 
the entire command of the only channels for the direct trade between 
China and Europe."(18) To defeat their aims it was decided to 
concede to them their pretensions in Sumatra and the exclusive 
control of the Straits of Sunda, and to confine British efforts to 
obtaining a port at the Southern entrance to the Straits of Malacca 
For several years Raffles had advocated the establishment of a 
settlement there, to secure part of the commerce of the Archipelago, 
and as a port where ships in the China trade could obtain provisions 
and make repairs. The situation was far better than that of Penang 
for trade with the East Indian Islands, since Prince of Wales Island 
was "too far from the centre of things to be an effective station," 
and was "so distant from the principal native ports of the Archi
pelago, that, under the uncertainty of the passage up the Straits, 
but few native vessels are induced to go there." (19) 

On November 26, 1818, Raffles received his Instructions. He 
was to go first to Achin and establish British interests there in order 
to secure the control of the Northern entrance of the Straits of 
Malacca. He was then to go on and establish a post at Rhio, since 
this appeared to be the most suitable position for commanding the 
Southern entrance to the Straits, affording "the only effectual means 
of accomplishing the object of securing a free passage" through 
them. Raffles was appointed Governor-General's Agent, and was 
thus made independent of the Government of Penang. The pro
posed new settlement was also to be independent of Penang, and was 
to be controlled by Raffles, as Lieutenant-Governor of Bencoolen. 
In conclusion the Instructions strictly enjoined him to avoid all 
disputes with the Dutch, and not to attempt to occupy Rhio should 
he find on his arrival that they had already done so.(20) Rhio was 
an important native port on an island in the Rhio-Lingga Archi
pelago, at the Southern entrance to the Straits of Malacca, and not 
far distant from Singapore. I t was "the principal station of the 
Arab and Bugis traders on the Western side of the Archipelago." (21) 

Curiously enough, on the very day on which these Instructions 
were signed, the Dutch secured a treaty from the helpless Sultan of 
Rhio by which they obtained control of the island. (22) The 

(17) Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r , " 304. Minute of Lord Hast ings . 1818. 
(18) Egerton, " R a f f l e s , " 172. 
(19) Raffles " S t a t e m e n t of Se rv i ce s . " 51 . Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r . " 

306-8. Egerton, " R a f f l e s , " 162-63, 166, 171. Boulger, " R a f f l e s , " 270-71, 
295-96 

(20) Ibid., 271, 298-301. Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 172. 
(21) Ibid., 298-301. 
(22) Egerton, " R a f f l e s , " 172-73. 
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probability of their forestalling him however had been much in 
Raffles' mind;(2 3) and on December 5, doubtless at his suggestion, 
additional instructions were issued authorizing him, in case the 
above contingency should have occurred, to negotiate with the 
Sultan of Johore for obtaining a site for a settlement. He was 
forbidden to do so however if the Dutch advanced claims, even of 
the slenderest, that the Sultan was their vassal.(24) 

Sir Stamford seems to have exaggerated the amount of support 
on which he could depend from the Governor-General. In reality 
Lord Hastings does not seem to have decided anything more in his 
own mind than that something must be done in the Straits, and that 
Raffles was the only man to do it. He had not given him his entire 
confidence, and he would have abandoned the whole enterprise at the 
first check, if his agent had not been too prompt and too strong for 
him. When Sir Stamford sailed from the Hughli in December 1818 
the die was cast. He knew the hostility and vacillation of his 
superiors, and he strained every nerve to accomplish his task before 
they had time to countermand his orders.(25) How true was his 
estimate of them was shown by a despatch which Lord Hastings sent 
after him before he had set sail. It directed him to "desist from 
every attempt to form a British establishment in the Eastern 
Archipelago". Fortunately however Raffles carried out his mission 
so quickly that Singapore was occupied before the letter reached 
him.(26) 

Sir Stamford arrived at Penang on December 31, and found 
that the Dutch had already occupied Rhio. Colonel Bannerman, 
the Governor of Penang,was bitterly jealous of Raffles, and strongly 
urged him to give up the enterprise. This he refused to do, and 
Bannerman thereafter tried by every means in his power to make the 
foundation of Singapore a failure. Curiously enough however, in 
one way his hostility proved of the greatest service. Raffles' orders 
were that he must first carry out the mission to Achin; and if this 
had been done, Hastings' despatch forbidding the establishment of 
the new post would have caught up with him before he left Sumatra. 
Bannerman was most insistent that the Achin mission should be 
postponed pending certain representations he wished to make to the 
Supreme Government. Raffles knew that there was no time to lose 
unless the British were to be forestalled at Johore as well, and he was 
therefore only too glad to find so excellent an excuse for pressing on 
with the more important part of his commission. Accordingly, on 
January 19, 1819 he sailed from Penang with his little squadron of 
six vessels. (27) 

(23) Ibid., 172. 
(24) Boulger, "Ra f f l e s , " 301-2. 
(25) Ibid. , 297. 
(26) Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 183-84. 
(27) Ibid., 174-75. Buckley, "Anecdo t a l History of S i n g a p o r e , " 

I , 26-27. 
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Nine days later, on January 28, 1819, the ships anchored off the 
island of Singapore. Influenced by his knowledge that an impor
tant trading city had existed there until its destruction some four 
hundred and fifty years earlier, Sir Stamford had decided before he 
left Calcutta that Singapore would be the best site for his proposed 
settlement in case he should find on his arrival that the Dutch had 
forestalled him at Ehio.(28) The only inhabitants of the island 
were the Temenggong of Johore and some one hundred and fifty of 
his Malay followers, who gained a precarious livelihood by fishing 
and offering an asylum to the pirates who swarmed in the Straits of 
Malacca. Abdullah Munshi, a protege of Raffles who came to 
Singapore a few months later, has left a very vivid and amusing 
account of Singapore as it was in 1819:— 

"At that time no mortal dared to pass through the Straits 
of Singapore, jins and satans even were afraid, for that was the 
place the pirates made use of. to sleep at and to divide their 
booty. There also they put to death their captives, and 
themselves fought and killed each other in their quarrels on the 
division of the spoi l . . . .Al l along 'the beach there were 
hundreds of human skulls, some of them old, some fresh with 
the hair still remaining, some with the teeth still sharp, and 
some without teeth : in fine, they were in various stage of decay. 
Mr. Farquhar ordered them to be collected and thrown into the 
sea. They were all put in sacks and thrown in ac
cordingly."(29) 
Discovering that the Dutch had made no claim to Singapore, 

and that the Temenggong was willing to allow an English settle
ment, Raffles made a Preliminary Agreement with him on January 
30. I t stipulated that the Company might establish a factory, and 
that as long as the British remained and protected the Temeng
gong he would not enter into relations with any other power nor 
allow it to settle in his country. In return he was to receive $3,000 
a year.(30) 

Despite this treaty Raffles felt that his legal title to Singapore 
was still insecure, since it came from the " de facto " and not the 
" de jure " ruler of the country. That no loophole might be left 
for the Dutch he decided to secure a grant of the territory from the 
Sultan as well. The explanation of how there came to be two rulers 
claiming control over Singapore is to be found in the decay of the 
ancient Empire of Johore. In the sixteenth century it had been a 
powerful state, but during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
its strength had steadily decayed. The Sultans had removed their 
capital from Johore City, in the present state of Johore, to Lingga. 

" (28) Swettenham, " B r i t i s h M a l a y a , " 66-71. Egerton, " R a f f l e s ' ' 
176-78. Boulger, "Raff les"—302-5, 352-62. Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r . " 
370-71. 

(29) J . I . A., V I . 590-91. Trans, of " H i k a y a t A b d u l l a h " by 
T. Bradclell. 
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They were practically puppets in the hands of their nominal 
ministers, the Raja Mudas or governors of Rhio. The Raja Muda-
ship was the hereditary office of the Princes of the Bugis merchant-
pirates who had settled on the coasts of continental Johore, but 
more especially in the Rhio-Lingga Archipelago, during the eight
eenth century. The continental dominions of the Sultans con
tinued to form a nominal part of the Empire of Johore, and were 
ruled by their great officers of state, the Temenggong at Johore and 
the Bendahara at Pahang. Theoretically subject to the Sultan, in 
fact thay had gradually become practically independent. 

This was the situation when in 1810 Sultan Mahmud I I died 
leaving two sons. The elder, Hussein, was his destined successor; 
but at the time of his father's death he was in Pahang to marry the 
sister of the Bendahara. During his absence the Bugis Raja Muda 
of Rhio, Rajah Jaafar, persuaded the younger son of the late 
Sultan, Abdulrahman, to mount the throne. Hussein had been 
unable to recover his rights, and had since then been living in 
poverty at Rhio. The Dutch treaty of 1818, by which they had 
obtained control of Rhio, was a revival of the former treaty of 
vassalage which they had imposed-on Sultan Mahmud I I in 1785. 
I t was concluded with the younger brother, Abdulrahman, the "de 
facto " ruler of Johore, no attention being paid to the elder brother 
Hussein. Moreover Raffles carefully ascertained that the pro
visions of this treaty were confined to Rhio, and that under it the 
Dutch could lay no claim to Singapore. It was certain that they 
would oppose the British occupation of the island, and equally 
evident that their puppet, Abdulrahman, would refuse to confirm 
the Temenggong's grant of Singapore. Raffles wished to confront 
the Dutch with an indefeasible title in the diplomatic contest which 
he foresaw. In Hussein who was indisputably the lawful Sultan 
of Johore, he saw the means of obtaining what he wanted. Raffles 
saw clearly that the Temenggong was the " de facto" ruler of 
Singapore, although in theory only the Sultan's agent. While 
however Hussein's power was in practice nil, he was the " de jure " 
sovereign. If the Company's title to Singapore were based merely 
on the Temenggong's grant the Dutch might be able to overthrow 
it on the ground that theoretically he had no right to make the 
cession. But with a grant signed by both the " de facto " and the 
" de jure " sovereigns, the Company's title was legally unassailable. 
Accordingly Raffles entered into negotiations with Hussein, and had 
no difficulty in persuading him to come to Singapore to be installed 
as the rightful Sultan of Johore and receive a comfortable pension 
as long as he lived. In return he was to give the Company the 
right to build a factory on Singapore. (31) 

(31) Wilkinson, "Malay Papers. History of the Peninsula," 
45-66." J. I. A., IX, 68-69 T. Braddell. Newbold, "Stra i ts of Malacca," 
I I , 47-51. Begbie, "Malayan Peninsula," 71-79,286-87. S. S. B., 142: 
Minute of Fullerton of Nov. 29, 1827. Buckley, "Singapore," 1, 22-25. 36. 
Egerton, "Raffles," 178-79. Lady Raffles. "Memoir ." 398. 
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On February 6, 1819 a treaty was signed by Raffles, Sultan 
Hussein, and the Temenggong. By it the Company received the-
right to build a factory, while the Sultan and the Temenggong 
agreed that so long as it should be maintained they would not form 
a treaty with, nor consent to the settlement in any part of their 
territories, of any European or American power. The Company 
was to pay the Sultan a yearly pension of $5000, and the Temeng
gong $3000, while in addition the Temenggong should receive half 
of whatever dues it might be decided to levy on native vessels. 
Furthermore, as long as the Sultan and Temenggong resided near 
the Company's factory they were to be protected; but it was 
specifically stated that this alliance did not in any way bind the 
British to interfere in the internal affairs of Johore, or to maintain 
the Sultan's authority by force of arms. (32) 

On the followng day, February 7, Raffles left to carry out his 
mission to Achin. A state so powerful in the seventeenth century, 
that even the Dutch had to treat it with some circumspection, had 
dwindled to a small district at the northern end of Sumatra. Even 
here the Sultans were too weak to restrain their rebellious vassals 
who had become virtually independent. Anarchy reigned supreme 
and each petty chief did very much what seemed best in his own 
eyes. In Raffles' opinion Achin was falling to pieces " through the 
personal imbecility and political weakness of the monarch " and its 
break up was imminent. (33) Sir Stamford was strongly pre
judiced in favour of this potentate, Alaeddin Jauhar al-Alam Shah, 
whom he described as of "estimable qua l i t i es . . . . though perhaps 
weak." He appears at least to have been dissolute and imprudent. 
In 1815 Alam Shah had been dethroned by Syed Hussain, a wealthy 
Penang merchant, who at once abdicated in favour of his son. The 
new ruler was strongly supported by the Penang Government. (34) 
This was the situation when Raffles returned to Achin on March 14, 
1819, with instructions to establish friendly relations with the Achi-
nese ruler, and exclude Dutch influence. 

He insisted that Alam Shah had learned wisdom in adversity 
and was supported by the majority of his people. Raffles gained 
the reluctant assent of the other Commissioner, Captain Coombs, 
to the restoration of the dethroned Sultan. He was accordingly 
reinstated, and the usurper pensioned by the British. Raffles 
was censured by the Supreme Government for the cavalier way in 
which he treated his fellow-Commissioner, while the treaty which 
he made was ratified as the " best course now to be pursued," 
although the only result certain to accrue from it was " the expense 

(32) Aitchison, "Trea t i e s , " I, 424-26. 
(33) Raffles, "History of J a v a , " I, 222-23. St. John—"Indian 
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which is at once incurred." He was also instructed that there was 
to be no further interference.(35) 

By the terms of the treaty a perpetual defensive alliance was 
established between the Company and Achin, and a British Agent 
was to be received at the Court. The customs duties charged on 
British imports were to be " fixed and declared " and no one was 
to be granted a monopoly of the produce of the state. The Sultan 
also engaged for himself and his successors " to exclude the sub
jects of every o the r . . . .power . . . .from a fixed residence in his 
dominion," and not to negotiate, or make treaties without the 
knowledge and consent of Britain.(30) 

If the Company had used the opportunities given by this 
treaty to establish itself in Achin, it would have controlled the 
northern as through Singapore it dominated the Southern entrance 
to the Straits of Malacca. This was undoubtedly Raffles' in
tention.(37) On the other hand, having regard to the impotence 
of the Sultan, the strong hostility of the Achinese chiefs to foreign 
control, and the powerful anti-British faction in the country, it 
is quite conceivable that such a course might have involved the 
Company in a war like that which the Dutch had to wage for over 
thirty-three years when they attempted to conquer Achin after 
1871. As it was, by the orders of the Supreme Government a 
policy of non-interference was followed. In 1825, Fullerton, 
Governor of Penang Presidency, reported that the treaty of 1819 
had " been a dead letter from the day it was signed," since Sultan 
Alam Shah never recovered his authority, his " influence, or even 
his respect." Power continued to remain in the hands of various 
chiefs who had established their independence. Fullerton declared 
that it would be "utterly impracticable" to establish British 
influence in Achin, without " i n plain terms. . . .subjugating the 
country—an alternative which it never suited British policy to 
resort to." (38) The Supreme Government agreed that Alam Shah 
had never had the power to fulfil his treaty obligations, while the 
Directors went even further and declared that they had "never 
approved of an intimate connection with that state." (39) 

Meanwhile the "paper war" with the Dutch had begun. They 
appreciated as clearly as Raffles the significance of his latest move, 
and left no stone unturned to secure the abandonment of Singa
pore. Naturally the Government at Batavia could not avow the 
real reason for their hostility, that Sir Stamford had ruined their 
cherished scheme for monopolizing the trade of the East Indian 
Islands. I t was therefore decently veiled under an emphatic 

(35) Egerton, "Raffles,' ' 198-99; St. John "Indian Archipelago," 
II., 59. 
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protest against Raffles' shameless violation of the sanctity of 
treaties. The Dutch contended that their treaty with Abdul-
rahman applied not only to Rhio, but to the whole empire of 
Johore. They declared that Abdulrahman was the lawful Sultan, 
while Hussein was merely an impostor brought forward by Raffles 
to give a show of legality to his nefarious actions. Finally, they 
accused Sir Stamford of terrorising the Temenggong and Hussein 
into ceding the island.(40) 

Raffles replied by bringing forward much evidence to prove 
that Hussein was lawful Sultan, and that even apart from this 
Abdulrahman was not legally the ruler, since he did not possess 
the regalia of the Sultans of Johore, and had never been recognised 
by the Temenggong and the Bendahara. By the custom of Johore 
his coronation was invalid. Raffles also disproved the charges that 
he had extorted the cession of the island by force.(41) 

Colonel Bannerman, the Governor of Penang, supported the 
Dutch representations. He was actuated partly by jealousy of 
Raffles, and in part by a well-grounded fear that Singapore would 
injure the prosperity of Penang. There were rumours that the 
Government of Batavia intended to attack Singapore and expel 
the British by force. Farquhar, the Resident of Singapore, ap
pealed to Bannerman for reinforcements. The Colonel not only 
refused them, but even urged Farquhar to abandon the island and 
return to Penang. Bannerman then wrote to the Governor-General 
bitterly attacking Raffles, and urging that Singapore should be 
restored to the Dutch, its lawful owners. (42) If the Governor of 
Penang had been a Dutch agent, he could not have worked more 
zealously for their cause. 

When the protests from Batavia and Penang reached Calcuttar 
Lord Hastings was very angry with Raffles for involving the 
Company in a quarrel with Holland. He greatly regretted the 
occupation of Singapore; but since it was an accomplished fact he 
felt that immediate withdrawal was impossible. To have with
drawn would have been to admit the validity of the Dutch claims, 
and of this he was not convinced. He proposed that the matter 
should be reffered to the home authorities for decision as to which 
power had the legal right to the island. To this the Dutch 
agreed.(43) Colonel Bannerman received a sharp rebuke from 
Hastings for his zealous partisanship which grievously surprised 
him, and resulted in the immediate despatch of the reinforcements 
asked for by Farquhar.(44) 

When the first news of the occupation of Singapore arrived 
in London, and the Directors and the Cabinet learned that Raffles 

(400 Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 181-82. 
(41) Ibid., 182, Boulger, "Ra f f l e s , " 315-326. 
(42) Ibid., 316-23. 
(43) Egerton, "Ra f f l e s , " 183. 
(44) Ibid., 189. Boulger, "Ra f f l e s , " 324-25. 
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had again involved them in a quarrel with Holland, they became 
thoroughly exasperated. On August 14, 1819, the Directors sent 
a despatch to Hastings denouncing Bathes and all his works. He 
was a mischievous agitator, always stirring up trouble with the 
Dutch, and they were inclined to consider his proceedings at 
Singapore an unjust violation of Holland's claims to the island. 
Before retaining or relinquishing Singapore however the Directors 
would await further explanations from Lord Hastings. (45) 

Ominous as this despatch appeared, it granted the one thing 
which Singapore required, Time. To preserve good relations with 
Holland the Directors and the Cabinet might quite probably have 
given up an island whose commercial value was uncertain, even 
though they had an incontestable legal claim to it. But, as events 
were to show, when Singapore proved that it was the long-sought 
trading-centre for the East Indian Islands, they refused to sur
render it. The one danger had been that in the first flush of their 
exasperation the Directors might have ordered it to be handed 
over to the Dutch. That peril had been avoided and Singapore 
was given the opportunity to show its worth. 

From the beginning Raffles foresaw the great future of Singa
pore, and his letters to the Supreme Government and to his 
friends are an almost uncannily accurate forecast of its subsequent 
history. With an excellent harbour, and easily defensible, the 
island commanded the Southern entrance to the Straits of 
Malacca. In the event of war it would no longer be possible for 
Holland to close the Straits and so destroy the trade to China. 
As a trading-centre the situation was preferable even to that of 
Bhio, since it was closer to the trade route through the Straits. 
" O u r China t r a d e . . . .and every native vessel that sails through 
the Straits. . . .must pass in sight of it." Henceforth British 
merchantmen would be independent of Malacca for obtaining 
shelter and refitting.  Raffles also foresaw that a very large trade 
would be built up with the Malay Peninsula, Siam, Indo-China, 
and China. Most important of all however, Britain had at last 
secured a position which would give her a large share in the 
commerce of the East Indian islands. Summing up the vast 
significance of his move in one sentence, Raffles wrote:— 

" Whether we may have the power hereafter of extending 
our stations, or be compelled to confine ourselves to this 
factory, the spell is broken, and one independent post under 
our flag may be sufficient to prevent the recurrence of the 
system of exclusive monopoly which the Dutch once exercised 
in these seas and would willingly re-establish." 
So long as Singapore remained free from all customs and port 

dues, it "must eventually destroy the spell of Dutch monopoly." (46) 
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From the very beginning, Singapore amply justified Raffles' 
confidence. One of his first actions after the occupation of the 
island was to order that commerce should be free from all customs 
dues.(47) As a result of this, and of the great affection which the 
natives had for Sir Stamford, the population and trade increased 
at a phenomenal rate. As soon as the news of Raffles' action 
reached Malacca, there was a veritable exodus of Malays to Singa
pore, despite the frenzied efforts of the Dutch to prevent it.(48) 
Besides the Malays, there soon arrived English and Scotch mer
chants, Bugis traders from Celebes, and the ubiquitous Chinese. 
By June 1819 the population already exceeded 5000, and by 
August 1820 it numbered between 10,000 and 12,000, the majority 
being Chinese.(49) 

The growth of trade was even more remarkable. On April 
3, 1820 Raffles wrote that the imports and exports on native craft 
alone exceeded $4,000,000 a year.(50) By the end of 1820 the 
Resident Farquhar reported that Singapore's trade "already far 
exceeds what Malacca could boast of during the most flourishing 
years of its long continuance in our possession."(51) Early in 
1821, the value of the imports and exports for the preceding two 
years was $8,000,000. Of this $5,000,000, were carried by native 
ships from China, Siam, and East Indian Islands. By 1822 the 
value of the imports and exports was $8,568,151, and in 1823 it 
leaped to $13,268,397.(52) A third and most convincing argument 
for the retention of Singapore was the small cost of its ad
ministration. I t amounted to only £12,000 to £14,000 a year, 
while the annual expense of Bencoolen was almost £100,000. 
Moreover by August 1820 the total cost of the administration was 
paid for by the revenue raised at Singapore. (53) 

The argument of phenomenal success, joined to the unwearied 
efforts of Raffles and his friends in England, finally won the day, 
and by the autumn of 1822 it was known that Singapore would 
not be surrendered.(54) After years of failure, Raffles had at last 
achieved a success which more than compensated for his previous 
failures. 

In 1822-23 Raffles came to Singapore for the second time. 
His duties as Governor of Bencoolen prevented him from visiting 
it more frequently, and the administration had been in the hands 
of the Resident Farquhar, under Sir Stamford's general super-
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intendence. His service in the East was now drawing to a close: 
the climate of Bencoolen had wrought havoc with his health, and 
he had decided to return to England by 1824 at the latest.(55) 
Before leaving however he wished to carry out many measures 
necessary for Singapore's prosperity. The amount of work which 
he accomplished in 1822-23 was as varied as it was colossal. 
Among the more important items were town-planning, drawing 
up rules for freedom of trade, regulations for police and general 
security, the institution" of a magistracy, and the formation of a 
code of law.(56) 

The most serious problem with which he had to deal was the 
prevailing lawlessness. The situation was much the same as that 
which had existed at Penang from 1786 to 1807. There were only 
a few officials and a mere handful of police to maintain order 
amongst a population composed of half the races of Eastern Asia. 
Moreover no courts or code of laws had been legally established. 
There were many murders, and robberies were constantly com
mitted in broad daylight. In most cases the offenders were never 
punished. (67) 

Raffles therefore by Regulation I I I of 1823 appointed twelve 
Magistrates who were to be nominated yearly by the Resident 
from among the principal British merchants. They were to try 
minor civil and criminal cases under the general supervision of 
the Resident. More serious offences were to be tried bv the Resi
dent: but this court was never actually constituted by Raffles.(58) 
The code of law which he drew up was based to some extent on 
the principles and forms of English law; but he directed that as 
far as possible regard should be paid to native customs, especially 
in matters of religion, marriage, and inheritance. Raffles' regula
tions were very general in form, and left large discretionary 
powers to his Magistrates. They were to decide cases in accordance 
with their common-sense, combining with it the principles of 
English and native law as far as they were applicable. The 
legality of these regulations was later successfully challenged by 
Crawfurd, Raffles' successor; although Sir Stamford himself does 
not appear to have realized that he was exceeding his powers.(59) 
I t is clear however that whether legal or no, some code of this 
sort was necessary to serve as a stop-gap until such time as the 
Company should provide a substitute. 

In June 1823 Raffles left Singapore for the last time, and 
returned to England. He was now, as he described himself, " a 
little old man, all yellow and shrivelled, with his hair pretty well 
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blanched." Three years later, in July 1826, he was dead. The 
harsh treatment of the East India Company after his retirement 
had proved too great a shock for his enfeebled constitution, under
mined by twenty years in the East.(60) He was buried in a 
nameless grave, of which the very site remained for many years 
unknown. The city which he founded is his truest memorial, and 
it is peculiarly fitting that his statue at Singapore should bear the 
inscription:— 

" Si monumentum quaeris, circumspice." 

After Raffles' departure Singapore was removed from the 
control of Bencoolen and made a dependency of the Supreme 
Government.(61) The new Resident, who held office from 1823 
to 1826, was John Crawfurd. He was one of the most famous 
Malayan scholars of his day, an able administrator, and a fair 
diplomatist. Formerly a member of the Bengal Medical Service, 
he had spent three years at Penang as a surgeon, and had then 
been one of Raffles' assistants in Java. In 1823 he had recently 
returned from an abortive embassy to Siam and Cochin-China. 
As Resident of Singapore he showed himself to be a very pains
taking and capable official, and worked hard to promote its 
interests in every way. He fostered agriculture, combatted piracy 
so far as his scanty means allowed, and grappled with the prevail
ing lawlessness which arose from the absence of legally constituted 
courts. With all his good qualities Crawfurd was not popular. 
He lacked the easy manners and courteous demeanour which had 
made Raffles and Farquhar so well-liked by both Europeans and 
natives, and he was frugal to the point of parsimony. There is 
an amusing story told of him that on the occasion of a banquet 
given by him to celebrate the anniversary of the foundation of 
Singapore, the party broke up at ten because the Resident's scanty 
stock of wine was exhausted. Furthermore, so far as one can 
judge from his writings and actions, he was obstinate and dog
matic, and impervious to argument once he had made up his mind. 
Abdullah the Munshi, no mean judge of character wrote of him: 

" He was impatient, and of a quick temper; but in what 
he was engaged he did slowly and not immediately. Further^ 
it could be perceived that he was a man of good parts, clever 
and profound. Yet it was equally true that he was much 
bent down by a love for the goods of this world. His hand 
was not an open one, though he had no small opinion of 
himself. Further, his impatience, prevented him from listen
ing to long complaints. . . .As sure as there was a plaint, he 
would cut it short in the middle. On this account I have 
heard that most people murmured and were dissatisfied, feel-
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ing that they could not accept his decision with good will, 
but by force only." (62) 

The two most important questions with which Crawfurd had 
to deal were the negotiations for the cession of the whole island 
of Singapore, and the problem of maintaining law and order. 
Raffles treaty of 1819 as Crawfurd pointed out, "amounted to 
little more than a permission for the formation of a British 
factory. . . .There was in reality no territorial cession giving a 
legal right of legislation. The only law which could have existed 
was the Malay code. The native chief was considered to be the 
proprietor of the land, even within the bounds of the British 
factory." (63) The cession of the island was thus necessary before 
the Company could legally set up courts of law. Furthermore, 
the Sultan and Temenggong had taken advantage of the form of 
the treaty to levy exactions upon native crafts coming to Singapore, 
on the ground that it was a Malay port subject to their laws. 
Many of their followers were notorious evil-doers, but it was 
almost impossible to punish them for their frequent crimes owing 
to the protection given them by the two Malay rulers. The Sultan 
and Temenggong also took some part in the government and in 
the administration of justice, a role for which they were quite 
unfitted by their character and ability.(64) 

To deal with this situation Raffles had made a Convention 
with the Sultan and Temenggong on June 7, 1823. The Sultan 
was to receive $1500 and Temenggong $800 a month for. life. In 
return they gave up all right to levy dues upon native trade and 
to act as judges, although they were still entitled to a seat when 
they chose to attend. English law was henceforth to be enforced 
" with due consideration to the usages and habits of the people," 
special respect being paid to Malay law in cases involving religion, 
marriage and inheritance, when it was not contrary to " reason, 
humanity and justice." Finally, the whole island of Singapore 
and the adjacent islets were declared to be " at the entire disposal 
of the British Government," with the exception of land occupied 
by the Sultan and Temenggong.(65) 

Although this Convention abolished many of the unsatis
factory conditions arising from the treaty of 1819, it did not 
entirely meet the needs of the case. In the opinion of the 
Advocate General of Bengal, it failed to give an " absolute cession 

(62) "Hikaiat Abdullah." trans. Thomson. 208. Buckley, "Singa-
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of the Bight of Sovereignty," although there was "a near approach 
to it." (66) Crawfurd also pointed this out to the Supreme Govern
ment on January 10, 1824, and asked for permission to conclude 
a treaty which should place British sovereignty at Singapore 
beyond dispute.(67) On March 5, 1824 he received the required 
authorization.(68) 

As he had anticipated, he found " considerable difficulty " in 
carrying out his orders. Owing to the remarkable development of 
Singapore the two Malay chiefs had prospered beyond their widest 
dreams. They fully realised the advantage of their position, and 
were determined to make as much as possible out of the surrender 
of their rights. Hence the Company was compelled to pay them far 
larger pensions than if the whole island of Singapore had been 
ceded in 1819. (69) 

Crawfurd's Treaty with the Sultan and Temenggong was signed 
on August 2, 1824. The island of Singapore "together with the 
adjacent seas, straits and islets " lying within a radius of ten miles 
were ceded " in full sovereignty and property " to the East India 
Company, its heirs and successors forever. By Article V I I I the 
Malay chiefs promised that as long as they continued to draw their 
pensions they would not form an alliance or correspond with auy 
foreign power whatever, without the knowledge and consent of the 
British. Article IX guaranteed the chiefs a " personal asylum and 
protection " at Singapore or Penang should they ever be compelled 
to flee from their own territories; but Article X made it clear that 
there was to be no offensive and defensive alliance between the 
Company and the rulers of Johore. By this section it was mutually 
agreed that neither party should be bound to interfere in the in
ternal affairs of the other, or in any political dissensions or wars 
which might arise, or " to support each other by force of arms 
against any third party whatsoever." By Articles XI and X I I the 
chiefs promised to do their best to suppress piracy in Johore and the 
Straits of Malacca, to " maintain a free and unshackled trade " in 
their dominions, and to admit British commerce on the terms of the 
most favoured nation. 

In return the Company promised to pay to the Sultan $33,200 
and a pension for life of $1,300 a month: while the Temenggong 
was to receive $26,800 and $700 a month for life. The two chiefs 
were to be treated "wi th all the honours, respect and courtesy 
belonging to their rank and station, whenever they may reside at or 
visit the Tsland of Singapore." By Articles VI and V I I the Com
pany agreed to pay the Sultan or his heirs $20,000 and the Temeng
gong or his successors $15,000 for all their lands and houses at 
Singapore, should they at any time prefer to leave it and live in 
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some part of Johore. By Article XIV all previous Treaties and 
Conventions were annulled, except insofar as they conferred on the 
Company any right or title to the possession of Singapore and the 
adjacent islands. (70) 

Crawfurd's despatch of August 3, 1824, had several important 
comments on this treaty. (71) In it he explained that the reason for 
the apparently unimportant cession of the islets near Singapore, was 
that they were absolutely necessary for the defence of the town, 
and " towards our safety from the piratical hordes that surround 
us, against whose incursions and depredations there would be no 
indemnity if we were not in the occupation of the numerous islets 
which lie upon the immediate coast of the principal Settlement." 
Piratical praus were in the habit of lurking behind these islands, 
and capturing native traders almost within sight of the harbour. 

With regard to Articles VI I I , IX and X, Crawfurd wrote that 
the Malay rulers were quite willing to bind themselves not to have 
relations with any other power. " Their evident desire through
out " was to persuade the Company to form an offensive and defen
sive alliance with them. Crawfurd took great pains to word the 
treaty in such a way as to make it clear that the Company had not 
in any way undertaken to assist them in their wars. There was 
especial need for caution at this time, since the Temenggong was 
involved in hostilities with the Raja Muda of Rhio and the Dutch, 
who were trying to seize the Carimon Islands and the present state 
of Johore on the plea that they belonged to Sultan Abdul-
rahman.(72) 

Crawfurd had a very low opinion of both Hussein and the 
Temenggong and expressed in this despatch a fervent wish that 
they and their disreputable followers would leave Singapore. Of 
this he had little hope, since they thoroughly appreciated the 
" repose and security which they at present enjoy." The unequivocal 
cession of sovereignty however had greatly simplified the problem of 
dealing with them: henceforth their followers would be as com
pletely amenable to the laws as the rest of the population. 

With the ratification of Crawford's treaty by the 'Supreme 
Government on March 4, 1825, the final seal of approval was set 
upon the Company's possession of Singapore. This was however 
merely a formality, since it has been shown above that as early as 
1822 it had been decided to retain the island and in the Anglo-
Dutch Treaty of March 1824 Holland had already withdrawn her 
objections to the British occupation.(73) 

The second important problem with which Crawfurd had to 
deal was the absence of any legally constituted courts at Singapore. 
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For two reasons the Company was unable to create them. In the 
first place it did not obtain the rights of sovereignty over the island 
until the Treaty of August 2, 1824, although in the opinion of the 
Advocate-General of Bengal Raffles' Convention of 1823 was " a 
near approach to it," so that henceforth English law could "be 
made to operate with effect and without injustice." (74) Even after 
this obstacle was removed however there remained the difficulty that 
the cession of Singapore had not been ratified by Parliament. This 
was not done until 1826, and hence it was only in 1827 that the 
Directors were able to establish courts of law in the settlement.(75) 

In an important trading-centre it was of course necessary that 
some form of law should be administered unless trade were to be 
hopelessly trammelled; and the Resident was therefore compelled 
to assume an authority which by law he did not possess. (76) Every 
decision given by him or his subordinates was technically illegal, 
and he was open to prosecution in the Indian courts by anyone on 
whom he had inflicted a penalty. Granted the justice of his 
decisions, there seems no doubt that in such a case the Government 
would have protected him by an Act of Indemnity; but to a man of 
Crawford's cautious disposition the situation was intolerable. 

Soon after his arrival he consulted the Recorder of Penang on 
the legality of Raffles' Regulations. The judge's opinion confirmed 
Crawford's suspicions as to their illegality and to rid himself of 
part of his responsibility he abolished the office of magistrate created 
by Raffles. Since it was plainly necessary that some kind of tribunal 
should exist, Crawfurd substituted for Raffles' judiciary a Court 
of Requests, or small debts court, presided over by his Assistant, 
and the Resident's Court. This, the principal court of Singapore, 
decided all civil and criminal cases " on the general principles of 
English law," so far as local conditions and the " character and 
manners of the different classes of inhabitants " permitted. Craw
furd and his Assistant acted joint judges. (77) Trial by jury did 
not yet exist at Singapore, and the procedure was very summary. 
The penalties inflicted were light fines or floggings, or imprison
ment up to six months. The only penalty for a conviction for 
murder or piracy was indefinite imprisonment. From this it would 
appear that while the form of the courts differed from that institute 
by Raffles, the law administered in them was much the same as 
that which he had prescribed. 

As at Penang the Europeans were the most difficult class of the 
population to control, since they were aware of the legal weakness 
of the Resident's position, and the more turbulent took full ad
vantage of it. In Crawford's despatch to the Supreme Govern-

(74) P. Pol. Range, 123, Vol.59: March 5, 1824. No. 14 and 15. 
(75) Ibid., No. 15. Ibid., Vol. 65. May 21, 1824 No. 37. 
(76) Ibid., Crawfurd "Embassy to Siam." 557. 
(77) J. I. A., VIII , 33034. T.Braddell. Buckley, "Singapore," I, 

155. Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," 557-58 
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ment of July 1, 1823, he wrote that they were " at present amenable 
to no anthority at this place and the ill-disposed had it always in 
their power to set the authority of Government at defiance, and to 
render themselves a bane to the peaceful inhabitants. There 
exists no means whatever in civil cases of affording the natives any 
redress against them, nor in criminal cases any remedy short of 
sending them for trial before the Supreme Court of Calcutta." (78) 
The harassed Resident received little help from the Government of 
India. All that it could do was to advise him to make the natives 
pay their debts by selling their property or by occasionally im
prisoning them. Europeans however, he was recommended only to 
banish from Singapore. (79) 

Conditions remained substantially unaltered until the establish
ment of the Recorder's Court in 1827, although Crawfurd con
trived to make the administration of justice more effective after 
the cession of Singapore by his treaty of 1824. The police force, 
maintained by voluntary contributions from the principal European 
and native inhabitants, became very efficient. About 1826 the 
leading merchants as well as the government officials were appointed 
Justices of the Peace, with power to try civil and criminal cases.(80) 

On March 20, 1827, the long-sought charter of justice arrived 
and the courts existing at Singapore were abolished. The charter 
was " in all essential respects " similar to that of 1807, and merely 
extended the jurisdiction of the Recorder's Court of Penang to 
Malacca, Singapore, and all present or future dependencies of the 
Straits Government. The court could hear civil, criminal and 
ecclesiastical cases, but by some unaccountable omission it did not 
possess Admiralty jurisdiction. Until this was grantd in 1837, all 
captured pirates had to be sent to Calcutta for trial, with the result 
that often they were not tried at all. The Recorder's Court was 
peripatetic, two sessions of Oyer and Terminer and Gaol Delivery, 
and two sessions of the peace being held in each of the three settle
ments every year. In the intervals the Resident Councillor of each 
settlement tried civil and minor criminal cases. The judges of the 
Court were three in number: the Recorder, a barrister appointed 
by the Crown, the Governor of the Straits Settlements, and the 
Resident Councillor of the town where the assize was being held. 
Only one of the three was a professional lawyer, and the two 
officials took precedence in rank over the Recorder. In each settle
ment there was also a Court of Requests, or small debts court, 
presided over by civil servants entitled Commissioners. The 
Justices of the Peace continued to exist. They were nominated 

(78) J. T. A.. VIII, 330-34. T. Braddell. B. Pub. Range 11, Vol. 32 : 
Jan. 13, 1825. Buckleu, "Singapore ," I, 163-64. 

(79) Ibid., 165. 
(80) Crawfurd "Embassy to Siam." 558. 
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by the Recorder's Court, largely from the principal European in
habitants, and tried minor offences. (81) 

A few months before the arrival of the charter Crawfurd was 
transferred to Eangoon. With his departure in 1826 the history of 
Singapore as a dependency of the Supreme Government came to an 
end, and it entered upon a new phase of its existence as part of the 
Penang Presidency. Only seven years after its foundation it was 
already clear that the island was rapidly becoming the principal 
British port in the Eastern Seas; and more and more the history of 
the Straits Settlements tended to become the story of the expansion: 
of Singapore. 

(81) Ibid.,559. S. S. R., 117: Aug. 9, 1827. S. ,S. R,, 119. Dec. 27, 
1827. S. S. R., 167: Nov. 16, 1827. S. S . R., 184: May 20 ; 1828. S. S. R.,. 
194. March 20, 1827. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

The Anglo-Dutch T rea ty of 1824. 

In the history of British Malaya few events have been of more 
momentous importance than the Anglo-Dutch treaty of 1824, and 
few have been decided with so little attention to the importance of 
the local interests involved. By this treaty the British Cabinet 
completed the work begun at the Congress of Vienna, and by further 
cessions of territory made it impossible to build up another British 
Empire in the East Indian Islands. 

The reason for this policy was largely the same as that which 
had dictated the retrocession of the Dutch possessions in the Archi
pelago in 1815. The Cabinet wished to make sure of Holland's 
friendship and support in Europe. Ministers failed to realize the 
value of the territories which they surrendered; and in any case 
they considered the loss was well repaid by the strengthening of 
good relations with Holland. Conditions had somewhat changed 
since 1815; the danger to be apprehended was not so much a fresh 
outbreak of "Revolutionary Madness" in Prance as the Holy 
Alliance. The policy of the French Government was becoming in
creasingly reactionary, and by 1824 it was a fully accredited member 
of the Holy Alliance. During the last years of Castlereaghs life 
Britain had been steadily drawing away from her late allies, and at 
the Congress of Verona in 1822 the breach had become irrevocable. 
The events of the next few years served to show the complete 
divergence between the policy of Britain and that of the great 
European monarchies. (1) 

Under these crictimstances, the Cabinet was very anxious that 
the friendship of Holland should be assured. However cordial the 
relations between the two governments might be in Europe, there 
was continual friction between their agents in the East, and there 
was always a danger that this might estrange the two powers in 
Europe. The foundation of Singapore for example had greatly 
angered the Dutch, and Raffles' whole career in 1818-19 had on 
several occasions threatened to cause trouble with Holland. British 
hostility to the Dutch in Asia was a traditional policy, dating from 
the seventeenth century. Originating in the high-handed actions 
of the Dutch Company to secure control of the trade of the Archi
pelago, it had been kept alive by the commercial rivalry of the 
two great Companies wherever they came into contact, as in 

(1) Egerton, "Raffles." 264-66. Alison Phillips, "Confederation of 
Europe : " pp. 58-275. 
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Sumatra. The records of Beneoolen and of the Dutch factories in 
Sumatra, for example, are full of charges and countercharges of 
intrigues, plots, violence, ete.(2) With the restoration of the Dutch 
East Indian Empire in 1816, and the monopolistic policy which 
Holland immediately reintroduced, the dormant antagonism at 
once sprang again into life. Almost every reference to the Dutch 
in the records of the Penang Presidency for the years 1818-24 shows 
that the Council regarded them with inveterate suspicion and 
hostility. The British Government decided to try and put an end 
to the constant friction in the East by settling all matters in dispute, 
and by dividing the Dutch and English spheres of influence, so-
that their agents would no longer come into contact. Negotiations 
were begun about the end of 1819, and although interrupted in 1820 
by necessary reference to the East Indies they were resumed and 
successfully concluded in 1824.(3) 

The treaty was signed in London on March 17, 1824, and was 
accompanied by an exchange of Xotes, in order to define more 
clearly certain Articles. (4) The territorial provisions were contain
ed in Articles VI I I to XV. Holland ceded to Britain all her factories 
in India, and " renounced all privileges and exemptions enjoyed or 
claimed in virtue of" them. In the Malay Peninsula she withdrew 
her objections to the occupation of Singapore, ceded to Britain the-
" town and fort of Malacca, and all its dependencies," and engaged 
" never to form any establishment or any part of the Peninsula of 
Malacca (the Malay Peninsula) or to conclude any treaty with any 
native Prince, Chief, or State therein." For their part the British 
ceded to Holland Beneoolen and all the Company's possessions in 
Sumatra, and promised that " no British settlement shall be formed 
on that island, nor any Treaty concluded by British authority with 
any native Prince, Chief, or State therein." They also engaged 
that they would neither make settlements nor treaties in the Cerimon 
Islands (a small group to the South Westward of Singapore), the 
Rhio-Lingga Archipelago, " or on any other islands south of the 
Straits of Singapore." All ceded territories were to be handed over 
on March 8, 1825; and their inhabitants were to be allowed six 
years to dispose of their property and go wherever they chose " with
out let or hindrance." Article XV contained a stipulation which 
in later years became one of the main causes of the Malacca land 
problem. It provided that none of the ceded territories should be 
" at any time transferred to any other Power. In case of the said 
Possessions being abandoned by one of the present Contracting 
Parties, the right of occupation thereof shall immediately pass to 
the other." Article VI engaged that British and Dutch officials in 
the East should be ordered " not to form any new settlement on any 
of the islands in the Eastern Seas without previous authority from 

(2) Marsden, "Memoirs of a Malayan F a m i l y , " 81-82. 
(3) P . P . Command Paper 1771, (1854), pp. 60-61, (Vol. L X X I I ) . 
(4) Aitchison, " T r e a t i e s , " I . 68-73, 382-85. 
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their respective governments in Europe." The principle underlying 
those provisions was that the British and Dutch spheres of influence 
should be separated by the cession of all territory lying within one 
another's spheres, and that by a mutual self-denying ordinance 
neither power should interfere in the area of the other. The 
British Cabinet hoped by this means to avoid disputes such as those 
for example which had arisen in 1818-19 because of the conflicting 
claims of Raffles and the Dutch in Sumatra. 

The Treaty also attempted to settle the commercial rivalry. 
The general principle underlying these Articles was that while the 
right of Holland to control in her own interests the trade within 
her sphere was fully recognised, she agreed to make no attempt to 
monopolise the commerce of the Archipelago. She also promised 
never to discriminate unfairly against British trade as she had often 
done in the past. The two powers mutually agreed to grant each 
other "most favoured nation" treatment in India, Ceylon, and the 
Archipelago, and laid down general rules as to the amount of duty 
to be charged. Article III was aimed at a very common manoeuvre 
of both countries in hampering one another's trade. "No treaty 
hereafter made by either with any native power in the Eastern (Seas 
shall contain any article tending either expressly or by the imposition 
of unequal duties to exclude the trade of the other party from the 
ports of such native power; and that if in any treaty now existing 
on either part any article to that effect has been admitted such 
article shall be abrogated upon the conclusion of the present treaty." 
By Article IV both powers promised that they would in no case 
" impede a free communication of the natives in the Eastern 
Archipelago with the ports of the two governments respectively, or 
of the subjects of the two governments with the ports belonging to 
native powers." By Article VI I the Moluccas were expressly ex
cluded from these provisions, and Great Britain recognised the 
Dutch right to retain the monopoly of the trade with the Spice 
Islands. This concession was of far less importance than if would 
have been two centuries earlier, because the value of the spice trade 
with Europe was much less than it had been in the seventeenth 
century. The British Note accompanying the treaty contained 
a clear declaration of a very important principle, for it recorded 
" the solemn disavowal on the part of the Netherlands Government, 
of any design to aim either at political supremacy or at commercial 
monopoly in the Eastern Archipelago." 

The third subject dealt with by the Treaty was Piracy. By 
Article V the two powers bound themselves " to concur effectually 
in repressing it." As will appear this agreement was more honoured 
in the breach than in the observance. 

In the Notes which accompanied the Treaty the British and 
Dutch plenipotentiaries indulged in the pious hope that thence
forward there would be the most cordial friendship and cooperation 
between the two powers in the East. This expectation was pre-

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



74 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867 

mature by at least a generation. Traditional hatreds die hard, 
and no one can read the despatches of Straits officials, and especially 
the Singapore newspapers, without realising how strong was the 
dislike of the Dutch. The separation of the Dutch and British 
spheres however prevented the rise of territorial disputes, and thus 
one great cause of friction was removed. The Dutch commercial 
regulations however remained for many years a very sore point with 
both officials and civilians in the Straits Settlements. The British 
contention was that the Dutch evaded the articles of the Treaty, 
and hampered British trade with the Archipelago wherever possible; 
The Dutch on the other hand denied the charge, and declared that 
the complaints were entirely unjust. A long and at times acri
monious correspondence ensued, and continued with intervals for 
over twenty-five years. No attempt is made to deal with it here, for 
to establish the rights and wrings of the case would require a 
volume as long as the present. Moreover it wras not merely the 
trade of Singapore which suffered, and the inquiry would resolve 
itself into the history of the whole of British commer'ce with the 
East Indian Islands. All that can be said is that the despatches on 
the subject scattered through the Bengal Becords seem on the 
whole to make out a fairly strong "pr ima facie" case for the 
British charges. Rightly or wrongly, belief in Dutch duplicity and 
dishonesty seems to have been a cardinal article of faith with every 
British merchant in the Straits. (5) 

The commercial value of the Treaty to British commerce is 
uncertain; but on considering the relative value of the territorial 
cessions one returns to solid ground. Regarded purely from the 
point of view of British interests in the East Indian Islands, there is 
no doubt that Britain surrendered far more than "she retained. The 
retrocession of territory in 1815 had deprived her of the chance of 
building up in the Archipelago an empire which in wealth would 
have been a worthy second to India. There still remained however 
Sumatra, whose great latent resources were pointed out to the 
government by Raffles. (6) Furthermore many other islands in the 
Archipelago were as yet unoccupied by the Dutch. Great Britain 
had still the opportunity to form a very large Malayan empire. 

(5) For a statement of the Brit ish case, v. P . P . Command Paper 
1771. (1854), pp. 60-61 (Vols. L X X I I ) , Ear l " E a s t e r n S e a s , " 242-50, 
423-26. Moor " N o t i c e s of the Indian Arch ipe lago ." 5-10, 13-14, 172-4 
reprint of articles otherwise unobtainable from the " S i n g a p o r e Chronicle 
of May 12, 1825, October and November 1827, and November 1829. 
Dav idson—"Trade and T r a v e l , " 88. S. S R., Vol 184. May 28, 1830. 
S. S. R. 195: Direc tors ' Let ter of Sept. 30, 1829. Public Let ters to Bengal, 
No. 34 of 1831— dated May 4, 1831. " A p p e l de la Hollande a Ja Just ice 
et la Raison de la Grande B r e t a g n e . " L a Haye. 1836—a Dutch reply to 
the charges. B. Pub . Range 12, Vol. 68, Nos. 6 and 7 of Ju ly 10,1832. 
This has no pretensions to being an exhaustive list of references to a 
subject which, as said above, it has. not been at tempted ot investigate 
thoroughly: i t merely indicates some of the sources from which material 
can be obtained. 

(6) Egerton, "Raf f l e s , " 146-70. 

Journal Malayan Branch [Vol. I, Part I I , 



T H E ANGLO-DUTCH TREATY OF 1824 75 

valuable as British Malaya has become, a more aggressive policy in 
1824 would have secured an East Indian empire of far greater im
portance. The opportunity was thrown away, and it has never 
returned. 

Regarding the British policy from the wider point of view, 
there is much to be said for it. I t was important to retain the 
friendship of Holland, and a policy of territorial expansion in the 
East Indian Islands might well have alienated it. Furthermore, 
there was a somewhat vague but by no means negligible danger 
that a more grasping policy would eventually have provoked 
dangerous jealousy on the part of the other Great Powers. Great 
Britain could not pursue an indiscriminate Forward Policy and run 
the risk of uniting the world against her. 

Furthermore, the Treaty proved to be of service to Britain fifty 
years later. By the withdrawal of Holland from the Malay Penin
sula, Great Britain found herself quite unhampered by rival 
European claims when, after the Treaty of Pangkor in 1874, she at 
last began to bring the Malay States under her control. Even if 
Holland had not ceded all her rights it is improbable that in the 
intervening half-century the whole Peninsula would have become a 
Dutch colony, considering her limited resources, and the extent of 
her commitments elsewhere in the East Indies. Having regard 
however to the usual Dutch policy of establishing their suzerainty 
over the native rulers, there seems little doubt that the same course 
would have been followed in the Peninsula. This indeed as will 
be seen, had already been done in Perak, and a few states of the 
Negri Sembilan. Rash though it may be to prophesy, it seems that 
had it not been for the Treaty of 1824 part of the Malay Peninsula 
would to-day be a Dutch colony. 

The Dutch sphere in the Malay Peninsula in 1824 was confined 
to the Negri Sembilan, Selangor and Perak. Malacca was still, 
as it had been since 1641, their capital in the Malay Peninsula, but 
it had sadly fallen away from its ancient glory. Owing to the 
silting-up of the harbour and other causes, its trade had gradually 
declined, although there was a temporary revival from about 1779 
to 1795. Its commerce suffered very severely from the foundation 
of Penang, and from the deliberate attempt made by the East India 
Company to ruin it after the British conquest of 1795. Malacca 
remained fairly prosperous however until 1819. The foundation of 
Singapore gave Malacca its death-blow, and by 1824 it retained 
only a fraction of its former commerce. (7) Furthermore the former 
strategic value of Malacca was almost nullified. It could no longer 
dominate the sea-route through the Straits of Malacca, since both 
entrances were now commanded by Penang and Singapore. I t is 
significant that Holland regarded the moribund station of Bencoolen 

(7) Swettenham "Brit ish Malaya," 18-19, v. Chapter on Trade and 
Agriculture. 
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as a fair exchange for Malacca and the few hundred square miles 
of territory known as the Malacca Territory, which surrounded it. 
The inheritance of the East India Company was a decayed port, 
a chronic deficit, a costly native war, and a land problem which 
defied solution for over forty years. 

The Dutch trade with the Peninsula consisted mainly in tin, 
and the constant object of their policy was to secure a monopoly 
of the output. Although the quantity of tin produced was far less 
than in the later nineteenth century, it was of considerable im
portance, the largest mines being in Perak. (8) Dutch connection 
with Perak dated from about 1648, when they obtained from Achin, 
of which Perak was then a dependency, a treaty giving them the 
monopoly of the tin-output. The Malays of Perak refused to 
submit, and it was only after a generation of desultory warfare that 
they agreed to the Dutch monopoly in 1681. On several subsequent 
occasions the Malays made further vain attempts to expel the Dutch. 
On the conquest of Malacca in 1795 the Dutch fort in Perak surren
dered to the British.(9) 

The East India Company did not seek to continue the Dutch 
monopoly, and until 1818 Perak remained free from European 
control. A trade in tin grew up with Penang. On the restoration 
of Malacca to Holland in 1818, Timmerman Thyssen the Governor 
sent a mission to Perak to renew the former treaty. The Sultan 
refused, although far too weak to resist a Dutch attack. No attempt 
was made to overcome his reluctance, probably because the Govern
ment at Batavia knew that the exchange of Malacca for Bencoolen 
was already in contemplation. (10) 

Selangor was also under Dutch control. I t had been colonised 
about 1718 by Bugis pirates from Celebes, who established them
selves along the coast and rivers. Making Selangor their base of. 
operations they raided the whole West coast of the Peninsula, and 
the state bore a very bad reputations for piracy. In 1783 the Bugis 
of Rhio and Selangor made an abortive attack on Malacca, but were 
badly defeated. As a result, in 1786 the Dutch compelled Sultan 
Ibrahim of Selangor to sign a treaty which acknowledged Dutch 
suzerainty, gave them a monopoly of the tin, and undertook to expel 
all other Europeans from Selangor. (13) 

On the capture of Malacca in 1795 the Company allowed this 
treaty to lapse, and until 1818 Selangor was entirely independent. 
In 1819 Governor Tlryssen of Malacca compelled the Sultan to sign 

(8) J . R. A. S. S. B., L X V I , 64-65, Muller. 
(9) Ibid., 65-68. Ibid., X : 246-67. Wilkinson: " M a l a y P a p e r s : 

History of the Malay Peninsula Prior to Brit ish Ascendancy, ' ' 61-62. 
(10) 8. S. R., 83. J a n . 19, 1819. 
(11) Wilkinson: " M a l a y P a p e r s : History of the P e n i n s u l a , " 63-64. 

J . R. A. S. S. B. , X X I I , 321-24. W. E. Maxwell. Begbie, " M a l a y 
P e n i n s u l a , " p. 86-87. Anderson, " M a l a y Peninsula," 32. B . 8 . and P . 
330: No. 12 of May 13, 1825. 
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a treaty which was practically the same as that of 1786. Sultan 
Ibrahim of Selangor was now an old man but his hatred of the Dutch 
was as bitter as ever. He also cherished a very great liking for the 
British, and before accepting the Dutch demands he made a vain 
attempt to secure the Company's assistance against them. The 
Batavian Government however refused to ratify the treaty, for the 
same reason probably as in the case of Perak. Selangor was there
fore allowed to declare itself independent.(12) 

Dutch suzerainty also existed over some of the petty states 
of the Negri Sembilan, although there is some doubt as to the exact 
number of principalities affected, and the extent of their subjection. 
The Negri Sembilan (literally, the Nine States), formed part of the 
Empire of Johore, and was colonised in the sixteenth to eighteenth 
centuries by Malays from Menangkabau in Sumatra. The im
migration seems to have been peaceful, the newcomers intermarrying 
to some extent with the wandering tribes of aborigines who then 
inhabited the country, instead of exterminating or expelling them 
after the usual Malay practice. By successive waves of immigra
tion a number of petty principalities arose. During the first half 
of the eighteenth century the power of the Emperors of Johore 
steadily decayed, and their control over the Negri Sembilan appears 
to have been little more than nominal. They wefe therefore quite 
willing to grant titles and concessions to any chiefs who would 
acknowledge their supremacy. In this way the petty rulers obtained 
from the Emperors of Johore the recognition of their hereditary 
rights as Rajas of their respective states, and the insignia of their 
rank. The Emperors could not however confer any real power, 
and there were constant wars between the newly created dignitaries 
and rival claimants to their rank. Although Negri Sembilan 
means literally Nine States, the number of principalities varied at 
different times. Moreover there was no real confederacy, but 
merely a congeries of small chieftaincies. (13) 

The over lordship of Johore grew steadily more nominal, and it 
is therefore not surprising that in 1757 the Emperor of Johore ceded 
to his allies the Dutch his unprofitable rights of suzerainty over 
Rembau. It is uncertain whether the grant referred to Rembau 
alone, or whether, and this is more probable, it also included Sungei 
Ujong and several other principalities. (14) 

The Dutch, following their usual policy in the Malay Penin
sula, never attempted to conquer the Negri Sembilan. Their object 
was tin, not territory.  Controlling as they did the sea-coast and 
the river-mouths they were able to enforce their monopoly pretty 
effectually without incurring the expense of sending large forces 
into an unknown and almost pathless jungle, to carry on an endless 

(12) Ibid., S. S. B., 102. 
(13) Wilkinson—"Malay Papers: Notes on Negri Sembilan,'' 6-15. 
(14) S. S.R., 102. Begbie, " Malay Peninsula," 64. J. K. A. S. S. 

B., LXVI, 75 Muller. 
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campaign with such experts at guerilla warfare as the Malays. 
Moreover, none of the petty rulers would gratuitously have offended 
the Netherlands Company. (15) Rembau, being on the border of 
[Malacca Territory, was perhaps more fully under Dutch control 
than the other states. In 1759 the Dutch made a treaty with 
Rembau, by which the state gave the Netherlands Company a mono
poly of its tin, and acknowledged itself to be a dependency of 
Malacca. (16) The Dutch appear also to have exercised the right 
to confirm the appointment of the nominal overlord of the Negri 
Sembilan, the Yamtuan.(17) 

During the British regime, from 1795 to 1818, no attempt 
was made to enforce the Dutch rights. In 1818 however Governor 
Thyssen of Malacca renewed the Treaty of 1759 with Rembau 
Batavia refused to ratify the treaty, but retained " a sort of para
mount power over its chiefs." (18) This vague suzerainty passed 
to the British in 1824. 

In 1823 the Dutch attempted to bring under their control the 
part of the ancient Empire of Johore which now forms the modern 
state of that name.. Holland's treaty of 1818 with Sultan Abdul-
rahman applied only to Rhio; but when Raffles produced Hussein as 
the lawful Sultan, the Dutch instigated Abdulrahman to wrest 
from Hussein the present state of Johore. This territory was the 
hereditary fief of the Temenggong of Johore, and he and Hussein 
appealed to Raffles for protection. This Sir Stamford was quite 
willing to grant, so far as he could without embroiling himself with 
Holland; and in February 1823 he allowed the Malay chiefs to 
hoist the British flag in Johore, in order to ward off any attack by 
Abdulrahman. His reasons were that the Temenggong's " here
ditary and legal" right had never thitherto been questioned, and 
that self-interest required it, as without the Hinterland of the 
Peninsula Singapore was valueless. (19) The Dutch protested 
strongly, and the Supreme Government ordered the flag to be 
removed, strongly censuring Raffles' conduct. (20) Crawfurd, who 
succeeded Raffles at Singapore in 1823, regarded Johore as entirely 
worthless, and after protracted discussions compelled Hussein and 
the Temenggong to remove the British flag. This they were most 
unwilling to do, and advanced the entirely untenable claim that 
the Treaty of 1819 ceding Singapore bound the Company to defend 
them.(21) This contention was entirely false, as Article I I of the 
Treaty expressly declared that the British were not bound to inter-

(15) Begbie, " M a l a y Peninsula," 62. 
(16) Ibid., 62-63. Newbold, " S t r a i t s of Malacca," I I , 437-40. B . S 

and P . 363 : No. 70 of Nov. 25, 1831. 
(17) Wilkinson, " N e g r i "Sembilan," 18-22. 
(18) Newbold, " S t r a i t s of M a l a c c a , " I I , 439-43. 
(19) Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , ' ' I , 157. B . Pol . Range 123, Vol. 65 : 

No. 21 of May 21, 1824. Ibid., No. 24 of May 21, 1824. 
(20) Ibid., No. 21 and No. 251 of May 21, 1824. 
(21) Ibid. , May 21, 1824 and No. 23. 
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fere in the affairs of Johore. (22) Nothing however came of the 
Dutch manoeuvres, since by the Treaty of 1824 Continental Johore 
fell within the British sphere of influence. 

Pahang, although nominally a part of Johore, does not appear 
ever to have been interfered with by the Dutch. (23) The Benda
hara, the hereditary and practically independent official of the 
Sultan of Johore who governed Pahang, was the brother-in-law of 
Hussein, and at first supported him against Abdulrahman. Ap
parently realising the hopelessness of Hussein's prospects, he seems 
to have given his allegiance to Abdulrahman about 1812. (24) No 
attempt was made to make the overlordship effectual, and until 1824 
the Bendahara continued to be the nominal vassal of Sultan Abdul
rahman. After this date the Dutch withdrew from all participation 
in the affairs of the Peninsula, and since unaided Sultan Abdul
rahman was quite unable to assert his supremacy, the Bendaharas 
of Pahang gradually abandoned even their shadow of allegiance, and 
assumed the position of independent sovereigns. When the British 
finally intervened in the affairs of Pahang, they recognised the real 
situation by creating the Bendahara Sultan of Pahang. (25) 

The inevitable result of the Treaty of 1824 was the dis
memberment of the Empire of Johore, which was divided between 
Abdulrahman and Hussein. The former was known in the docu
ments of the time as the Lingga or Rhio Sultan, because his capital 
was at Lingga, and he ruled over the island possessions of Johore, 
such as the Rhio-Lingga Archipelago, which lay within the Dutch 
sphere of influence. Hussein, from his residence at Singapore, 
was known as the Singapore Sultan. Nominally the overlord of 
Pahang and the present state of Johore, in point of fact he was 
practically an emperor without an empire, since the Temenggong 
and the Bendahara would not allow him to interfere with their 
rule. The Dutch supported their protege in enforcing his authori
ty over his island possessions, but they were unable to give him 
any assistance in dealing with Pahang and Johore, which he was 
quite unable to subdue without their help. They also secured 
for him the Carimon Islands, a group which occupied an important 
strategic position to the South-Westward of the Straits of Singa
pore. They were indisputably a possession of the Temenggong, 
the source indeed of much of his revenue; but they lay within 
the Dutch sphere, and were therefore claimed by Holland as part 
of Abdulrahman's sultanate. Sultan Hussein refused to give 
them up, but in 1827 Hussein's followers were attacked and 
expelled by Abdulrahman's Malays with the assistance of a Dutch 
force.(26) The Penang officials maintained an attitude of strict 

(22) Aitchison, " Treaties, " M , 424. 
(23) J . R. A. S. S. B., LXVI, 74. 
(24) Wilkinson: "Malay Papers: Hist, of Malay Peninsula," 66. 
(25) Ibid., 66. 
(26) B. S. and P. 328: No. 12 of March 4, 1825. S. & R., 142: 

Aug. 30. and Nov. 29, 1827. 
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neutrality, partly on the ground that the Treaty ceding Singapore 
did not require them to aid the Malay chiefs, and partly because 
of the Directors' orders. Just before the annexation a despatch 
from the Directors arrived which declared that the Dutch could 
do as they chose with the Carimons, since by the Treaty the islands 
had come within their sphere of influence, and that the Company 
must not interfere.(27) 

The Treaty of 1824 radically changed the Company's relations 
with A chin, as settled by Raffles' treaty of 1819. During the five 
years which had elapsed since his mission, conditions in Achin had 
grown steadily worse. The restored Sultan Alam Shah, never 
regained his authority, the central government had almost com
pletely broken down, and the country was in a state of general 
anarchy. From the day of its signature Raffles' Treaty had been 
" a dead le t ter" , since the Sultan was powerless to carry it into 
effect. The Company had not tried to enforce its rights, since 
to do so would have involved an expensive war, and the conquest 
of the whole country. Moreover, curiously enough, Penang's trade 
with Achin was more flourishing than ever before, since all the 
independent Rajas had thrown open their ports to British trade, 
whereas the policy of the Sultans had been to confine it to the 
capital, Achin.(28) 

Raffles" treaty was referred to in the Notes interchanged when 
the Treaty of 1824 was concluded, and was declared to be in
compatible with it, as it was designed to exclude Dutch trade 
from Achin. I t was therefore to be replaced by a "simple 
arrangement for the hospitable reception of British vessels and 
subjects." The Dutch promised to respect the independence of 
Achin.(29) 

The Directors fully approved of the proposed alterations, 
true to their usual policy of refusing to form alliances which might 
involve them in Malayan wars. In a despatch to the Supreme 
Government they remarked that even if the Anglo-Dutch Treaty 
had not affected Raffles' arrangement, alterations in it would have 
been necessary, since " we have never approved of an intimate 
connection with that state." Whether a "mere commercial arrange
ment " should be made with Achin was left to the discretion of 
the Indian Government.(30) The Supreme Government forwarded 
the despatch to Penang, and left it to the discretion of the 
Council whether a " mere commercial arrangement" should be 

(27) S. S. R., 142: Aug. 30, and Nov. 15, 1827. S. S. R., 144: F e b . 
1828. S. S. R., 173: Nov. 23, 1827. Despatches to Bengal, 104 
Di rec to rs ' Despatch of Apri l 10, 1827. J . R. A. S. S. B. , L X I V , 59-60. 

(28) S. S. R., 94: Feb . 19, 1824. 8. S. R., 100: J a n . 28, and 
March 21 , 1825. 

(29) Aitchison, " T r e a t i e s , " I , 69, 383-84. 
(30) S. S. R., 100: Aug. 4, 1824. 
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made or not. I t was also impressed upon Penang that " o u r 
political interests in connection with Acheen have now ceased." (31) 

The Penang Council decided that a commercial treaty was 
unnecessary, since to negotiate it with the powerless central 
government would be labour wasted, and to do so with the 
independent Rajas was unnecessary, as they had shown their entire 
willingness to trade freely with the British. The only danger 
was from Holland, whose good faith the Council strongly suspect
ed. They feared she would establish her influence in Achin and 
"embarrass if not put an end to "Bri t i sh commerce there by 
imposing the Dutch tariff. They therefore recommended that a 
sharp watch be kept on her actions. (32) 

The subsequent British policy towards Achin followed Pe-
nang's recommendations: after 1824 all diplomatic and political 
relations with Achin and the whole of Sumatra ceased, and the 
intercourse was purely commercial.(33) The only exception was 
that occasionally as in 1837 and 1844 British warships visited 
Achin to punish piratical rajas and exact compensation for injuries 
done to traders. (34) 

On November 2, 1871, a Convention was concluded between 
Great Britain and Holland by which the Dutch were given a free 
hand in Achin in exchange for their colonies on the West Coast 
of Africa. By the Treaty of 1824 Holland had agreed to respect 
the independence of Achin; but by Article I of the Convention of 
1871 the British Government promised to make no objections to 
the extension of the Dutch dominion in any part of Sumatra. 
The interests of British trade were safeguarded to some extent, 
for Article I I stipulated that " in any native state of Sumatra 
that may hereafter become a Dutch dependency", British com
merce should " enjoy all rights which are or may be granted to 
Dutch trade." But whereas hitherto British merchants had paid 
only the moderate Achinese customs duties, they were henceforth 
to be subject to the much heavier Dutch dues.(35) Great Britain 
resigned valuable trading privileges, and threw away what faint 
chances still remained to her of ultimately securing Achin. I t 
will be remembered that British control of Achin had been an 
essential part of Raffles' policy in 1819, since together with Penang 
it dominated the Northern entrance to the Straits of Malacca. 
The ultimate result of the Convention was that Great Britain 
became involved in the Ashanti War, while the Dutch entered 
light-heartedly upon a war for the conquest of Achin which lasted 
over thirty-three years.(30) 

(31) B. S. and P . 328 : No. 1 of J a n . 28, 1825. 
(32) S. S. R., 100: March 21, 1825. 

. (33) Aitchison, ' ' Treaties," I , 439-40. 
(34) Ibid. , 439. Despatches to Bengal and India , 19: J a n . 4, 1839. 
(35) Aitchison, " T r e a t i e s " I, 440, 450-60. 
(36) Cavenagh, " R e m i n i s c e n c e s " 340. Swettenham, "Br i t i sh 

M a l a y a , " 108-11. 
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CHAPTER V. 

The Civil Service in the Straits Settlements, 1786-1867. 

The subject of the present chapter is the Civil Service as it 
existed during the first eighty years of British rule in the Straits, 
the nature and powers of the personnel, the method of appoint
ment and promotion, and the character of the training given to 
cadets. No attempt is made to deal with municipal government 
at Singapore, Penang and Malacca. Whether copies of the muni
cipal records were ever sent home from the Straits is unknown. 
If so, they were apparently destroyed, and only a few scattered 
references to local government can now he found.(1) 

The administrative history of the Straits Settlements falls 
into four distinct periods. From 1786 until 1805 Penang was a 
Residency subject to the control of the Governor of Bengal, in 
1805 the Directors constituted it the Fourth or Eastern Presiden
cy, on an equality with the Presidencies of Bengal, Madras, 
Bombay, and, like them, subject to the general control of the 
Governor-General of India. Until 1826 Singapore and Malacca 
were independent, of Penang.. During Raffles' term of office, from 
1819 to 1823, Singapore was a dependency of Bencoolen: and 
from 1823 to 1826 it was under the direct control of the Governor-
General of India. 

Malacca was also a dependency of the Supreme Government 
from its cession in 1824 to 1826. In 1826 they were combined 
with Penang in a single Presidency, the headquarters of the 
government remaining at Prince of Wales Island. In 1830 the 
Eastern Presidency was abolished, and the Straits Settlements 
became a Residency under the control of the Governor and Council 
of Bengal. The capital of the Straits remained at Penang until 
1832, when it was transferred to Singapore, as the most important 
of the three settlements.(2)  No further change was made until 
1851, when the Straits Settlements were removed from the super
vision of Bengal to that of the Governor-General of India.(3) 

(1) Let ters Received from India and Bengal, X X : May 20, 1839. 
B. Pub. , Range 12. Vol. 69 : Oct. 30, 1832. Nos. 10 and 13. B . Pub. , Range 
13. Vol. 27: May 2, 1838. No. 8. Ibid., Vol. 77: J u n e 13, 1849, No. 
24-26. Ibid., Vol. 78: Sept. 5, 1849, No. 9-14. Ibid., Vol. 79: Oct. 17, 
1849. Nos. 3-4 Buckley, " S ingapore . ' ' I , 196, and a few other brief entries. 
P . P . Command Paper 3672, (1866) p. 11. (Vol. L I I . ) 

(2) Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , " I , 226. Despatches to Bengal, Vol. 117: 
Ju ly 27, 1831. 

(3) Buckley, " Singapore, " I I , 553. P . P . , Command Paper 3672. 
(1866) , p . 12 (Vol. L I I . ) 
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The powers hitherto exercised by Bengal were vested in the 
Governor of the Straits, but a study of the records seems to show 
that his authority remained substantially unaltered. The change 
was more nominal than real: British Malaya continued to be a 
Residency and nothing more. The difference was that instead of 
being a dependency of Bengal it was henceforth under the direct 
control of the Governor-General. The abolition of the East India 
Company in 1858 had no effect upon the form of administration 
in the Straits Settlements. They automatically passed under the 
control of the India Office, which replaced the Company, and 
remained subject to it until 1867, when they were transferred to 
the Colonial Office, and became a Crown Colony. 

The staff at Penang during the first nineteen years of its 
history was exceedingly small. Captain Light, the founder of 
the settlement, was its first Resident. His appointment was 
contrary to the usual policy of the Company since he had been a 
merchant and not a member of the Indian Civil Service. He was 
selected because the island had been secured solely through his 
exertions, and his influence amongst the Malays made him uniquely 
fitted for the post. In some of the records he is referred to as 
the Superintendent, and in others as the Resident of Penang. He 
had only a single Assistant, although there were several minor 
members of the staff, a Storekeeper, a Beachmaster, a Writer, etc. 
The members of the administration formed part of the Bengal 
Civil Service. During this period the officials were allowed to 
engage in trade and both Light and his Assistant availed them
selves of this permission. Captain Light frequently pointed out 
to the Bengal Government the undesirability of this arrangement, 
but said that much as he regretted it he was compelled to take 
advantage of it because his salary was insufficient to pay his 
expenses. He urged the Company to increase the salary of the 
Resident sufficiently to free him from this necessity, and to forbid 
its officials to trade. (4) No attention was paid to his requests 
however until shortly after his death in 1794, when the Resident's 
salary was doubled, and he was forbidden to trade. At the same 
time his title was changed to that of Superintendent, and two 
additional Assistants were appointed.(5) In 1798 the number of 
Assistants was reduced to two.(6) No further change appears to 
have been made until 1800, when the title of Superintendent was 
changed to Lieutenant-Governor, and a new post was created, 
that of Secretary to the Lieutenant-Governor.(7) At the same 
time the Lieutenant-Governor's powers were extended.(8) Sir 
George Leith, who was selected for the post, was not a member 

(4) S. S. R., Vols. I-VI, passim. J. I. A., IV, 652-53. 
(5) Ibid., Wright & Reid, "Malay Peninsula''—90. S. S. R., Vol. 

1, and VI, Aug. 1, 1794. 
(6) S. S. R., Vol. I. 
(7) Ibid., 
(8) J . I. A., V, 156, 166. B. Pub., Range 5, Vol. 11: March 14, 1800 
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of the Company's Civil Service. When the Directors were in
formed of these proceedings they approved of the administrative 
changes, but ordered the removal of Leith on this score.(9) He 
was succeeded in 1803 by Robert Farquhar, who later became Sir 
Robert Farquhar, the Governor of Mauritius. Farquhar was a 
Madras civil servant who had been employed in the Moluccas and 
in the abortive attempt to establish a factory on Balambangan.(10) 
I t was probably his previous service in the Archipelago which 
gained for him the governorship of Penang. 

Owing to the extravagant hopes which were entertained of 
the future of Penang, it was in 1805 elevated to the rank of a 
Presidency. I t thereby ceased to be a dependency of Bengal and 
stood on an equality of rank with the three Indian Presidencies. 
Like them Penang was subject to the control of the Governor-
General in Council or, to use the term so often applied to it in 
contemporary documents, the Supreme Government. Penang 
could not engage in war, or make treaties with the native states 
without the permission of the Supreme Government and had to 
send it regular reports of its proceedings.(11) Since the Directors 
hoped that Penang would become the greatest tradiog centre in 
the East Indies, they felt that the staff of the new Presidency 
should be worthy of its future greatness. Accordingly, in place 
of the Lieutenant-Governor and three Assistants there arrived 
at Penang some fifty or sixty officials. There was a Governor, 
with three Resident Councillors to assist him, the Colonel 
commanding the garrison, a chaplain, Secretaries, Accountants, 
and a host of other Covenanted Civil Servants from India. There 
were between thirty and forty Uncovenanted civil servants to fill 
the minor posts. The salaries of the twenty or twenty-five 
Covenanted officials amounted to about £42,700. ( 12) With the 
additions which were from time to time made to it, this sum went 
far to explain why the* annual account of revenue and expenditure 
always showed a large and increasing deficit, amounting on the 
average to £81,448 a year.(13) 

The Covenanted Civil Servants were most of them members 
of the Bengal service, although a few came from Madras, and two 
from Bombay. They were forbidden to trade, or, if they bought 
spice plantations (as at first they were encouraged to do) to sell 
the produce for export. The prohibition against trade was always 
strictly enforced in the Straits Settlements, and about 1840 the 
Indian Government also forbade its officials to own plantations.(14) 

" (9) S. S. R., Vol. I. 
(10) J . I. A., V, 400. 
(11) Vincent Smith, " I n d i a , " 521. 
(12) S. S. R., Vol. 186. April 18, 1805. 
(13) Braddell, "Sta t i s t ics ," 35: S. S. R., passim. 
(14) Buckley, "Singapore," I, 23d. Anson, "About Others and 

Myself," 285. S. S. R., Vol. 110: July 31, 1826. Ibid., 194; Feb. 2, 
1825. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 34: Aug. 19, 1840. No. 7-13. 
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Since the Directors' hopes never materialised the number of 
officials was much larger than the needs of the island required. 
Raffles, who was himself a member of the Penang establishment 
from 1805 to 1811, was strongly of this opinion. He urged the 
Government of India to abolish the Presidency and reduce the 
island to the rank of a Residency with a reduced staff of offi
cials.(15) By 1816 the Directors admitted the failure of their 
expectations, and ordered that the expenditure at Penang be 
reduced. (16) The Council promised to comply, but by 1829 expenses 
were as great as they had ever been.(17) The records of the 
intervening years are an endless series of expostulations and 
excuses, the Directors rand the Supreme Government urging 
economy, and the Penang Council explaining how hard it was 
trying, and why it never succeeded.(18) 

During this period only two events of importance occurred, 
the incorporation in the Penang Civil Service of the Bencoolen 
staff in 1824, and the union of the three Straits Settlements in 
1826. When the Company's factory of Bencoolen was ceded to 
Holland by the Treaty of 1824, it became necessary to provide 
for the officials who thus lost their employment. Of the Covenant
ed Civil Servants, those who were members of the Bengal service 
returned to their Presidency, the remainder were incorporated in 
the Penang service according to their rank. This was determined 
by their length of service. I t thus happened that some of the 
Company's officials who had already spent several years in the 
Straits suddenly saw their prospects of promotion deferred, be
cause they were inferior to the new arrivals in point of seniority. 
Of the Uncovenanted Civil Servants from Bencoolen, the more 
deserving were given positions in the Straits, the remainder were 
pensioned. Several of those who thus unexpectedly found them
selves in the Straits Settlements later on played a very important 
part in their development.(10) 

The incorporation of Malacca and Singapore under the govern
ment of Penang also introduced some changes into the civil 
service. Malacca had hitherto, since it was formally handed over 
by the Dutch in March 1825, been in charge of Cracroft, a Penang 
Civil Servant detached for this duty. He was responsible only 
to the Supreme Government. In Singapore the whole adminis
tration had been carried on by a Resident, aided by two Assistants 

(15) J . R. A. S. S. B., L X X 1 I 1 , 192. Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , " I , 100. 
Lady Raffles, " Memoi r , ' ' Appendix, 4-5, and 13-18. 

(16) Braddell , " S t a t i s t i c s " — 3 5 . 
(17) Ibid., 35. 
(18) S. S. R., 1816-1829, passim: e. g. Vol. 86: Aug. 1, 1822, and 

Vol. 195: March 27, 1829. 
(19) J . R. A. S. S. B. , L X I V , 19-20. S. S. R., Vol. 102: J u n e 30, 

J u l y 21 and 29, 1825. Ibid., 105: Dec. 15, 1825. Ibid. , Vols. 109, 110: 
passim. Ibid., 117: Ju ly 12, 1S27. Vol. 194: Oct. 12, 1825. Despatches 
to Bengal . Vol. 97 : Aug. 4, 1824. 
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and two or three clerks. The Resident in 1826 was John Craw-
furd, formerly a member of the Bengal Medical Service. He had 
been one of Raffles' subordinates in Java, and in 1822 had been 
the head of the abortive mission to Siam. His term of service 
in the Straits had now drawn to a close, and in 1827 he was sent 
as ambassador to Burma. About 1830 he retired from the 
Company's service, and returned to England. Throughout the 
remainder of his long life he was indefatigable in forwarding the 
interests of the Straits. He played an important part in the long 
and successful struggles to prevent the Directors from imposing 
customs duties on the trade of the Settlements, and in the agita
tion which resulted in the severance from the control of India in 
1867.(22) The name of John Crawfurd is written large on the 
early history of Singapore. 

To return to the events of 1826, the Directors took the 
opportunity of the incorporation of Singapore and Malacca in the 
Penang Presidency to reduce the number of official positions in 
the Straits. At this time there were fifteen Covenanted Servants 
in Penang alone, a number of vacancies having remained unfilled. 
I t was directed that henceforth there should be nine at Penang, 
three at Singapore, two at Malacca, and four supernumeraries to 
fill vacancies. With the Governor this made nineteen in all. 
Owing to the presence of unemployed Bencoolen officials, this 
total was exceeded by three. I t was decided however that they 
should remain and be given positions as vacancies occurred. The 
duty of the Governor was to exercise a general control over the 
administration, and visit each of the settlements from time to 
time. There were three Resident Councillors, one in charge of 
each town. Their actions could be vetoed by the Governor, and 
reference had to be made to him in all matters of importance.(23) 
These arrangements however lasted only four years. 

The Directors had become utterly weary of a Presidency from 
which they reaped nothing but heavy annual deficits. Since 1826 
there had been ominous hints that sweeping reductions were 
impending,(24) but when the blow fell in 1829 it surpassed 
Penang's most pessimistic forebodings. The Directors ordered 
that the Eastern Presidency should be abolished, and the Straits 
Settlements reduced to the rank of a Residency under the control 
of the government of Bengal. Whether the three towns should 
continue to form a single administrative unit, or should be divided 
into three distinct Residencies was left to the discretion of the 
Governor-General. All other details were also left to be settled 

(20) S. S. R., Vol. 100: March 11, 1825. 
(21) Crawfurd, " E m b a s s y to Siam"—556-57. 
(22) v. chapter on Singapore, 1819-26, Anglo-Siamese Relations, and 

the Transfer. 
(23) S. S. R., Vol. 110: Ju ly 31, 1826. S. S. R., Vol. 125: Dec. 15, 

1828. S. S. R., Vol. 194: Di rec tors ' Let ter to Penang of Oct. 12, 1825. 
(24) Ibid., 194: April 11, 1826: Feb. 14, 1827. 
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by him; but it was suggested that eight Covenanted assisted by 
a few Uncovenanted officials, were sufficient to carry on the 
geveminent. (23) 

Final arrangements were not made until November 1830. 
In 1829 the Governor-General, Lord Bentinck, visited the Straits 
Sett lements, and discussed the proposed changes with the 
Governor, Fullerton.(26) After Lord Bentinck's departure there 
followed twenty months of correspondence between India and the 
Straits, before the matter was decided. I t was considered that 
to separate the Straits Settlements would be inadvisable, and that 
they should form a single Residency, subject to Bengal. As the 
Directors had suggested, the number of Covenanted Civil Servants 
was reduced to eight. Penang and Malacca were each to be in 
charge of a Deputy Resident, and Singapore of an Official with 
the same powers, but with the title of First Assistant. There 
were also to be one Assistant at Singapore, one at Malacca, and 
two at Penang and Province Wellesley. Several offices were held 
by each official. The three Civil Servants at Singapore for 
example divided between them the duties of Superintendent of 
Lands, Chief of Police, Superintendent of the Convicts, Magistrate 
and Commissioner of the Court of Requests (the small debts 
court), Superintendent of Public Works, etc. They also served 
on the Committees which managed municipal affairs. The 
office of Governor of the Straits Settlements was retained, al
though the title was changed to Resident . As before, his duties 
were to supervise the administration, and to conduct foreign 
relations with the Malay States of the Peninsula and Sumatra. 
He visited the three settlements periodically, and had the right to 
overrule the acts of his subordinates. His headquarters remained 
at Penang, until 1832, when the capital was removed to Singapore. 
Fullerton's proposal that Malacca should be made the capital was 
rejected.(27) The Resident and the Deputy-Residents retained 
their positions as judges, and when the Recorder went on circuit, 
they had the right to sit with him and hear cases, The Resident 
was empowered to make local regulations for the Straits Settle
ments, but these did not have the force of law until they had been 
approved by the Government of India. The principle that the 
civil power was supreme in the Straits, and that the officers of the 
garrison could not override its orders, was unaffected by the 
reforms. On the other hand, the Government was required not 
to interfere unnecessarily with military affairs. This rule was 

(25) Despatches to Bengal, Vol. 110: April 7, 1829. 
(26) The Honourable Robert Fullerton was a Madras civil servant, 

and had been a member of Council there before becoming Governor of 
Penang Presidency. He was the Governor who took so prominent a par t 
in the Anglo-Siamese negotiations of 1824-27, and in the Malacca Land 
Problem. In 1830 he ret i red to England and died in 1831. (Buckley— 
" S i n g a p o r e , " I , 194.) 

(27) S. S. R., Vol. 133: June 30, 1830 and v. Chapter on " M a l a c c a 
Land P r o b l e m . " 
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established during the regime of Captain Light at Penang, and 
has ever since been one of the fundamental principles of the 
government of the Straits Settlements. The supreme legislative, 
judicial and executive authority was thus centred in the same 
persons. In addition to the Covenanted there were also a number 
of tin covenanted civil servants who filled the minor posts, e.g. the 
Harbour-Masters, who had charge of shipping and harbour regula
tions, the Superintendent of Naning, etc.(28) Four surgeons and 
three Anglican chaplains were also members of the civil service. 

Two years later, in 1832, the former titles of Governor and 
Resident Councillor were restored. When the Penang Presidency 
was abolished, on June 30, 1830, (29) it was held—erroneously it 
would appear—that by the abolition of the old names of Governor 
and Resident Councillor their legal right to serve as judges ceased, 
since the charter of 1826, by which the Straits' judiciary had been 
established, gave them the right under these titles. The Recorder 
could not legally try cases alone, and he had returned to England 
and no successor had yet been appointed. All courts except those 
of the magistrates were closed.(30) The result was chaos. No 
criminal or civil cases were tried, and it was no longer possible to 
compel anyone to pay his debts, or carry out his legal obligations. 
The trade of Singapore was " almost entirely suspended." (31) The 
situation was so serious that on his own responsibility the First 
Assistant at Singapore, Murchison, tried the more important cases 
himself. The merchants of the city agreed to abide by his 
decision, and the Government of India approved his action.(32) 
The matters remained in this condition until 1832, when the 
Directors restored the former titles of Governor and Resident 
Councillor. A new Recorder also arrived, and the regular courts 
were reopened. (33) The 'Straits Settlements remained only a 
Residency, but owing to this incident the titles of the chief 
officials were those which they had borne in the days of the 
Eastern Presidency. 

The reforms of 1830 are of importance because the number 
and distribution of the civil servants determined by them remained 

(28) Despatches to Bengal, Vol. 110: April 7, 1829. Public Let te rs 
to Bengal, 1830-31: Vol. 14: Feb . 23, 1831. B . Pub . , Range 12, Vol. 46 : 
Sept. 1, 1829. Ibid., Vol. 59 : April 12, 1831, Nos. 5-13. B . Pub. , Range 
13, Vo l .24 : J u n e 21,1837, No. 6. P .P . , 1831-32, I X , 778-82 (being Vol. 
I of the Report of the Select Committee on the affairs of the East Ind ia 
Company) S. S. R., Vol. 110: Ju ly 31, 1826. S. S. R., Vol. 127: March 7, 
8, 17, 18, 1829. Ibid., 133: April 29 and June 30, 1830. Braddell , 
" S t a t i s t i c s , " 36-37. Newbold. " S t r a i t s of M a l a c c a , " I , 6-7. 

(29) S. S. R., Vol. 184: J u n e 30, 1830. 
(30) S. S.R., Vo l .133 : J u n e 30, 1830. B . Pub . , Range 12, Vol. 59 : 

March 29, 1831, Nos. 2 and 3. 
(31) Ibid., Vol. 56 : Dec. 7, 1830, Nos. 38 and 39. 
(32) B. Pub. , Range 12, Vol. 56 : Dec. 7, 1830, Nos. 38 and 39. Ib id . r -

Vol. 59: March 29, 1831, Nos, 2 and 3. 
(33) Ibid., Vol. 6 5 : Feb . 14, 1832, No. 1. Ibid., Vol. 67 : May 1, 

1832, Nos. 21-23. Despatches to Bengal, Vol. 117: Ju ly 27, 1831. 
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substantially unaltered until 1867. I t would seem that the 
reductions made in 1830 were too drastic, and that whereas before 
the officials had been too many, they were afterwards too few.(34) 
One of the clearest proofs of this was to be seen at Malacca, where 
the land problem was in no small degree due to the lack of a 
surveyor.(35) 

Between 1830 and 1867 the history of the civil service in 
the Straits resolved itself largely into a struggle between the local 
administration to increase, and the Government of India still 
further to decrease, the existing staff. In 1837 for example when 
Young was appointed Commissioner to settle the Malacca land 
problem, he was instructed to devise measures for a sweeping 
reduction in the number of officials. This proposal was combatted 
by Bonham, the Governor of the Straits, and apparently, after 
examination, by Young himself.(30) Nothing more was heard of 
it. A few years later, the Straits Government secured a few 
additional appointments. In 1844 an officer of the Madras army 
was made Superintendent of Convicts at Singapore, and in 1848 a 
similar post was created at Penang.(37) Since there were between 
1000 and 1500 convicts in the Straits, and most of the roads and 
public buildings were constructed by thorn, the necessity for men 
who could devote all their time to this duty was very great.(38) 
Owing to the lack of proper survey and registration the land 
tenures in all three settlements had become involved in an 
inextricable tangle. The situation at Malacca was the worst but 
in all three settlements the services of a Government Surveyor 
were urgently required. After countless applications the Govern
ment of India sanctioned the creation of these posts in 1843 at 
Singapore, in 1846 at Penang and in 1858 at Malacca.(39) In 1851 
a Secretary and Aide-de-Camp to the Governor was appointed.(40) 
In 1856 the office of Commissioner of Police was created at Singa
pore, and Deputy Commissioner-ships at Penang and Malacca.(41) 
Hitherto the duties had been performed by the Resident Coun
cillors. Especially at Singapore, the position was one of great 
importance, owing to the activities of the Chinese Secret Societies, 
and for many years the Europeans had demanded that the office 
should be filled by a man who could give his whole time to the 
work. The first Commissioner at Singapore was Thomas Dunman, 
an Uncovenanted civil servant who had been a member of the 

(34) Braddell, "Statistics"—37. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 65: July 
28, 1847, No. 1, I. Pub., Range 188, Vol. 39: Oct. 24, 1856, Nos. 40-45. 

(35) v. chapter on "Malacca Land Problem." 
(36) B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 25; Nov. 1, 1837, No. 2. Despatches to 

Bengal and India, Vol. 28: Sept. 1, 1841, pp. 942-57. 
(37) Braddell, "Statist ics"—37. 
(38) McNair, "Prisoners Their Own Warders, ' ' passim. 
(39) Braddell, "Statistics"—37. 
(40) Ibid., 37. 
(41) Ibid., 37. 
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police since 1843, and for many years had practically controlled 
it. He had great influence amongst the leaders of the Chinese, 
and to this, coupled with his wide knowledge of their customs, his 
great success in dealing with gang-robberies and the activities of 
the Hues was due. Owing to their confidence in him the Chinese 
frequently gave him valuable information denied to others. Dun-
man's appointment was an exception to the Directors' general 
rule that important positions could be held only by members of the 
Covenanted serviee.(42) In addition to several minor posts, two 
further offices were created in 1858, the Chief Engineer for the-
Straits Settlements, and the Post Master of Singapore.(43) 
Hitherto these duties had been performed by the Superintendent 
of Convicts and other officials. The Chief Engineer had charge-
of the construction of all public works; and owing to the growth 
of trade the Post-Mastership required a man who could devote-
his whole time to the work. With these minor exceptions the 
number of officials in the Straits Settlements remained in 1867 
the same as it had been in 1837, although the volume of work had 
increased manyfold. 

The actual degree of independence possessed by the Govern
ment of the Straits Settlements from 1830 to 1867 is difficult to-
estimate. I t is nowhere clearly defined, and must be deduced 
from a study of the records. Apparently it was very limited. 
The Company's form of administration was highly centralised, and 
a detailed account of everything great and small was made to the 
Government of India. All matters of importance were referred 
to it for decision, and even in the most insignificant local affairs— 
such as the construction of a twenty ton gunboat for use against 
pirates—action was usually deferred until India's sanction had 
been received. This rule was strictly enforced, especially in cases 
where the policy proposed by the local government would increase 
the expenditure. Until 1864-5 the Straits Settlements had a heavy-
annual deficit which was met from the Indian Treasury,(44) and 
as the Company had derived no profit from Malaya since the 
cessation of its China trade in 1833, it was always unwilling to 
sanction proposals which seemed likely to add to the drain upon 
its resources. If any project involved an increase in the annual 
expenses, the Governors could not obtain approval for it, much 
less undertake it on their own initiative, unless they could show 
that it was of the greatest importance to the prosperity of the 
Straits. Most of the few problems wrhich required to be dealt 
with during this period did involve directly or indirectly an 

(42 ) Buckley, " Singapore, " I , 394-97. 
(43) Braddell , " S t a t i s t i c s " — 3 7 . 
(44) Bengal and Ind ia Publ ic and Pol i t ical Consultations pass im. 

No small pa r t of the despatches from the Government of the Strai ts . 
Settlements to Ind ia deals with the unavail ing a t tempts of the S t ra i t s admi
nis t ra t ion to make revenue balance expenditure. Cavenagh, " R e m i -
niscenees"—372. 
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increased expenditure. Hence they were usually left unsolved 
and handed on as a legacy to the Colonial Office, or else their 
solution was long delayed. Cases in point were the suppression of 
piracy, the Malacca land question, the extension of British power 
in the Malay Peninsula, and the increase of the civil service. The 
Governors were well aware of the Company's attitude, and usually 
refrained from u rg ing projects which they knew would not he 
sanctioned. They contented themselves with pointing out how 
hard they were trying to reduce the deficit, and how much they 
were doing with the limited means at their command. During 
this period the problem of finance conditioned almost every action 
of the Straits government. 

When a matter was referred to India, a year or more frequently 
elapsed before the decision was received, because of the enormous 
volume of work with which the Indian administration had to deal. 
Owing to these delays, the interests of the Straits Settlements 
suffered at times; but on the whole the results were not serious. 
Of the problems which arose between 1826 and 1867, very few 
were of importance, so that the injury caused by the delay in 
settling them was not great. The Straits Settlements had 
practically no foreign relations, while the population was small, 
only 273,231 in 1860, (45) and on the whole law-abiding. Since 
farming was a minor industry, agricultural problems were much 
more of a side-issue than in most of the Indian Residencies. 
Moreover there were practically no taxes, and such as existed, as 
for example that on opium, were most of them sold by auction to 
Chinese tax-farmers. The task of the Governors was to preserve 
law and order, to construct what roads and public buildings the 
limited revenue would allow, and to sell the tax-farms for as 
large an amount as possible. They had also to cope with piracy 
as far as their scanty means permitted, and to foster trade and 
agriculture, largely by letting the merchants take care of them
selves. 

In the field of foreign affairs the principal duty of the 
Straits administration was to watch Holland and Siam, and to 
report to the Government of India if they appeared to be taking 
unfair measures against British trade. The government of the 
Straits Settlement had no power to make representations itself. 
In emergencies however, when immediate action was clearly 
imperative and there was no time to await instructions from India, 
the Governor could act on his own responsibility. I t was on this 
ground for example that Cavenagh justified his bombardment of 
Trengganu in 1862. Foreign affairs were of much less importance 
than they had been in 1818 to 1826. After 1827 the aggressive 
policy of Siam in the Peninsula was practically confined to 
Kelantan and Trengganu, where British trade interests were small. 
Even there it was much less high-handed than formerly." In the 

(45) P . P . , H, C , No. 259 of 1862, p . 55 : Braddell , " S t a t i s t i c s " — 2 . 
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Malay Peninsula the Company was wedded to a policy of strict 
non-intervention, and the Governors were practically precluded 
from taking any steps to increase British influence or protect 
British merchants there. Since the Directors' attitude was well-
known, it was rarely that the Governors even proposed a more 
aggressive policy.(46) 

During the period 3 786 to 1867 training and selection of the 
Covenanted Civil Servants was very different from the system 
which prevails at the present day. Between 1786 and 1805 the 
small staff was composed partly of Bengal officials without previous-
experience in Malaya, and in a few cases of men who, like Captain 
Light, had not formerly been employed by the Company, but were 
appointed because of their local knowledge. When the Penang 
Presidency was established in 1805 the Company decided to build 
up a " dis t inct" Straits Civil Service separate from that of India, 
and composed of men specially trained in local conditions who-
were to spend their official careers in Malaya. Ten Covenanted 
Servants were sent out as writers, the junior grade in the Com
pany's service, and as they were promoted the vacancies in their 
ranks were filled by fresh appointments. Following the custom 
of the Company from this time onwards promotion was usually by 
seniority, determined by length of service. The rule however was 
not always strictly enforced. After 1805 the higher posts were 
usually no longer filled by officials detached from the Indian 
Presidencies, but by the promotion of civil servants who from long 
residence at Penang were acquainted with Malayan conditions. 
The four exceptions to this rule were Governors Bannerman, who 
opposed the foundation of Singapore in 1819, Fullerton, (1824-
1830), Butterworth (1843-1855), and Cavenagh (1858-1867). 
Colonels Bannerman, Butterworth and Cavenagh were Indian 
army officers, and Fullerton, a man of unusual ability, had been 
a member of the Council of the Madras Presidency.(47) 

Civil Servants destined for the Straits received their 
preliminary training at the Company's college of Haileybury, 
which was founded in 1806. The principal subjects were Greek 
and Latin, Mathematics, Law, Philosophy, Political Economy,. 
English History and Geography. Little attention was paid to-
Oriental studies, since the object of the course was to give a liberal 
education, and leave the special training until the student arrived 
in the East. Owing to the influence of the Directors, the standard 
of excellence at this period was not high.(48)  Graduates of 

(46) v. chapter on " N a t i v e P o l i c y . " 
(47) S . S . R . Vol. 186: April 18, 1805. Ibid., Vol. 86: July 25, 1822. 

Ibid., Vol. 94: Feb. 19,1824. Ibid., Vol. 95: Aug. 20 and 26, 1824. Ibid., 
Vol. 99: March 10, 1825. and passim. Ibid., Vol. 110: July 31, 1826. Ibid., 
Vol. 194: Oct. 12, 1825. B . Pub., Range 13, Vol. 44 : Oct. 9, 1843, No. 3 . 
Anson, "About Others and Myself, ' ' 285. Lowell, "Colonial Civil 
Service ." 8-9. Buckley, "S ingapore ," I I , 616-18, 676. 

(48) Lowell, "Colonial Civil Service ," 11-14. 
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Haileybury who were sent to India were required to study 
Oriental languages and law at the colleges established at Bombay, 
Madras and Calcutta before beginning their work.(40) No similar 
institution existed in the Straits for the study of Malay, Siamese 
and Chinese, and the Civil Servants learned them on their own 
initiative in their spare time. The records do not contain much 
information on the subject, but it would seem that a knowledge 
of the languages was not compulsory, and that information regard
ing native laws and customs was gradually acquired in the course 
of their duties. The language of which a knowledge was most 
essential was Malay, since it was the " lingua franca " of the 
Straits. By 1828 however very few of the Civil Servants knew it. (50) 
Those who had studied Siamese were far fewer: indeed the only 
officials who spoke it appear to have been Captain Burney and 
Lieutenant Low, officers of the Madras army who gained a know
ledge of it while stationed in the Straits.(51) After 1830 a few 
of the officials learned Chinese, especially Bonham, Governor from 
1837 to 1843, who devoted himself to the study of the Chinese 
language and customs.(52) The importance of a knowledge of the 
languages was however recognised by the Penang Council, and at 
least after 1826 an effort was made to encourage their study. 
Absence from office during regular hours for this purpose was 
forbidden: but an allowance was generally made to the student for 
paying his " munshi" , or native teacher. The examination in 
Malay, which was held by senior members of the civil service, 
embraced the subjects of Malay grammer, conversational Malay, 
translation from English into Malay, and Malay into English. 
Successful candidates were given a bonus of Rs2000 (at that time 
about £225). For proficiency in Chinese or Siamese the bonus 
was Rs3500 (about £394). The most successful candidates were 
appointed Translators of the native languages, and were given an 
increase of salary above the fixed office allowance of from about 
£22 to £28 a month. In some cases a much larger bonus was 
granted. Lieutenant Low for example was given £450 in 1824 
for proficiency in Siamese.(53) When the Penang Presidency 
ceased to exist in 1830 these regulations were abolished, and no 
further reward was given for the study of native languages.(54) 
I t appears uncertain whether a knowledge of them was now made 
compulsory, but in 1867 Sir Hercules Bobinson reported that all 
the Indian officials in the Straits knew Malay.(55) The failure to 

(49) Ibid., 10. American Historical Review, Jan. 1899, p. 267—H. M. 
Stephens. 

(50) S .S . R., Vol., 184: April 15, 1828. 
(51) Ibid., Vol. 94 passim. 
(52) "Amer. Hist. Review"—Jan., 1899, pp. 256-58, H. M. Stephens. 
(53) S. S.R., Vol. 94: Passim. Ibid., Vol. 95: July 22, 1824 Ibid., 

Vol. 110: July 31, 1826. Ibid., Vol. 119: Nov. 20 and 29, 1827. Ibid,, Vol. 
184: April 15 and Nov. 24, 1828, and passim. 

(54) B. Pub., Range 12, Vol. 56: Dec. 7, 1830, No. 13. 
(55) P. P., Command Paper 3672, (1866) , p. 15, (Vol. L I I ) . 
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make a knowledge of native languages compulsory was of less 
importance than it would otherwise have been since until about 
1855 the Straits Government was mainly composed of ex-members 
of the old Penang and Bencoolen Civil Services, many of whom 
knew the Malay language well. 

The survival of these officials was of great importance in the 
history of the Civil Service after 1830. Without their long local 
experience the depleted staff would have found the task of govern
ment vastly more difficult. When the Eastern Presidency was 
abolished in 1830 there were about twenty Covenanted officials 
in the Straits, while the number of positions was reduced to eight. 
The Directors refused to allow those who were thus deprived of 
their posts to be transferred to the Indian Civil Service, but gave 
them the alternatives of retiring on pensions or of being retained 
in the Straits as unemployed supernumeraries. Their salaries 
were to be small but as vacancies occurred they would be re
appointed to the Straits Civil Service. The Directors also decided 
that no further cadets should be sent out from England to join 
the Straits administration. All vacancies which should occur 
after the last of the supernumeraries had been reappointed were 
to be filled by members of the Bengal Civil Service.(56) Several 
of the ex-officials retired on the pensions offered, but over half 
preferred to remain. I t thus happened that until 1855 practically 
all the more important positions, and until about 1845 every post 
was held by former members of the Penang Civil Service.(57) As 
late as 1860 there was still one survivor of the old regime, W. T. 
Lewis, the Resident Councillor of Penang.(58) I t was only about 
1815 that Bengal civilians began to be appointed. 

Four typical cases may be quoted as examples of how long 
the men trained in the Penang Civil Service continued in office 
in the Straits. Samuel George Bonham, who entered the Ben
coolen Civil Service in 1818, was transferred to the Straits 
Settlements in 1824, and became Assistant Resident of Singapore. 
From 1837 to 1843 he was Governor of the Straits Settlements. 
Owing to his knowledge of the Chinese language and customs he 
was appointed Governor of Hong Kong from 1848 to 1854. He 
played an important part in the early history of Hong Kong, and 
on his retirement was made a baronet.(59) Another example was 
E. A. Blundell, a graduate of the Company's college at Addis-
combe, who came to the Straits as a Writer in 1820. He gradually 
rose in rank, becoming Resident Councillor of Malacca and Penang, 

(56) Despatches to Bengal, Vol. 110: April 7, 1829. P . P . , 1831-32, 
IX, -p . 782 (Vol. I of Evidence on Affairs of the E . Ind . Co.) 

(57) Stephens, " A m e r . Hist . Review," J a n . 1899, p. 255, 262. 
(58) P . P. , H. of C , No. 259 of 1862, p . 19 (Vol. X L ) . 
(59) Stephens, " Amer. Hist . Review," J a n . 1899, p . 256, 258. S. S. R., 

Vol. 194: Oct, 12, 1825. B . Pol. Range 123, Vol. 59: March 5, 1824, 
No. 49. Buckley " S i n g a p o r e , " I , 383-84. 
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and finally Governor, from 1855 to 1858.(60) Church, who was 
Resident Councillor of Singapore for nineteen years, from 1837 
until his resignation in 1856, joined the Bencoolen Civil Service 
in 1815, and was transferred to the Straits in 1824. (61) Samuel 
Garling, who entered the Bencoolen service in 1809, was trans
ferred to the Straits in 1824. From 1833 to 1855 he was 
successively Resident Councillor of Malacca and Penang, and 
Assistant Resident at Singapore. After forty-six years' service, 
he retired on a pension of £250 a year.(62) 

The Madras Army also supplied the Straits with some of its 
ablest officials. From an early date the garrison was drawn from 
Madras, and a number of the officers studied Malay as a hobby. 
Those who became proficient wrere often detached from their 
regiments for administrative work.(63) Captain Burney, who made 
the treaty with Siam in 1826, entered the Straits service in this 
manner.(64) Another typical case was that of Colonel James Low, 
an officer of Madras Native Infantry, who joined the Penang 
establishment in 1818. He studied both Malay and Siamese, and 
was several times sent as envoy to native states in connection 
with Burney's mission to Siam.(65) From 1823 to 1840 he was 
in charge of Province Wellesley. He then became Assistant Resi
dent at Singapore, and in 1850 returned to Europe.(66) In 1860 
six out of the nineteen members of the administration, including, 
the Resident Councillor of Malacca, were officers of the Madras? 
Army.(67) Between 1830 and 1867 two of the Governors of the 
Straits Settlements were also Madras army officers, namely Colonel 
Butterworth, Deputy Quartermaster General of the Madras Army, 
who was Governor from 1843 to 1855, and Colonel Cavenagh, 
Governor from 1858 to 1867. Neither had had any previous 
experience in Malaya, since their whole careers had been spent 
in India. The appointments were for this reason unusual, but 
Butterworth and Cavenagh proved to be two of the most capable 
governors sent to Malaya.(68) 

(60) S. S.R., Vol. 94: Feb. 5, 1824. Ibid., 110: Aug. 7, 1826. 
Buckley. " Singapore,' ' I I , 507, 619, 666. P . Pub., Range 13, Vol. 69: 
April 12, 1848, No. 7-8. 

(61) Buckley, "Singapore"—I, 325-27. S. S. B., Vol. 102: June 30, 
1825. Ibid., Vol. 194: Oct. 12, 1825. I. Pub., Range 188, Vol. 39: Oct. 24, 
1856, No. 40-49. 

(62) S. S. R., Vol. 194: Oct 12, 1825. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 44: 
Oct. 9, 1843, No. 3. India Financial, Range 210, Vol. 53: June 15, 
1855, No. 116. 

(63) Stephens, "Amer. Hist. Review,'' Jan. 1899, p. 255. 
(64) v. Chapter on "Anglo-Siamese Relations." 
(65) Ibid. 
(66) S. S. R., Vol. 66: Jan. 1, 1818. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 34: Aug. 
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The Uncovenanted Civil Servants in the Straits were usually 
residents of Malaya employed as the Government had need of their 
services. The Company's rule that only the less important and 
less lucrative posts were open to them was on the whole observed, 
hut on several occasions it was broken. The reason was that it 
was very difficult to find Covenanted servants qualified to deal 
with the peculiar problems of Malaya, so that the administration 
was compelled to use the services of local residents.(69) The rule 
was most completely broken in the case of W. T. Lewis, an Un
covenanted official at Bencoolen from 1806 to 1824. He was 
transferred to the Straits, and obtained the favour of Governor 
Fullerton, who made him head of the Land Department at 
Malaeea.(70) In 1840 he became Assistant at Penang, then Resi
dent Councillor of Malacca, and finally, in 1855, Resident 
Councillor of Penang, one of the most important posts in the 
administration. Lewis held this position until he retired in 
1860.(71) This case appears to be unique in the early history of 
the Straits Settlements. Another Uncovenanted official who held 
an important office was Dunman, who was Commissioner of Police 
a t Singapore from 1856 to 1871, and Assistant Resident.(72) 
Westerhout, a Dutch inhabitant of Malacca, was in charge of 
Naning after its conquest in 1832, and in 1837 was appointed 
Assistant at Malacca. In each case the appointment was avowedly 
made because no one else could be found equally competent to 
undertake the work.(73) A fair number of other instances are to 
be found of Uncovenanted officials holding important positions.(74) 
The Civil Service in British Malaya was thus, as the Governor-
General of India wrote in 1859, " nearly as mixed in its material 
as the population which it governs."(75) The disappearance of 
the members of the old Penang Service did not lessen the efficiency 
of the government. So thoroughly had they trained their sub
ordinates that their influence lasted long after their disappearance. 
In 1867 the Government was conducted by a very competent body 
of officials, with splendid traditions of duty. Sir Hercules Robin
son, who was sent to report on the conditions existing in the 
Settlements just before the transfer to the Colonial Office, paid 

(69) India Home Consultations. Range 187, Vol. 57: Jan. 13,~1854, 
No. 50-55. 

(70) v. Chapter on "Malacca Land Problem." 
(71) P. P., H. of C, No. 259 of 1862. p. 19 (Vol. XL). B. Pub., 

Range 13, Vol 34: Sept. 18, 1840, No. 11. J. Pub., Range 188, Vol. 6: Aug. 
18, 1854, No. 11. Ibid., Vol. 13: Feb. 2, 1855, No. 8. 

(72) I. Financial: Range 210, Vol. 53: June 15, 1855, No. 116-21. 
Buckley, " Singapore, " 1, 394-97. 

(73) B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 64: June 2, 1847. 
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high tribute to the calibre and qualifications of the Straits Civil 
Service.(70) 

Only in one respect, the absence of a separate Malayan Civil 
Service, did the establishment fail to meet with his approval. In 
1830 thie Directors had decided that in future no graduates of 
Haileybury should be appointed directly to the Straits, but tha t 
when vacancies occurred they should be rilled by men detached 
from Bengal. The result did not answer their anticipations. 
Bengal civilians began to be appointed to Malaya about 1845. 
They were given subordinate positions, and it was intended to 
advance them to the higher offices when they had gained a know
ledge of local conditions. Governor Butterworth supported the 
experiment, but in 1854 he informed the Government of India 
that it had failed. Owing to the small number of important 
positions the chances of promotion were very few compared with 
those of Bengal. Everyone therefore after a short experience 
wished to return to India. The requests were granted, and Butter-
worth predicted that this would always be the attitude " with 
every civil servant possessing energy and ambition. " The ad
ministration lost their services just when their local experience 
was making them valuable. (77) The Governor-General of India, 
Lord Canning, in 1859 described the situation in even stronger 
terms. He wrote that since India "now. . . .has no Chinese ser
vice in which its officers can look for advancement as they rise 
in standing, in truth, it has come to this, that no officer of the 
Indian Civil Service will willingly go to the Straits for a 
permanency, except in the position of governor. To be transferred 
there at the beginning of his career, on the understanding that 
he shall remain attached to the Straits throughout the whole or 
even the greater portion of it, would involve so large a sacrifice of 
prospects on the part of a young Indian Civil Servant, that he 
cannot reasonably be expected to make it." (78) 

Lord Canning also emphasized the " absolute necessity " for 
the Straits officials receiving a special training instead of being 
left to gain their knowledge in the course of their work. H e 
described the existing system as " a positive evil." " Ind ian 
officers have no opportunity of acquiring experience of the habits 
or the language of either Malays or Chinese, and accordingly, 
when officers are sent to the Straits, they have everything to learn. 
The Government of India is unable to keep a close watch upon 
their efficiency; the field is so narrow as to afford little or no room 
to the Governor of the Settlements for exercising a power of 

(76) Stephens, "Amer. Hist. Review," Jan. 1899, 264. P . P., 
(3672,) 1866, p. 15, (Vol. L I I ) . 

(77) B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 65: July 28, 1847, No. 2. Ibid., Vol. 
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selection in recommending to a vacant office; and there is 
consequently so complete an absence of stimulus to exertion, that 
it may well be doubted whether Indian civil officers sent to the 
Straits ever become thoroughly well qualified for, or heartily 
interested in the duties they have to discharge. The character of 
the Chinese, the most important and at times a very unmanage
able part of the population of the Straits Settlements, is quite 
different from that of any people with which Indian officers have 
to deal. . . . (They are) the very opposite of our Indian fellow sub
jects." (79) Sir Hercules Robinson agreed with Lord Canning, 
and advised the Colonial Office that cadets should be sent out to 
learn the languages and customs of the Chinese and Malays, and 
a separate Straits Civil Service built up, composed of men specially 
trained in the peculiar conditions of Malaya.(80) From the ac
ceptance of this policy has arisen the Civil Service in British 
Malaya as it exists to-day. 

(79) Ibid. 
(80) P. P., Command Paper 3672, (1866), p. 16, (Vol. L I I ) . 
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CHAPTER VI. 

The Malacca Land Problem 1825-1884. 

The most serious problem with which the Government of the 
Straits Settlements had to deal at Malacca was land settlement. I t 
has been aptly described as " one long history of want of know
ledge on one side, and fraud and evasion on the other." (1) In 
order to understand the peculiar difficulties it is necessary to 
describe briefly the Malay form of land-tenure, according to which 
the Dutch land-holders of Malacca held their estates in 1824. By 
the Malay code all land was the property of the Raja, who had the 
right. 

(1) to dispose of all waste (i.e. uncultivated) lands as he 
chose; 

(2) to receive a percentage, usually one-tenth, of the produce 
of all cultivated lands; 

(3) to exact forced service from his raayats or peasantry. I t 
was unpaid, and neither its nature nor amount was defined 
by Malay law. 

The raayat also had certain rights which were as inalienable 
as those of his feudal superior. 

(1) He was usually permitted by his Raja to take up without 
interference as much waste land as he could cultivate. 
The reason for this was that the population was small, 
while the land area was large and covered with such heavy 
jungle as to be useless until it had been cleared. 

(2) He could not be ejected from his land as long as 
(i) he rendered the forced service demanded, and paid a 

percentage of his produce, usually one-tenth, to his 
Raja; 

(ii) he did not let his land go out of cultivation. In the 
case of rice fields, for example, the proprietary rights 
lasted as long as the area was under cultivation, and 
for three years thereafter; while in the case of 
orchards, they lasted as long as any fruit tree survived 
as evidence that the land had formerly been cul
tivated. The rules for other varieties of farm-land 
followed the same principle. In all cases, when the 
land went out of cultivation the former owner ceased 
to have any claim to it. I t then became Waste Land 
(tanah mati, "dead land ") and could be granted by 
the Raja to whomsoever he chose. 

(1) J . B. A. S. S. B., XII I , 100. W.E. Maxwell. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



100 BRITISH MALAYA 1821-1867 

I t will be observed that despite the Raja's nominal right to all 
the land, as long as the raayat complied with the conditions under 
which he held it he could not be ejected. 

When a Raja granted lands to a favourite—whether waste or 
cultivated, or both—he did not thereby surrender his own title to 
it, nor did he in any way interfere with the rights of the cultivators. 
All that he gave up to the grantee was the power to exercise the 
royal privileges of 

(1) disposing of all waste lands, and 
(2) collecting the tenth from the raayats. 

In other words, the apparent owner of a tract of land was not a 
landlord in the English sense, but wras really, to use the Indian 
term, a sort of Zemindar. He could not claim the ownership of his 
land—that lay with the Raja—nor dispossess his tenants; his sole 
right was to collect from his estates, a revenue the amount of which 
were fixed by custom. The exact position of what one may call 
the Malay Zemindar is a point of the utmost importance, since this 
was really the status of the so-called Dutch Proprietors who in 1825 
were in possession of Malacca Territory. (2) 

The reason for this was simple: the Portuguese, and after 
them the Dutch, on their conquest of Malacca, simply retained the 
unwritten native land-tenure unchanged. In the other Dutch 
possessions, even in Java, the centre of their power, they consistently 
followed the same policy. Furthermore the Dutch archives at 
Malacca show that they upheld the customary rules of native land-
tenure there, and did not draw up any other system of land-laws. 
About 1824 the Government of Holland considered the advisability 
of enacting a code of regulations which was founded in all respects 
upon native custom and had nothing in common with any European 
system. Owing to the approaching transfer of Malacca the project 
was dropped. From these considerations it is clear that the so-
called Dutch Proprietors who in 1825 claimed to be the landlords 
of their estates in the English sense of the term were really nothing 
more than Malay Zemindars. The title to their lands remained 
with the Government, as the inheritor of the rights of the ancient 
Sultans of Malacca whom the Portuguese had expelled in 1511; 
and all that they had received from the Dutch Company was the 
right to collect and enjoy the tenth from their lands. This they 
did through Chinese farmers i.e. individuals who bought from them 
the right to collect it, just as they bought the opium, and other 
farms, in Penang and Singapore. These concessions must have 
been of very little value to the Dutch Proprietors owing to the 
restrictions upon agriculture, and it is probable that they never 
lived on or visited their lands. They were absentee Zemindars, 
taking no interest in their estates beyond trying to secure as high 
a price as possible for the sale of their privileges. The Proprietors 

(2) Ibid. , 77-93, 105-110. 
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undoubtedly understood their own position, although the British 
officials did not, and for some years they tried to deceive the Straits 
Government into treating them as "bona fide" owners of the 
soil.(3) As subsequent pages show, it required much toilsome 
investigation of the archives of Malacca before the new adminis
tration ascertained that their real status was the one outlined above. 

When the Company's officials arrived from Penang. in 1825 
they found that with the exception of the small state of Naning, 
the whole of Malacca Territory outside the limits of the town was 
in the possession of a few individuals, the majority of whom were 
Dutch, who claimed to be, not Zemindars, but the absolute owners 
of their property, jungle as well as cultivated land. The raayats 
they declared were merely their tenants.(4) The "Proprietors," 
as they called themselves, were trying to succeed in a colossal game 
of bluff, trusting to British ignorance of local conditions to alter 
their status from that of Zemindars to absolute owners of the soil. 
I t might have been expected that since Malacca had already been 
held by the Company's troops from 1795 to 1818, much information 
would have been acquired about local conditions. The earlier 
occupation however had been military and of uncertain duration. 
The administration appears to have continued much as it had been 
under the Dutch Company, the British Resident not interfering 
or interesting himself greatly in it. The only changes seem to have 
been the removal of the restrictions on trade and agriculture and 
Lord Minto's abolition of judicial torture.(5) The Company was 
therefore unable to secure any enlightenment from this source. 

Governor Fullerton tat once ordered an investigation to be 
undertaken, in order to discover whether the Proprietors' claims 
were true. To obtain reliable information was by no means easy. 
Those best qualified to explain the situation, the Proprietors them
selves, were the last persons to wreck the game which they were 
playing; and the only other source of information, the Dutch 
archives at Malacca presented many difficulties . Two centuries of 
neglect, and white ants had utterly destroyed many of the records, 
while of those which survived some were almost indecipherable. To 
cap the climax, when the Dutch administration left Malacca it 
carried off part of the archives, including all the original deeds 
granting their lands to the Proprietors. Under these circumstances 
progress was slow, and between 1825 and 1827 meetings of the 
council held to settle the land question had several times to be 
postponed in order that a further investigation of the records might 
be made.(6) I t was not until 1828 that the matter was finally 

(3) Ibid., 93-95, 148-52. S. S. B., Vol. 168-Jan. 30, 1828. Fullerton's 
Minute. 

(4) J . R. A. S. S. B., XI I I , 152. J . I. A., I I , 736-40. Hon. E. A. 
Blundell, later Governor of the Straits. S.S.R., Vol. 172, July 5, 1827. 

(5) J . R. A. S. S. B., XII I , 148. 
(6) Ibid., 152, S. S. R., Vol. 168. Jan. 30, 1828 and S. S. B., Vol., 172. 

July 5, 1827. 
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settled, and even then serious mistakes were made through 
ignorance. 

The first important meeting held to consider the Malacca land-
problem appears to have been on July 5, 1827. The discussion was 
summed up in an able Minute of Governor Fullerton.(7) He 
pointed out that since all the original deeds granting land had been 
taken away by the Dutch in 1825, it was very difficult to ascertain 
the exact rights of the Government, the Proprietors, and the 
Raayats. What evidence had been obtained from the archives 
however contradicted the claims of the Proprietors that they were 
not Zemindars but absolute owners of the soil. Furthermore the 
evidence appeared to show that the grants had been made in order 
to encourage certain forms of agriculture, and that the government 
had the right to resume uncultivated land. The Proprietors had 
used their privileges and neglected all their obligations, so that the 
Government seemed to have a legal right to take away their estates. 
On their part the Proprietors did not question the legality of this-
attitude, but contended that it was unjust since they were unaware 
that the possession of their land involved any liabilities—presume 
ably because they had never taken the trouble to find out the terms 
of their grants, and the Dutch Government had been equally lax 
in enforcing them. 

When an attempt was made to discover the relations existing 
between the Proprietors and the Raayats, confusion and contradic
tion became even more marked. The Proprietors claimed to be the 
absolute owners of their estates, both waste land and cultivated; 
yet in the next breath they admitted that while there was no law 
fixing rent the general custom was for the landlord to receive one 
tenth of the produce. They also admitted that as long as the 
tenant paid it he could not be evicted, and could sell, mortgage or 
bequeath his farm, or increase it by taking up waste land at will. 
Fullerton saw the inconsistency in such statements, and made a 
shrewd guess at the Proprietors' real position. He was already 
strongly inclined to believe that the tenth described as the usual 
rent, was not a land-rent at all, but a tax—the immemorial right 
of the Malay Raja to one-tenth of the produce of his lands. The 
Dutch Company, as the inheritor of this right, had granted it to 
the Proprietors, who were therefore, he suspected, not the absolute 
and unfettered owners of their land, but merely individuals who 
had the right to a percentage of the produce. No decision was made 
however, and the question was postponed pending further investiga
tion. 

On March 7, l827, the Resident Councillor of Malacca reported 
to the Penang Council that so far as he could ascertain the wording 
of the grants did not warrant the conclusion that they were irrivoc-

(7) S. S. R., Vol. 172, July 5, 1827. 
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able, as the Proprietors contended. (8) About the same time a 
document was discovered in the archives which proved that Fuller-
ton's surmise was correct, and that the " Proprietors" were not 
land-owners, but Zemindars. This was a proclamation issued by 
the Dutch Government in 1819, referring to one in 1773 which 
expressly forbade Proprietors to demand more than one-tenth of 
the produce from their tenants. The Council met on January 30, 
1828, and agreed that the proclamation proved that the Dutch 
Company had given up, not the absolute right of ownership to the 
soil, but merely the government's right to collect from it one-tenth 
of the produce. The Dutch Proprietors " had no other claims upon 
the produce, nor upon the occupiers, not founded in abuse." 

The cultivators were the real proprietors of the soil.(9) I t 
was therefore clear that to take over the lands would not be an 
act of high-handed spoliation, but would be perfectly justifiable, 
provided the Proprietors were compensated. That to do so was 
desirable, the Governor and his Council did not doubt for a 
moment. In the first place, the Proprietors had done nothing te 
encourage agriculture, and did not even take sufficient interest in 
their estates to collect the tenth, preferring to farm it out to Chinese. 
So negligent were they that they did not even know the amount 
which was due to them, so that in practice they received from the 
Chinese far less than one-tenth. " The Proprietors will neither 
cultivate the land themselves or allow others to do so. Few of 
them have ever quitted the town of Malacca or visited estates not 
fifteen miles distant." (10) Despite the great fertility of the soil, 
only 5000 acres were under cultivation in the whole of Malacca 
Territory, and a district which could easily be self-supporting had 
to import over half of its grain. The Council felt persuaded that 
if the deadening incubus of the Proprietors were removed, agri
culture would greatly increase.(11) The second consideration, which 
strongly influenced the Council, was that the Malay raayats suffered 
great oppression, because of the Proprietor's practice of annually 
auctioning the right to collect the tenth to the Chinese. The 
Proprietors made no attempt to protect their raayats from extortion, 
and the tax-collector " having only one year's interest in the 
country, extracts from it the most he can, and it appears . . . . that 
moreover their services are required, and labour exacted from the 
tenants: in short they are kept in a state of vassalage and servitude 
quite inconsistent with the encouragement of cultivation. The 
right of levying the government rent carries with it all the real 
power of the state; that right vested in the Dutch proprietors, 

(8) S. S.R., Vol. 116, S. S.R., Vol. 195, Directors Letters to Penang, 
June 17, 1829. 

(9) S. S. E., Vol. 168. S. S. R., Vol. 171. Directors' Letter to Penang, 
Sept. 30, 1829. 

(10) S. S.R., Vol. 172, July 5, 1827. 
(11) Ibid., S.S.R., 168: Jan. 30, 1828.. 
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by them transferred in the mass to Chinese, has established a power 
and influence in that class too great even for the officers of Govern
ment to hold in check." (12) 

Last, but by no means least, the Council confidently hoped that 
eventually as a result of the increased cultivation which they 
believed would follow the elimination of the Proprietors, the revenue 
would increase sufficiently to pay the cost of the administration of 
Malacca. Hitherto there had always been a heavy annual deficit, 
for while the expenses of government were large, only a small 
revenue was obtained from a decaying settlement with a rapidly 
decreasing trade and a stagnant agriculture. (13) 

A further consideration however influenced the Governor more 
than any of the foregoing: he wished to make Malacca the capital of 
the Straits Settlements. As the former centre of Malay, Dutch 
and Portuguese power in the Peninsula, it had amongst Malays a 
prestige immeasurably greater than Penang or Singapore. The 
central position, within two days' sail of Singapore and four of 
Penang, made Malacca more suitable than either of the other two-
towns for the headquarters of the garrison in the Straits. " In a 
political point of view it is conveniently situated for combatting " 
the intrigues of Siam in the Malay states, and " it is besides near 
enough to the south end of the Straits to watch the proceedings of 
the Netherlands Government." Knowing that the soil of Malacca 
was fertile, and that eleven-twelfths of it were uncultivated, Ful~ 
lerton was convinced that with "unremitting zeal and exertion" on 
the part of the government, agriculture would, as in India, prosper 
exceedingly under the security and justice of British rule. To deny 
the possibility of this " seems a perfect libel on British adminis
tration." Fullerton saw that with the competition of Penang and. 
Singapore, Malacca's days as a great trading-centre were over, and 
that "it must look entirely to its own (agricultural resources for im
provement." In this it had a great advantage over the other two-
settlements because far more land was available for cultivation. 
Fullerton believed that the agriculture of Malacca could be in
creased to such an extent that it would not only provide sufficient 
revenue to cover the cost of administration, but would also grow 
enough rice to feed the whole population of the Straits Settlements. 
They would thus no longer be dependent for the greater part of their 
food upon Kedah, Sumatra, and Java, which being outside the con
trol of the Penang Presidency, sometimes caused much distress by 
raising barriers against export. (14) Because of very inaccurate 
information, Fullerton's terms to the Proprietors were too liberal,, 
but at least, his actions were not due to blind and reckless extra-
Tagance. 
, i i 

(12) S.S.R., Vol. 168. Jan. 30, 1828. 
(13) S.S.R., Vol. 127, July 5, 1827. S. S. E., Vol. 195: Directors'' 

Letter to Penang, June 17, 1829. S S. R., 128: April 7, 1828. 
(14) S.S.R., 127: July 5, 1827. S.S.R., 128: April 7, 1828. 
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For all these reasons The Council decided to buy back from 
the Proprietors their right to levy the tenth on all cultivated lands, 
about 5000 of the 64000 acres in Malacca Territory. It declined 
to recognize that they had any title to the Waste Land, and at once 
resumed possession without compensation. (15) The Proprietors-
acquiesced in the justice of this step, and made no demands for 
compensation. They were also willing to sell their right to the 
tenth. (16) Many of the titles were questionable, and a large 
number of the estates had grown by dubious means. Nevertheless 
the Council decided to treat the Proprietors generously; " the 
circumstance of their having been long in possession of the rights, 
such as they are, is the main argument to induce the offer of 
pecuniary compensation for then resumption." (17) I t therefore-
decided that the Proprietors should surrender all their rights in 
return for annual pensions, " the full equivalent of what they now 
receive. . . .payable as long as the British Government shall remain 
in possession of Malacca." (18) 

Lewis, the Superintendent of Lands at Malacca, was ordered 
to negotiate with the Proprietors. On June 13, 1828, he reported 
to the Council that the tenth on almost all the lands had been trans
ferred to the Company, in return for a total annual compensation 
of about £1735.11.0. (10) The transfer of the lands was not com
plete, a few small estates, amounting in all to four or five square 
miles, being left unredeemed because their Proprietors were absent 
from Malacca, or legally incapable of making a contract. In 1884 
they were still unredeemed. (20) As a temporary measure, the 
tenth was farmed from July to December 1828; but on December 
11, 1828, the Penang Council ordered that in future it should not 
be farmed, but collected by the Malacca Land Department.(21) 
Full information of the Government's land-policy was sent to the 
Directors, and in their reply they expressed themselves as " ex
tremely g l a d " that the Proprietor's rights had been redeemed. 
They also approved the Council's proposal to manage the lands 
directly. (22) 

In the same despatch the Directors gave their approval to the-
code of land-laws which had been submitted to them. Pending 
their decision, the regulations had already been in force as a 
temporary measure since 1828, (23) This code, Regulation IX of 

(15) Ibid., S.S. R., 168: Jan. 30, 1828. 
(16) Ibid. 
(17) Ibid. 
(18) Ibid. 
(19) S.S. R., 168: June 13, 1888. Probably through a copyist's 

error, the compensation in Lewis' Report is given as £15,370 and Rs 17,100.. 
Both are wrong, the right amount being Rs 17,354 (B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 
42: Jan. 25, 1843, No 1; J . I.A., I I , 740, Blundell: Braddell, "Statistics," 
11, 55. 

(20) J . R. A. S. S. B., XII I , 164. Sir W. E. Maxwell. 
(21) S.S.R., Vol. 168: June 13, June 25, and December 11, 1828. 
(22) S. S.R., 195: Despatch of Sept. 30, 1829. 
(23) S. S. R., 168: June 25, 1828. 
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1830, was largely responsible for the creation of the Malacca land 
problem. (24) Yet in many respects the laws were admirable, and 
showed that the Penang Council understood Malay land-tenure. 
The Government was declared to have the right to one-tenth of 
the produce of all cultivated lands, while the raayats were also liable 
to the excise and to all other duties which might be established. 
Whether the tenth was to be paid in money or in kind was left 
undecided for the time. The tax of each district was to be collected 
by its Penghulu, or headman, under the supervision of the Land 
Department. The Penghulus, as formerly, were to act as police 
and revenue officers in their districts. The Government also re
served to itself the " full and absolute right over all waste reserved 
to itself the " full and absolute right over all waste and forest lands 
not cleared and cultivated " within the memory of man, or twenty 
years, " with power to make for their future occupation. . . .such 
terms as they see fit." 

The raayat's rights over the cultivated lands were declared to 
be " the privilege of transfer by sale, gift, or bequest according to 
the will of the holder, subject always to the tenth." The Company 
promised not to interfere with lands already under cultivation, 
except that all lands left uncultivated for ten years reverted to it. 
A great boon was conferred upon the Malays by the provision 
abolishing the Company's right to forced labour, except for such 
public necessities as repairing the roads. Henceforth payment was 
to be made in all such cases. Another provision declared that a 
complete survey was to be undertaken. Hitherto no survey appears 
ever to have been made. Titles describing their holdings were to 
be given the raayats, and these, as well as all future land-transfers, 
were to be registered. (25) 

The fundamental mistake of Regulation I X of 1830 was that 
it was an attempted compromise between two entirely different 
systems of land- tenure, English and Malay. The Company should 
have decided whether it intended to retain the ancient Malay system, 
or to sweep it away and replace it by English land-law. The 
mistake is all the more strange because the Penang Council was well 
acquainted with Malay tenure, and knew how utterly different it was 
to the English system. The history of the Council's negotiations 
with the Proprietors, and the provisions of Regulation IX of 1830, 
all show this. If further proof were needed, it could be found in 
the Recorder's decision in 1829 in the case of Abdullatif vs. 
Mohammed Leh. The judge correctly described Malay land-tenure, 
mentioning every essential feature of it.(26) Yet the Company, 
while retaining Malay tenure for the lands then under cultivation, 
decided that for all lands disposed of after 1830' grants and leases 
should be issued in accordance with the forms of English law. The 

(24) J. R. A. S. S. B., XIII , 153. W. E. Maxwell. 
(25) S.S.R., 168: June 25, 1828. S. S. R., 122: March 25, 1830, 

S.S.B., 195: Directors' Despatch of Sept. 30, 1829. 
(26) S. S.R., 171: March 24, 1830. 
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result of combining two utterly different systems of land-tenure 
was "incessant con fusion." (27) Even if the survey contemplated 
by Regulations IX of 1830 had been made, the Land Department 
would have found its task difficult. The survey was however never 
carried out, owing to the sweeping reduction in the Straits Civil 
Service made by the reforms of 1830. In 1831 the Governor of the 
Straits asked that a surveyor be appointed, but in spite of re
presentations the Government of India refused to comply until 
1858.(28) As a result, " t h e old lands cultivated and liable to 
tenths before 1830 remained subject to the native customs, but they 
were not identified by registration or survey. Lands taken up and 
brought into cultivation after 1830, could not therefore in sub
sequent years be distinguished from them." The raayats could 
always plead that they had held them prior to 1830, and the Govern-
ment lacking the records of a survey, could not disprove the claim, 
even when it knew that it was false. (20) 

As if the situation were not complicated enough already, in 
1835 the Recorder ruled that the Singapore Land Regulations of 
1830 were illegal, because they were not a law for imposing taxes, 
the only purpose for which the Straits Government could legislate. 
Since the Malacca Land Regulations had been passed by the same 
authority, they also were illegal.(30) Moreover in 1834 the Re
corder had ruled that the Charter of Justice of 1826 had 
introduced the law of England, except in certain specified cases,, 
and had abrogated any law previously existing. (31) 

The result of these two decisions may best be shown by a 
Minute of Governor Fullerton of May 18, 1829 which can fairly be 
called prophetic. Owing to the Recorder's decision the Straits 
Government had no power to pass new land laws; and if payment of 
the tenth were refused, it had to enforce it through the Recorder^ 
Court, which acted in accordance with the rules of English lawr 

with all its slow and cumbrous procedure. In the words of Fuller-
ton's Minute, the case was " t r ied under principles that have no-
relation or resemblance to the local situation of the country and its 
inhabi tan ts . . . . The land tenures at Malacca bear no analogy or 
resemblance to any English tenure; yet by such they must in case 
of doubt be tried. " Until these two hindrances were reformed it 
was " quite useless to attempt the realization of any revenue what
ever."(32) 

Almost immediately the consequence feared by Fullerton began 
to show itself, but to a much more serious extent than he had 

(27) J . R . A . S . S . B , XIII , 153-57, W. E. Maxwell. Public Letters 
to Bengal, 1830-31, Vol. 14: June 2, 1830, and Feb. 9, 1831. 

(28) B. Pub., Range, 12, Vol. 59: April 12, 1831, No. 27. Braddell, 
"S ta t i s t ics , " 37. 

(29) J. R. A. S. S. B., XIII , 153-57. Maxwell. 
(30) Ibid., 155, Maxwell. B. Pub. 1834: Passim. 
(31) J . R . A . S . S . B . , XII I , 155. Maxwell. 
(32) Ibid., 156-57. Document not traceable in the records. 
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anticipated. The reason for this was as follows. Soon after 1830 
efforts were begun to induce the raayats to accept title deeds to their 
land drawn up in accordance with the forms of English law. A 
decision of the Court declared the earliest form of lease, technically 
illegal; and the Directors ordered new leases to be prepared which 
satisfied the technical requirements of English law. Raayats with
out valid titles to their land were to be compelled to accept and 
register them.(33) Unfortunately the disallowance of the first 
leases by the Court had been interpreted by the ignorant raayats as 
meaning that henceforth they were to hold their farms rent free, 
or else on payment of a merely nominal amount. (34) Moreover 
about 1832-33 the Government of the Straits Settlements issued 
orders that the raayats of Malacca and Naning were to be induced 
to pay their tenths in money instead of in kind.(35) The con
servatism of the Malays made them averse both to title deeds and 
money payments, since they were altogether different from anything 
to be found in Malay land-tenure. The principal cause of their 
opposition however was the intrigues of the former Dutch Pro
prietors, who for ten years persuaded the ignorant raayats that the 
Government had merely bought the farm of their privileges, and 
not the rights themselves. The Dutch thus preserved most of their 
former authority, and used it to oppose the efforts of the adminis
tration. Their manoeuvres were not discovered until in 1837 
Young was appointed Commissioner to examine the affiairs of the 
Straits Settlements. (36) 

The assertions of the Proprietors were false; but the terms of 
the deeds under which their lands had been redeemed in 1828 lent 
plausibility to their falsehoods. I t will be remembered that these 
were to the effect that in return for an annual payment they 
surrendered all their rights to the Company as long as the British 
should retain possession of Malacca. (37) Incidentally this wording 
added yet another element to the Malacca land-problem. A few 
years after 1828 it was discovered that the Company could not give 
a full title to any of the land which it had redeemed at such a heavy 
loss, not even to those which were Waste. There was no reasonable 
ground for belief that the British would ever evacuate Malacca, but 
owing to the phraseology of the deeds an intending purchaser could 
only be given a title to any lands he bought for so long as Malacca 
remained under British rule. The result was that capitalists were 
unwilling to invest, their money in the settlement and for many 
years in spite of the richness of the soil few plantations were formed 
for the growth of sugar, coconuts, etc., as in Province Wellesley and 
Penang. Land remained undeveloped, and the prosperity and 

(33) Public Letters to Bengal, Vol. 14. June 2, 1830 and Feb. 9,1831. 
(34) Ibid. 
(35) B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 2: July 22, 1833. 
(36) Despatches to Bengal and India. Vol. 28, pp. 957-60. Sept. l, 

1841. 
(37) S. S.R., 168: Jan. 30, 1828. 
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revenue of Malacca suffered. (38) This was not remedied until 
1861. 

The result of all these unfavourable conditions was that the 
revenue realized from the tenth, far from yielding a surplus, was 
always much less than the annual payment to the Proprietors. Up 
to 1836 the average annual loss was Rs.10,000 or about £1000. (59) 
Incessant references were made to Bengal, and the Bengal Public 
and Political Consultations of 1830 to 1840 record constant dis
cussions of the subject. I t is no exaggeration to say that there was 
scarcely a single meeting of the Bengal Council at which the affairs 
of the Straits were considered in which some reference was not made 
to the Malacca land question. 

Finally in 1837 the Indian Government repealed the land 
laws of 1830 and appointed W. R. Young Commissioner for the 
Eastern Settlements, to investigate land-tenures and the general 
situation in the Straits Settlements. (40) Far from improving con
ditions at Malacca, his intervention seems if anything to have 
made them worse. The two problems with which he had to deal 
were the refusal of the raayats to commute the tenth into a money 
payment or to accept English title-deeds to their lands, and the 
powerlessness of the Straits Government to compel them owing to 
the Court's decisions of 1834 and 1835. The alternatives before 
Young appeared to be to recommend either the formal enactment 
as law of the Malay customs for the collection of the tenth, or, if 
English land-tenure were desired, the grant to the Straits Govern
ment of power to deal with its recalcitrant tax payers. He did 
neither: he deprecated legislation and advocated reliance on patient 
explanation and persuasion to overcome the Malays' objections. (41) 
Young himself appears to have used this method successfully, (42) 
and it might perhaps have succeeded if he had not retained the 
idea of compelling the raayats at the same time to receive a title 
to their land drawn up in English legal terminology. 

" The idea started in Regulation IX of 1830 that each 
cultivator was to have a title deed for his holding seems to have 
taken complete possession of that generation of Land Revenue 
officials, and the object of every succeeding administration 
seems similarly to have been to force documents of title upon 
an unwilling population." (43) 

At the same time Young urged that the system which by the 
Directors' orders had prevailed in the Straits Settlements since 

(38) J. I. A., I I , 743-4 E. A. Bludell . Braddell, " Statistics,' ' 55. 
Cavenagh, " Reminiscences, " 265. 

(39) Newbold, "Straits of Malacca," I. 166-8. 
(40) B. Pub., Range, 13. Vol. 24: June 21, 1837, No. 8. J. R. A. 

S.S.B., XIII , 158. Despatches to India and Bengal, XXVIII, 931-6. 
Sept. 1, 1843. 

(41) Ibid., 957-60. 
(42) Ibid. 
(43) J. R .A.S . S.B., XIII , 158. W. E. Maxwell. 
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1831 of refusing to sell the land and granting it on a twenty-year 
lease, renewable for another thirty years, hampered the growth of 
agriculture. The Government of Bengal supported his represen
tations, and in 1841-43 the Directors ordered that henceforth all 
lands still held by Government were to be sold outright, no annual 
rent being imposed. (44) At Malacca an exception was made be
cause the cultivators were Malays, who understand only their own 
native land-tenure. At this settlement therefore instead of selling 
the Company's waste land outright, occupation was to be permitted 
on a perpetual tenure, subject to the payment of the tenth the 
amount of which was to be revised after twenty years. It was also 
ordered that as soon as possible the tenth should be commuted into 
a money payment. (45) 

The result of Young's recommendations was complete failure. 
This is shown by a report prepared for the Directors in 1843 by 
the Straits Government. Six years had elapsed since Young's 
investigation, yet only 5029 had been issued out of the 11342 com
mutation papers which he had estimated to be necessary in order 
that all the raayats might have title deeds and might commute the 
tenth in kind into a money payment. The majority of the cul
tivators refused to accept commutation-papers; and even if they 
should eventually do so, it was estimated that Fullerton's bargain 
with the Proprietors would entail a yearly loss of Rs.6,000 (about 
£600). Meanwhile the average annual deficit was Rs.12,000 (about 
£1,200), the cost of the Proprietors' pensions and of the Land 
Department being more than double the amount of revenue 
collected. (46) 

The most vivid description of the situation was written by E. A. 
Blundell, who served many years at Malacca, and eventually became 
Governor of the Straits Settlements. Technical English legal in
dentures between the tenants and the East India Company were 
drawn up with all the precision and formality of a practising 
attorney in England, fixing the amount of the tenth for the ensuing 
twenty years. 

" This legal document occupies the whole of one side of 
a sheet of foolscap, while the other is filled with Malayan 
writing" purporting to be a translation of the English, but as 
may well be supposed, failing entirely to convey to a native 
reader any idea of its meaning. I t requires some knowledge of 
law to understand the English original and the attempt 
to translate those terms into Malay has produced an utterly 

(44) Despatches to Bengal and India, XXVIII, 957-60, 974, 993. 
Sept. 1, 1841; B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 33; April 8, 1840, Nos. 14-28. B. 
Pub., Range 13, Vol.42: April 26, 1843, No. 3, B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 50: 
Oct. 30, 1845, No.35. 

(45) Despatches to Bengal and India XXVIII, 993, Sept. 1, 1841. 
B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 42; April 26, 1843, No. 3. 

(46) B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 42: Jan. 25, 1843, No. 1. Ibid., Vol. 50; 
Oct. 30, 1845, Nos. 11-37. 
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unintelligible jumble of words To secure therefore the 
payment (often of a few annas only per annum) the tenants 
(ignorant Malay peasants) were sent for in shoals to put their 
marks to these sheets of foolscap paper filled with writing. 
They naturally got alarmed and evinced the greatest reluctance 
to affix their signatures." 

Blunclell concluded by a description which was true not' only of the 
period before 1847, the date at which he wrote, but also down to 
1861. 

" To overcome this reluctance and to induce a general 
signing throughout, seems to have been the great and almost 
sole object of the Land Department from that time to the 
present. All the ingenuity of Residents and Assistants has 
been exerted to this end, and all the principles of political 
economy have been exhausted in endeavouring to explain the 
advantages of the system, but in many parts without success. 
Threats, coaxings and explanations have been set at defiance, 
and an obstinate determination evinced not to sign these legal 
papers." (47) 

Finally, in 1843 or 1844, the Resident punished those who refused 
to sign by farming the collection of their tenths to the Chinese. I t 
will be remembered, that it was partly to do away with the farm that 
the lands had been redeemed in 1828. (48) This system of punish
ment was still in use about 1858. (49) 

From 184? to 1861 the situation remained almost unchanged. 
In many cases no tenths were collected after about 1841. (50) So, 
at last till 1853, in every year the amount of land revenue received 
was much less than the cost of collecting it and paying the Pro
prietors. Between 1842 and 1852 the yearly receipts amounted to 
only a few hundred pounds, being sometimes less even than the costs 
of collection alone, which varied from £200 to £250. (51) Frequent 
complaints were made to India regarding the refusal of the raayats 
to accept titles and pay the tenth, and the inability of the Govern
ment to grant a clear title to purchasers, owing to the wording of 
the agreement of 1828. 

The Governor of the Straits also pointed out repeatedly that a 
survey of Malacca was a vital necessity. I t was impossible to 
estimate accurately the area and population of the interior, and 
districts existed which had never been visited by European 
officials. (52) The Malays however found the situation much to 

(47) J. I. A., II , 741-42. E. A. Blundell. 
(48) Ibid., 742. 
(49) Cavenagh, " Reminiscences,'' 266. 
(50) "Annual Report of the Administration of the Straits Settle

ments, 1861-62. " p. 17. 
(51) Braddell, " Statistics. ' ' 11. 
(52) J. I. A., II , 745. E. A. Blundell. Cavenagh, " Reminiscences'' 

262. 
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their liking. Since 1830 they had brought various tracts of jungle 
under cultivation; but as no survey had been made, and many 
raayats had refused to register their holdings or accept title deeds, 
the Government found it impossible to prove in Court that any piece 
of land had been occupied since 1830, even when it knew this to be 
the case. Much revenue was thus lost, because while land cultivated 
prior to 1830 paid a fixed and unchanging tenth, holdings taken 
up after that date were subject to a revision of the tenth every 
twenty years. (53) The only solution of the problem was a survey of 
Malacca by which the status of every person claiming to have title 
to land should be ascertained and declared. (54) 

Finally, in 1856 the Indian Government made an attempt to 
remedy the situation. A surveyor was appointed at Malacca (55) 
and in 1861 a Land Act was passed. The measure summarily 
settled the ridiculous claim of the Proprietors that the Government 
had merely rented their privileges by vesting the land in fee simple 
in the Grown. Since it was believed that they were willing to sell 
their annuities for fair compensation, the Governor of the Straits 
was empowered to negotiate with them. The greater number 
availed themselves of this offer. In the second place the Act pro
vided a scheme of survey and settlement, analogous to the Indian 
system, so as to ascertain and record the rights and liabilities of 
every cultivator. The surveyors were empowered to require the 
attendance of raayats and the production of documents, and to 
decide questions of title, subject to an appeal to the courts. Other 
provisions of the Act divided the landholders into two classes:— 

(1) Those who held their farms by Malay customary tenure 
were liable to the tenth in money or in kind. 

(2) All other cultivators were to be treated as squatters, 
without legal right to their holdings, and must either pay whatever 
rent the Government might fix, or vacate their farms. The vexed 
question of the alteration of the tenth in kind to a money rent was 
dealt with in a clause which empowered the Government to com
mute the tenth to an immediate payment and an annual quit-rent. 
The Malacca Land Department drew up a scale of assessment for 
the land-tax very favourable to the raayats, which relieved them 
from the oppression of the Chinese farmer. Provision for the 
future growth of agriculture was made by empowering the Straits 
Government to dispose of the Waste Lands at its discretion, either 
in perpetuity or for any term of years and subject to any quit-rent 
agreed on with the purchasers. The Malay custom of taking up 
Waste Land and acquiring a proprietary right over it by cultivation 
was abolished. Every raayat however was allowed to increase his 
holding by obtaining from the Government Waste Land adjoining 

(53) J . R . A . S . S . B . , XIII , 161. Maxwell. 
(54) Ibid. 
(55) Braddell, " Statistics. " 37. 
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his farm in the ratio of one part of jungle to every four of land 
cultivated by him.(56) 

Maxwell, the leading authority of Malayan land-tenures, con-
sidered that if this Act had been properly carried out by the local 
officials, it should have settled the land problem of Malacca 
satisfactorily.(57) Owing to the Malacca Land Department it did 
not. While a fairly good survey was made of the coastal region, 
(about one-fourth of the settlement), no complete survey was 
made of the whole Territory; and on the departure of Quinton, the 
Surveyor-General, in 1867. systematic work in Malacca came to 
an end.(58) Furthermore the Land Department, undeterred by its 
failure in 1830-60, still tried to make the raayats sign their land-
leases, although the Act distinctly aimed at making them pay 
their regular annual rental whether they had signed title deeds 
or not.(59) This of course roused the opposition of the Malays. 
They also resisted the application of the Act, partly from Oriental 
dislike of change, and partly because they believed that the new 
arrangement would benefit the Government and injure them. 
This impression Governor Cavenagh thought, was " n o doubt 
mainly caused by reports circulated by the Revenue farmers " 
Chinese who had profited by the old order of things.(60) More
over, as in former years, the raiyats were reluctant to abandon the 
tenth in kind for the payment of a fixed rent in money. (61) 

The result of these various factors was the failure of the Act 
of 1861. The Malays refused to sign leases, they evaded the 
payment of the tenth, and they opened up new waste lands in 
defiance of the provisions of the Act. The situation was accurately 
described in a speech of Braddell at the Straits Legislative Council 
in 1882. 

" The cultivators, finding themselves better off under the 
Pengulus, with whom (when they had no written titles 
registered in the (Land) Office, and followed by regular de
mands for the rent expressed in the title deed), they were 
able to evade payment of the tenths, still refused to take titles, 
and continued to occupy old lands and to open up other lands 
with impunity, owing to the weakness of the Land Department, 
which was provided- with so few, and such inefficient officers, 
that there was no regular supervision, and when any person 
was found encroaching on the Crown Lands he was all ready 
with the excuse that the land was prescriptive tenant land."(62) 

(56) J . R A . S . S . B , XIII, 16162, W. E. Maxwell. Braddell. "Sta-
tistics," 55-56. Cavenagh, "Reminiscences,'' 265-66. 

(57) J. R. A. S. S. B., XIII, 162. 
(58) J. R. A. S. S. B., XIII, 162. W. E. Maxwell. Straits Settlements 

Administration Reports, 1860-61. (pp. 21-22). and 1862-63 (pp. 12-13,34). 
(59) J. R. A. S. S. B., XJII, 162. W. E. Maxwell. 
(60) Cavenagh. " Reminiscences." 266. 
(61) S. S. Administration Report, 1862-63, pp. 12-13, 34. 
(62) " Proceedings of the Straits; Settlements Legislative Council, 

1882." p. 68. 
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One of the principal objects of the Act of 1861 had been to 
end this practice; but the failure to make a complete survey 
defeated this aim, since the number and extent of the holdings 
existing in 1861 were not ascertained. I t was therefore impossible 
to check the encroachments on the Waste Lands which were made in 
subsequent years 

The Malacca land-problem was still unsolved a quarter of a 
century after the passage of the Act of 1861, Sir William Maxwell's 
comments on the situation as it existed in 1884, the date at which 
he wrote, showed that from the point of view of obtaining revenue, 
the position of the Government was not much better than it had 
been in 1830. The fundamental cause of the trouble he ascribed 
to this, that the Malayan system of land tenure and revenue in 
Malacca had never been properly ascertained and codified. As a 
result it had always been, and in 1884 still was, more or less 
unworkable under English law.(63) The situation was still what 
Fullerton feared it might become when he wrote his prophetic 
Minute of 1829 already quoted. Owing to the absence of a survey, 
the condition was steadily extended over the Waste Lands. To 
quote Maxwell again: 

"though the native revenue system cannot be satisfactorily 
worked, for want of power to exact the tenth, the officials 
have been unable to oblige the people to adopt the English 

tenure, because lands, really only recently brought under 
cultivation, cannot always be proved not to be old holdings 
under the native tenure." (64) 

This concludes the history of the Malacca land problem, so far 
as it lies within the scope of this thesis. I t was born of miscon
ception, it lived in travail and tribulation, and it closed in failure. 
Consistent throughout, it was one unending chronicle of excellent 
intentions and faulty execution, of disappointed hopes and con
tinual losses—the most depressing chapter in the history of British 
Malaya. 

(63) J. R. A. S. S. B., XIII , 166. W. E. Maxwell. 
(64) J. R. A. S. S. B., XIII , 166. W. E. Maxwell. 
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CHAPTER. VII . 

The Naning War, 1831-32. 

Apart from the perennial land problem, the Naning War was 
the only event of importance in the history of Malacca during the 
period 1824  to 1867 . The episode was an egregious blunder. 
Hasty action based on insufficient and incorrect information led 
to two military expeditions whose exploits bordered on the farcical. 
The result was that after nine months' campaign twelve hundred 
Indian troops overcame a few hundered badly-armed Malays, and 
obtained for the Company an annual revenue of perhaps $100 at 
a cost of £100,000. While the disloyal intrigues of Dutch 
merchants at Malacca were partly responsible for the war, an 
almost equal share of the blame must be borne by Fullerton, the 
Governor of the Straits Settlements, and Lewis, the Superintendent 
of Lands at Malacca. 

Naning was a small inland state of about 200  square miles, 
between Rembau and  Malacca Territory, and  only about ten miles 
from the town of Malacca. By  the  census of  1829 the population 
was estimated at 4875 Malays, of whom some 1200' were men able 
to bear-arms.(1) Crawfurd described it as " a poor unprofitable 
possession, for the most part covered with jungle."(2) I t produced 
rice, tin and  such typical. Straits products as rattans, gambier and 
fruit. The annual revenue was about $3,000. (3) 

This little state was  one  of the first to be founded by the 
great influx of Malays from Menangkabau in Sumatra in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and  was one of the earliest 
members of the  loose confederacy which later became known as 
the Negri Sembilan. Like its neighbours, it acknowledged the 
suzerainty of the Sultan of Johore. (4) During the eighteenth 
century Naning became virtually independent of Johore, like the 
other principalities in Negri Sembilan; and in 1757 the Sultan of 
Johore ceded his nominal rights of suzerainty to the Dutch. (5) 

Over a century earlier however Naning had  become to some 
extent a Dutch dependency. How complete the  subjection was 
is still uncertain, owing to the  ravages of time and  White ants 
in the Dutch records at Malacca. The evidence which is available 
however seems to prove that it was more nominal than real. In 

(1) S.S.R, Vol. 169: Aug. 8, 1829. 
(2) Crawfurd, " Descriptive Dictionary,'' 290. 
(3) Moor "Notices of the India Archipeligo," article by Lieutenant 

Newbold, 246-54. 
.(4) Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: Notes on Negri Sembilan," 12. 

(5) J. R. A. S. S. B., LXVI, 75. Muller. 
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1643 a Dutch force invaded Naning and obtained a treaty by which 
the Malays bound themselves to pay a yearly tribute of one tenth 
of their produce. The chiefs were to come annually to Malacca 
to do homage, and were to accept Dutch advice in carrying on the 
government. Despite this treaty however, the Dutch of Malacca 
seem to have lived in no small dread of the " traitorous and 
merciless Menangkahows."(6) In the eighteenth century the 
chieftainships became hereditary in the family of Abdul Said, the 
ruler against whom the war of 1831-32 was fought; hut each chief 
before his accession was confirmed by the Dutch.(7) 

In spite of the Dutch rights their suzerainty was apparently 
much more nominal in pra'ctice than in theory. The Malays 
bitterly resented the necessity of paying a tenth of their crops as 
tribute, and the Dutch found themselves unable to coiled by 
peaceful means more than a small fraction of the full amount. 
They did not attempt to enforce their legal rights by conquering 
Naning, because they saw that no revenue which could possibly 
be obtained from such a small and poor state would repay the cost 
of a war. About 1765 the Dutch commuted the tenth TO a nominal 
yearly tribute, of 400 gantangs or quart measures of paddy, about 
one thousandth of the total crops. (8) Braddell, a Straits official 
who made a careful study of the Dutch records at Malacca, believed 
that they rarely interfered with the internal government of Naning, 
which was exclusively managed, even to matters of life and death, 
by its Malay chiefs. In support of his contention Braddell pointed 
out the significant fact that while the whole of Malacca Territory 
was granted out to the Proprietors, none of Naning was thus 
treated.(9) Wilkinson agrees with Braddell's opinion of the Dutch 
position in Naning. (10) In short, while the Dutch described 
Naning as part of Malacca Territory, in practice they seem to have 
contented themselves witih a nominal suzerainty. At the same 
time the legal rights given to the Dutch by the treaty of 1643 to 
control the administration and receive the full tenth continued to-
exist on paper. The mistake made by Governor Fullerton and his 
Council was that they failed to realize that these rights had become 
obsolete from long disuse, so that the Malays had forgotten that 
they had ever existed. 

During the first British occupation of Malacca, from 1795 to-
1818, Naning was regarded as part of the conquered territory but 
little attention was paid to it except that in 1801 a treaty was 
made with Abdul Said, the new Penghulu or chief of Naning, by 
Colonel Taylor, the British Resident at Malacca. By this engage-

(6) Begbie, "Malay Peninsula, ' ' 51-59. Newbold, "Stra i t s o f 
Malacca," I, 198-222. 

(7) Ibid., I, 235-36. Begbie, "Malay Peninsula,' ' 60-62. 
(8) S. S. and P., Vol. 363, Nov. 25, 1831, No. 69-70. J. R. A. S. S. B . , 

X I I I , 98. W. E. Maxwell. 
(9) J. I. A., N . S . I, 198-200. T. Braddell. 
(10) Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: Notes on Negri Sembilan," 26-27. 
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ment Naning promised that it would be faithful and obedient, 
would commit no act of hostility against the Company, and would 
trade only with Malacca. Article I I I distinctly affirmed the light 
of the British to receive a tenth of all produce, although on account 
of the poverty of the people it was commuted to a yearly payment 
of 400 gantangs of paddy, (the same tribute which the Dutch had 
received). This was to be paid as a token of submission when 
the Penghulu or one of his chiefs came to Malacca to pay his 
annual homage.(11) I t was also declared that whenever the post 
of Penghulu became vacant, the British could either confirm the 
Malay candidate or appoint some other person instead. This treaty 
was later regarded by Governor Fullerton as a clear proof that 
Naning was an integral part of Malacca; but Braddell took an 
opposite view. He contended that it showed that "Naning was 
treated rather as a protected state than as part of Malacca, as the 
European governments in these countries do not make treaties with 
their own subjects."(12) The Penghulu "continued to exercise 
exclusive jurisdiction in Naning, even to the power of life and 
death as before, till 1807." when Farquhar, the British Resident 
at Malacca, deprived him of the power of passing the death sentence. 
Apart from this no change was made. (13) There appears to be no 
evidence to show that the Penghulu or his chiefs came to Malacca 
during this period to pay their yearly homage. 

Matters remained in this condition until 1827, when Governor 
Fullerton began his investigations into the land questions of 
Malacca. Territory. His attention was naturally attracted to 
Naning, and since little was known about it he ordered Lewis, the 
Superintendent of Lands at Malacca, to make inquiries into 
its status, and the form of land-tenure prevailing there. (14) Lewis 
was the well-intentioned evil genius of the Naning War. An 
examination of the Straits records from 1828 to 1831 shows that 
he was one of the warmest advocates of the full exercise of every 
British legal right in Naning. He was also stirred to indignation 
by the tyranny which the Penghulu practised upon his subjects, 
and urged British intervention to protect them. He completely 
misjudged the Malays' attitude for he believed that there would 
be no resistance, and that they would welcome liberation from their 
tyrant. As a matter of fact, this was the very last thing they 
wanted, and they fought hard to prevent it. Lewis unfortunately 
had great influence with the Governor, and his advice overbore the 
opinions of the members of the Penang Council, who opposed the 
rigorous enforcement of the Company's legal rights. (15) The 

(11) Aitchison, " Treaties, ' ' I, 395-96. 
(12) J. I. A., New Series: I, 199: Braddell. 
(13) Ibid., 199. 
(14) S .S .R. , Vol. 172: July 5, 1827. Fullerton's Minute. S . S . B . , 

Vol. 116: Feb. 28, March 7 and March 13, 1827. 
(15) For Lewis ' character and influence v. especially his despatches 

in S. S. R., 169; passim, and B. Pol., Bange 126. Vol. 4 : Oct. 23, 1829. 
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personality of Governor Fullerton seems also to have much influence 
in shaping the course of the negotiation with Naning . Fullerton 
was a man of vigorous and determined character, who preferred an 
aggressive to a passive policy Whenever possible. He was also 
something of a legalist: once he had ascertained that the Dutch 
had possessed certain theoretical rights, he regarded it as sufficient 
reason for the Company to exercise them; and he waved aside as 
irrelevant the fact that they had not heen enforced for an indefinite 
period. Another factor which contributed largely to the Council's 
mistaken policy was insufficient information. Lewis began his 
investigations into the status of Naning in 1827, but his final 
report was not submitted until March 11, 1829.(10) Meanwhile 
the Council had to decide on its policy by means of the partial 
reports which he submitted from time to time. Unfortunately his 
information was not only incomplete, but was also misleading. 
In 1831, after the war had broken out, Ibbetson, Fullerton's 
successor, had the Dutch records reexamined. He then found that 
Lewis and Fullerton had been mistaken in contending that Nailing 
was an integral part of Malacca Territory, and was fully under 
British sovereignty. Fullerton's opponents on the Penang Council 
were shown to have been correct when they opposed the Governor's 
policy. (17) If the facts discovered in 1831 had come to light three 
years earlier, the Naning War would never have occurred. 

Abdul Said, the Penglulu of Naning, was not the man to 
submit to the curtailment of his powers. He enjoyed the reputation 
of being a man of unusual sanctity, both among his own people and 
the Malays of the neighbouring states. Arrogant and ambitious, he 
exploited the veneration of the Malays, and aped the titles and 
Practices of Mansur Shah, the great fifteenth century Sultan under 
whom the Empire of Malacca had reached the height of its 
glory. (18) Furthermore Abdul Said was deceived to his own un
doing by designing counsellors, some of whom were Dutch 
merchants of Malacca. They encouraged him to refuse the demands 
of the Company, persuading him that Fullerton's orders were the 
irresponsible actions of a subordinate official, whose superiors would 
never allow him to go to war. They wished to bring on a war, be
cause of the great profit which they would make by selling stores 
to the troops. ( l 9) 

The first important discussion of the status of Naning took 
place at a meeting of the Penang Council on January 30, 1828. 
Lewis submitted a report on the Dutch archives so far as he had 
examined them. The irreconcilable division of opinion as to the 
position of Naning, which continued throughout the next three 
years, manifested itself at this first meeting. Garling, the Resident 

(16) S. S.R., 169:. March 11, 1829. 
(17) B. S. and P . , -363: Nov. 25, 1831, No. 69-70. 
(18) Begbie, " M a l a y Peninsula," 61-62, 150, 157. 
(19) S. S. R., 169: Ju ly 18, 1829. J . I . A., N. S., I , 216, T. Braddel l . 
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Councillor of Malacca, argued that the evidence, incomplete though 
it was, " rather favours the independence of Naning." He could 
see no ground on which the Company could claim the sovereignty, 
demand the tenth, or extend the jurisdiction of the Recorder's Court 
to Naning. Fullerton was convinced that Nailing was as completely 
under British sovereignty as Malacca Territory. Far from being 
a tributary ruler, the Penghulu was, like the other Penghulus of 
Malacca Territory, a petty revenue and police officer for his own 
district. The Governor believed that the Company had full right 
to levy the tenth, and to extend to Naning the jurisdiction of the 
Recorder's Court. For the time being however he decided to let 
matters remain as they were, and to refrain from attempts to levy 
the tenth or assert the Court's jurisdiction. (20 ) 

For several months this policy was adhered to ; but in July 1828 
Lewis, the Superintendent of Lands at Malacca, urged that for 
financial reasons Naning should no longer be exempt from the 
tenth. The tenth levied on the crops of Malacca Territory was 
collected when the Malays brought their produce to the town of 
Malacca for sale. The crops of Naning came to the same market,, 
and it was hard to distinguish between them. In consequence, 
much Malacca produce was likely to escape the tax. Furthermore 
he estimated the Naning tenth to be worth abort $4500 a year, a 
welcome addition to the revenue. He therefore advised that small 
pensions be given to the Penghulus and minor chiefs of Naning, to 
induce them to act as the Company's local revenue-officers. (21) 
This despatch persuaded Fullerton to alter his Naning policy, 
owing to Lewis' representations that Naning could be brought under 
the same system of administration as Malacca Territory by amicable 
arrangements with the Penghulu. (22) The Governor therefore 
directed that Lewis should levy the tenth on Naning, and that small 
pensions should be given to the Penghulu and Sukus (the four 
assistant-chiefs). In return they were to perform the duties of 
the other penghulus in Malacca Territory, viz., to collect the tenth 
and maintain order in their own districts. (23) 

Lewis was sent to Naning to carry out the desired arrange
ments. The Penghulu and the other, chiefs were anxious that their 
jurisdiction should not be interfered with, and were strongly opposed 
to the tenth. Lewis held out no hopes of their prayers being 
granted. He discovered that the raayats were ground down by an 
incredible degree of tyranny and oppression, and felt " persuaded, 
that the inhabitants will quietly acquiesce in the order."(24) On 

(20)  S. S.R., 168: Jan. 30, 1828. S. S. R,, 130: Aug. 24, 1829. 
(21) S. S.R., Vol. 168: July 24, 1828. 
(22) S .S .R. , Vol. 130: Aug. 24, 1829. Ibid., 184: Latters to the 

Directors of April 18 and May 2, 1829. B. Pol., Range 126, Vol. 4 : 
Oct. 23, 1829, Nos. 2-5. 

(23) S .S .R. , Vol. 124: Aug. 14, 1828. Ibid., 168: Aug. 25, 1828. 
(24) Ibid., 169: January, 1829. Ibid., 168: Oct. 10, 1828. Lewis" 

Report. 
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November 10, 1828 the Straits Government approved Lewis' com
munications to the Penghulu. (25) 

Lewis himself was too much' occupied with the Malacca land-
settlement to return to Naning, but he sent his agents to collect the 
tenth. They met with such opposition that they asked that sepoys 
might be sent for their protection. There was a division of opinion 
in the Penang Council on the advisability of sending troops, some 
of the members being as before far from convinced that the Company 
had any right to levy the tenth. I t was decided that the Land 
Department should try to persuade the people to pay, but should 
not use troops to compel them. If the Malays refused to do so, 
the matter was to be left in abeyance until the arrival of Fullerton 
a t Malacca in a few weeks' time.(26) Braddell considered that 
" this delay and hesitation had a bad effect, as it inflamed the mind 
of the Penghulu, and laid the foundation for the resistance which 
wa s afterwards experienced." (27) 

Shortly before this time, in December 1828, an event occurred 
which made the Governor and Lewis still more determined to bring 
Naning under the complete control of Malacca. A murder was 
committed in Naning, and the Penghulu vindicated the ends of 
justice by fining the family of the victim.(28) The Penang Council 
regarded his action as illegal, since at various times the Dutch had 
forbidden the Penghulus of Naning to try cases of murder, and in 
1807 Farquhar, the Resident of Malacca, had repeated the pro
hibition. (29)  No action was taken however, because it would pro
bably have led to further injury to the famity of the murdered man, 
since the Company had no officials in Naning; but the Penghulu 
was informed that in future such cases must be tried at Malacca. (30) 

On February 2, 1829, another meeting of the Council was held 
to decide what policy should be adopted in view of the refusal to 
pay the tenth and the Penghulu's usurpation of judicial func
tions.(31) The only result was to reaffirm the sharp cleavage of 
opinion which had already shown itself, and to make it evident that 
no one knew the exact relation in which Naning stood to Malacca. 
Both Garling and Anderson, members of Council with much greater 
experience of Malaya than the Governor, were inclined to believe 
that the records might not tell the whole story. They felt that as 
in many Malayan states, the chief might possess certain customary 
or understood powers which had never been enshrined in a legal 

(25) Ibid., 168: Nov. 10, 1828. 
(26) Ibid., 169: J a n . 6, Feb . 11, and March 11, 1829. 
(27) J . I. A. N. S., I, 201. T. Braddell. 
(28) S. S. R., Vol. 168: Dee. 11, 1828. 
(29) Newbold, " S t r a i t s of M a l a c c a , " Vol. I, 213-14, 217-19, 225. 

S.S.R. , 168: Dec. 11, 1828. S. S. R., 125: Dec. 30. 1828. 
(30) Ibid., 168: Dec. 26, 1828. B. Pol . Range 126, Vol, 4 : Oct 23, 

1829, Nos. 2-5. 
(31) S. S. R., 127: Feb . 2, 1829. Ibid., 169: Feb . 11, 1829. Ibid. , 

184 : Let ters to Directors of April 18 and May 2, 1829. 
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document, but which were none the less genuine. They doubted 
whether the Company had the right to levy the tenth, or to extend 
the jurisdiction of the Straits Court over Naning. Even if the 
chiefs' powers were usurped, it would appear that they had been 
enjoyed for about a century without interference from either the 
Dutch or British beyond " a trifling or merely nominal tribute." 
Allowance should therefore be made for the chiefs' recalcitrance, 
and for their objections to a policy " which would at once deprive 
them of all the authority hitherto possessed by them, and level 
them with the common stipendiary officers of p o l i c e . . . . . .in the 
Malacca District." 

Fullerton refused to consider anything except the actual 
documentary evidence which Lewis had collected. From this he 
concluded that Naning was an integral part of Malacca Territory, 
entirely subject to the Company's sovereignty, and the Penghulu 
a glorified villiage headman. Whatever additional powers he might 
be exercising were due not to "the supposed existence of certain 
hereditary feudal rights." but to usurpation. The Governor pro
posed to take away these " usurped " powers, and retain the Peng
hulu and his four Sukus in office as revenue collectors and constables 
in their own districts. Pensions might perhaps be given them by 
way of compensation; but if they proved disobedient, or unwilling 
to serve under the new conditions, they would be dismissed, and 
others appointed. This policy was not to be enforced immediately; 
but the raayats were to be informed that the Penghulu no longer 
possessed jurisdiction over them, and encouraged to appeal to the 
Courts. I t could then be settled whether it was the Company or 
the Penghulu who possessed the rights of jurisdiction and of levying 
the tenth. 

In March 1829 Lewis submitted the final report on his in
vestigations of the Dutch archives, and another meeting of the 
Council was held. The report convinced Fullerton that his previous 
convictions were correct, and that his colleagues were in the wrong. 
He decided however to leave the existing state of affairs unaltered 
until the death of Abdul Said, and to refer the question of the tenth 
to the Directors. (32) A despatch was sent detailing the difference 
of opinion which existed in the Council, and asking the Directors to 
decide whether Naning was an integral part of Malacca, and there
fore subject to the tenth and to the jurisdiction of the Court. In 
the meantime the collection of the tenth was suspended. (33) 

During Fullerton's visit to Malacca he summoned Abdul Said 
to meet him, but the Penghulu refused to come. The Governor was 
now forced to return to Penang to meet the Governor-General of 
India, the Penghulu still remaining recalcitrant. (34) In May 
Abdul Said advanced a step further in his opposition to the Govern-

(32) Ibid., 169: March 11, 1829. 
(33) Ibid. , 184: Le t te rs to the Directors of April 18 and May 2,1829. 
(34) - Ibid., 169: March 11 and 20, and May 18, 1829. 
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nient, and began covertly to impede the process of taking the census, 
and to other attempts of the Land Department to intervene in the 
internal administration of Naning.(35) By the Governor's orders 
Church, the Deputy-Resident of Malacca, was sent to Naning in 
July 1829, with a guard of sepoys. A body of troops was also 
held in readiness. He was instructed to tell the Penghulu that 
disobedience would entail his deposition, and to insist that the 
census be taken. Abdul Said was to be reassured if possible that 
the Company had no desire to interfere with his personal liberty; 
but he was to be told that Naning was an integral part of Malacca, 
subject to the same regulations. For the time being the collection 
of the tenth was deferred, but no guarantee was given that this-
policy would be continued. Church was also instructed not to 
agitate the vexed question of the Court's jurisdiction, and the eon-
sequent continuance or otherwise of the chiefs' hitherto sovereign 
authority. He was to inform the Penghulu that the Company 
Would not interfere needlessly in Naning, but that if it were com
pelled to do so he must obey. (36) 

Church's mission was on the whole satisfactory. He reported 
that there was reason to believe that the Penghulu's insubordination 
had been chiefly caused by inhabitants of Malacca, who took every 
opportunity of deluding him with exaggerated stories of the in
tentions of Government, until he became terrified, fearing that his 
liberty was in danger. Church believed that he had succeeded in 
allaying Abdul Said fears. The Penghulu was also dissatisfied 
because he feared that the Recorder's Court intended to destroy his 
authority by taking away his judicial powers. Should this be at
tempted, Church anticipated resistance, since the Malays' veneration 
for him was so great that they would rise to a man. Temporarily 
however, good relations were reestablished, the Government's orders 
were obeyed, and the census taken. So complete was the change 
that Church was able to travel through Naning and collect much 
information, which he submitted with his report. (37) Fullerton 
was unable to revisit Malacca until October 19, 1829; and by that 
time the efforts of the Penghulu's evil advisers had succeeded in 
undoing the good results of Church's mission. Abdul Said refused 
to come to Malacca, and meet the Governor, thereby putting himself 
in open opposition to the Company. He also sent embassies to the 
adjacent states, and prepared for war. Fullerton collected an ex
peditionary force to invade Naning; but at the last moment he 
contermanded it since the dissentient members of the Council 
refused to agree with him. They were still unconvinced that the 
Penghulu was so entirely subject to the Company or that his con
duct warranted an invasion, and they recommended negotiations. 

(35) Ibid., 129: May 18, 1829. 
(36) Ibid., 169: June 22 and 25, 1829. Ibid., 129: June 8 and July 

7 1829 
(37) B. Pol. Range 126, Vol. 4: Oct. 23, 1829. S. S. R. Vol. 169: 

July 11 and July 18, 1829. Ibid., 130: August 18, 1829. 
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The Governor laid the matter before the Supreme Government, 
expecting a reply within two months. The Indian Government 
however referred it to the Director's, so that almost two years 
elapsed before an answer was received. (38) 

The change of policy made war inevitable. The destination 
of the force had been well known, and wThen the -attack was counter
manded Abdul Said interpreted it as a sign of weakness. Braddell 
commented as follows. 

" The English power had not been directly exercised in 
these seas for ages. I t had been taken on trust, as reflected 
from India and very recently from Burmah; and now on the 
first appearance of opposition the authorities hesitated. That 
this hesitation arose from any cause but fear, was not con
sidered for an instant as possible, and in consequence, 
the Penghulu became so elevated that he threw off 
the air of reserve and respectful assistance which he had 
hitherto worn."(30) 

I t was not long before Abdul Said signalised his new attitude 
hy openly flouting the Company. In October 1830 he seized the 
fruit of certain trees claimed by Inche Surin, a Malay Proprietor in 
Malacca Territory who had recently transferred his holding to the 
Government under Fullerton's land-redemption scheme of 1828. 
Inche Surin's holding lay outside the boundaries of Naning, and 
there were documents to show that Surin's ancestors had held it 
from at least as early as 1723. Abdul Said however claimed the 
particular trees and the ground on which they stood, and when the 
Straits Government ordered him to withdraw he refused to obey. 
Had the Court been sitting at the time, this open and contemptuous 
defiance would have at once precipitated a crisis, since when judge
ment had been given, the administration must have protected the 
officers of the court sent to evict the Penghulu's followers. As it 
happened however the Recorder had left for England, and no 
successor had yet arrived. Moreover the Directors' reply to Fuller-
ton's despatch of 1829 had not been received, and the Penang 
Presidency had recently been abolished. Ibbetson, the new 
Governor could not undertake so heavy a responsibility as the 
ejection would involve without orders from India, and therefore no 
active steps were taken. (40) 

The despatch from the Directors with instructions regarding 
the policy to be pursued towards Nailing was not received until the 
following year, 1831. The Directors' letter, which was dated June 
2, 1830, supported Fullerton's view that the Company possessed 
sovereign rights over Nailing. I t was therefore subject to the levy 

(38) J. I .A.N.S., I, 203-4. T. Braddell. The original documents 
untraceable in the Straits Settlements and Bengal Archives. 

(39) J . I . A . N . S . , I, 204. T. Braddell 
(40) Ibid., 204. Begbie, "Malay Peninsula," 160-61. B. Pol., Range 
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of the tenth and to the jurisdiction of the Straits Court. To avoid 
the possibility of war however the Directors approved Fullerton's 
policy of not insisting upon these rights for the time being. (41) 

On January 17, 1831, Ibbetson wrote to the Supreme Govern
ment that it was now too late to follow the Directors' instructions to 
preserve peace by remitting the tenth during Abdul Said's lifetime. 
His successful defiance would encourage the natives of Malacca to-
refuse to pay the tenth, and furthermore the concession would be-
useless, since he had now gone too far to retreat, and had been 
obdurate to all the Government's overtures. Ibbetson advised that 
troops be sent into Naning to collect the tenth, and put an end once-
and for all to the Penghulu's disobedience, a course to which he 
believed the Malays would offer no resistance. (42) The Supreme 
Government replied on April 2, 1831, giving the Governor discretion 
to act as he thought best.(43) A last unsuccessful attempt was 
made to persuade the Penghulu to give way but he refused all 
terms short of actual independence. (44) 

Preparations were then, in July 1831, publicly made at Malacca 
for the despatch of an expedition to Taboh, Abdul Said's capital. 
No serious resistance was (anticipated. So the force consisted only 
of 150 sepoys, and two six-pounders drawn by bullocks. The troops-
were almost entirely ignorant of the topography of Naning, and 
were too weak to leave detachments to keep open the line of com
munications.  Naning proved to be an undulating country covered 
with dense jungle except in the valleys, where the sepoys had to 
wade through marshes and rice-swamps. There were no roads,  
and only an occasional path so narrow that hours of work were 
required to get the guns along. The Malays followed their usual 
tactics of refusing a pitched battle; but harassed the column from 
ambush, and finally cut the line of communications. Supplies ran 
short, and the troops retreated to Malacca. The Malays attacked 
the retreating column, felling great trees across the path, and the 
two guns had to be spiked and abandoned. (45) 

The British defeat was in large part due to the assistance 
which the Penghulu had received from Rembau, a small state in 
the Negri Sembilan which lay on the borders of Naning. Abdul 
Said had deceived Raja Ali, its ruler, into believing that the 
Company intended to conquer Rembau as soon as Naning had 
been overcome. Accordingly Raja Ali sent his son-in-law Saiyid 
Shaaban, and several hundred Malays, to help the Penghulu. (46) 

(41) Public Let ters to Bengal, 1830-31. Vol 14: J u n e 2, 1830, No. 18. 
(42) B . Pol., Range 126, Vol. 2 7 : April 2 , 1831. 
(43) Ibid. 
(44) Bengal Secret and Polit ical Consultation, Vol. 362: Oct. 14,. 

1831, Nos. 16 and 21. 
(45) Begbie, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 162-89. B . S. and P . , 362: Oct. 

14, 1831, Nos. 16 and 17. 
(46) Ibid., No. 17. Ibid. , 363 : Nov. 25, 1831, No. 71. Begbie r 

" M a l a y Peninsula," 162-79. 
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So startled was the Governor of the Straits Settlements at this 
unexpected event that he at first believed that he was faced by a 
confederacy of all the neighbouring states. (47) There seems to 
be no evidence however that Naning was joined by any state except 
Rembau. Ibbetson asked for reinforcements, and for permission 
to form an alliance with Rembau in order to detach it from its 
ally.(48) 

This unexpected reverse also stimulated the Straits Govern
ment to further researches into the Malacca Archives. The results 
were enlightening, but not altogether pleasant, since they showed 
the policy of Fullerton and Lewis had been in the wrong, while 
t h a r critics Garling and Anderson had been correct. I t was dis
covered that by about 1765 the Dutch had decided that it was too 
expensive to conquer Naning in order to exact the tenth, and had 
commuted it into a small annual tribute. When the British 
attempted to collect the full tenth the Malays looked on it as a 
breach of faith, and feared that after Naning had been conquered 
the same tax would be levied upon the adjacent states. As a result 
Rembau joined Naning in resisting the British attack. (40) 

When the Indian Government learned that the blunders of the 
Straits administration had provoked an expensive and unprofitable 
war, it took no pains to conceal its displeasure. Ibbetson's pro
posal to form an alliance with Rembau was approved and the 
necessary reinforcements were sent, since the Bengal Council 
realized that to restore British prestige the campaign had to be 
carried to a successful conclusion, " worthless as the object" was. 
"We have hitherto been entirely misled by the erroneous infor
mation in those Settlements, otherwise we should never have been 
drawn into this useless warfare for a worthless object. We cannot 
now in policy recede from it without establishing our supe
riority." (50) 

From September to January the rains made campaigning im
possible, and the time was spent in negotiations with Rembau. 
Raja Ali was finally convinced that the Company had no desire 
to attack him, and he realised that in the end it would win. On 
January 28, 1832, la treaty was made between the Company and 
Assurances were given that neither would attack the other, 
and the Company renounced whatever claims it might have 
had to suzerainty over Rambau by virtue of the old Dutch rights. 
Rembau was thus recognized as an independent sovereign state. In 

(47) B. S. and P., 362: Oct. 14, 1831, No. 16. 
(48) B. S. and P., 363; Nov. 25, 1831, Nos. 69-70. 
(49) B. S. and P. Vol. 363: Nov. 25, 1831, Nos. 69-70. 
(50) Ibid., Nos. 74-77. B. S. and P. Vol. 366: June 4, 1832, Nos. 

17-22. B. S. and P. Vol. 367 : July 9, 1832, No. 1, 
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return Raja Ali withdrew his contingent from Naning whose force 
was thus reduced to about 600 men, and a few months later sent 
it to join the British troops. (51) 

In March 1832 the campaign reopened. From Malacca to 
Taboh, the capital of Naning, was twenty-two miles, for the last 
twelve of which there was no road. The strategy of Colonel 
Herbert, who commanded the British force, was not brilliant, 
though it was solid and slow. He cut a road 600 feet wide all the 
way to Taboh felling trees, burning the undergrowth, and filling 
up the swamps. The rate of advance was about three to four 
miles a month. The Malays rarely made a stand, contenting them
selves with harassing the covering parties who were sent into the 
jungle to protect the pioneers and convicts engaged in cutting the 
road. Neither side suffered much loss. The Penghulu's force 
never exceeded a few hundred at most, and was greatly inferior 
in numbers to the invaders who had 1200 to 1400 men; but Colonel 
Herbert, who might perhaps be charitably described as nervous, 
painted gloomy pictures of his perilous condition, harassed by 
"prodigious numbers" of the enemy, and with his force reduced 
to the defensive. At the end of April Saiyid Shaaban, the son-in-
law of Raja Ali, arrived with a force of Malays, and in a few 
weeks transformed the situation. Well-informed by his spies of 
the enemy's movements, he was able to capture their stockades 
when they were left temporarily undefended, owing to the Malays' 
habit of making periodical trips to their farms. In June Taboh 
was captured, Abdul Said and his chiefs took to flight, and the 
resistance of Naning collapsed.(52) The troops were gradually 
withdrawn, and by April 1834 the garrison of the Straits had been 
reduced to the same strength as before the war. (53) 

The Government was by no means anxious to retain Naning, 
since it was clear that the revenue would not equal the expenses 
for many years if ever.(54) The country was offered to Raja Ali 
of Rembau in return for his services, but he refused it, saying that 
he had enough land already and preferred to receive his reward in 
a more tangible form.(55) I t was therefore decided to make Naning 
an integral part of Malacca Territory, subject to the Recorder's 

(51) Begbie, " M a l a y P e n i n s u l a , " 155-59. Aitchison, " T r e a t i e s ' ' 
I , 415-20. J . I . A. I . N . S., 210. T. Braddell . B . S. and P . Vol. 363 : Nov. 
25, 1831, Nos. 23, 71, and 72. Ibid., 365: Feb . 20, 1832, Nos. 4-6. Ibid., 
366 : J u n e 4, 1832, No. 17. 

(52) B. S. and P . Vol. 366: April 30, 1832, Nos. 1-10, 13-16. Ibid., 
366 : J u n e 25, 1832, No. 6. Ibid., 367: Ju ly 9, 1832, Nos. 4 ff.  Ibid., 368: 
Sept. 3, 1832, No. 3. Ibid. , 368: Oct . l , 1832, No. 11. Begbie, " M a l a y 
P e n i n s u l a , " 200-260. Newbold, " S t r a i t s of M a l a c c a , " I , 195, 228-31. 
J . I . A. I . N. S., 208-214. T. Braddell . 

(53) B. S. and P . Vol. 369: Nov. 19, 1832, No. 6. B . Pol., Range 127, 
Vol. 13 : Apri l 3, 1834, No. 54 A. Newbold, " S t r a i t s of M a l a c c a , " I , 234. 

(54) B . Pol . Range 127, Vol. 24 ; Sept . 13, 1824. No. 19. Ibid., 29 : 
Aug. 24, 1835 Nos. 1-3. 
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Court and the tenth. The offices of Penghulu and Suku were 
abolished, and the country was placed under a Superintendent, who 
was a gentleman of Dutch descent in Malacca. He was assisted 
by fifteen village headmen, each of whom collected the faxes and 
maintained law and order in his own district. (56) 

Abdul Said fled on the fall of Taboh to the neighbouring 
states, but willingly surrendered on the promise of pardon. The 
Company gave him a house and gardens, a pension of Its. 100 
a month, and liberty to live freely in Malacca so long as he did 
not intrigue or try to run away.(57) By the unique expedient 
of involving the Company in a war which cost it £100,000 Abdul 
Said obtained an assured income of larger amount than he had 
ever had before. The Malays still regarded him with deep 
veneration, and the old man turned it to good account be setting 
up in business as a farmer, trader, and doctor. His ventures were 
successful, and in 1849 he died in the odour of sanctity. (58) I t 
is said that the generous treatment of Abdul Said did more to 
strengthen British influence in the Malay states than the successful 
issue of the war.(59) Save for a small revenue which did not 
cover the cost of administering Naning, this was all the Company 
had to show for an expenditure of £100,000. (60) 

(56) Ibid.. 2-7. Newbold, "St ra i t s of Malacca;" I, 232-35. J. I. A., 
N. S., I, 218. T. Braddell. 

(57) B. Pol. Range 127, Vol. 13: April 13, 1834, Nos. 55-56. India 
Political and Foreign Consultations, Range 198, Vol. 57: Oct. 27, 1849, 
No. 57. 

(58) J . I . A., IT, 733-34. E. A. Blundell. J . I. A., N. S., I, 216-17, 
T. Braddell. 

(59) Ibid., 217. 
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CHAPTER V I I I 

Anglo-Siamese Relations in the Malay Peninsula, 
1824-1867. 

During the first quarter of the nineteenth century the Gover
nors of Penang feared, and with reason, that a great part of the 
Malay Peninsula would come under the yoke of Siam. By about 
1800 Siam had completely recovered from the Burmese invasion 
and, more powerful perhaps than at any previous period of its 
history, at once resumed the traditional policy of establishing its 
supremacy over the Malay States of the Peninsula. Over some of 
them, as for example Kedah, the government of Bangkok could 
claim a vague but undeniable right of suzerainty, based on "ancient 
aggression and present power."(1) Siam was also determined how
ever to extent its authority over states like Perak and Selangor 
which had never been under its control. The policy of Siam was, 
in short, to conquer the whole Peninsula,(2) acting on the time-
honoured principle of Asiatic monarchies that the stronger has the 
right to subdue the weaker power. 

The East India Company was wedded to the policy of non
intervention in Malayan affairs, (3) and for as long as possible it 
refrained from interfering with Siam's designs. The logic of 
events however proved too strong for it, and at last the Company 
with great reluctance found itself compelled to intervene. The 
causes of this change of policy were twofold, the Siamese conquest 
of Kedah in 1821, and the unfair treatment of British merchants 
at Bangkok. 

Kedah, from its situation on the Siamese frontier, was 
naturally the first state to suffer from the policy of Bangkok. The 
Sultans were the allies of the Company, and between 1786 and 1821 
they frequently complained of the heavy and—as they said—un
precedented demands for men and supplies periodically made upon 
them. Owing to the weakness of Kedah they were unable to resist, 
and they pressed for the defensive alliance which they contended 
the Company had promised in return for the cession of Penang in 
1786. (4) The Supreme Government however denied that any 

(1) For an examination of the Siamese claims to Kedah v. chapter 
on Penang. 

(2) Burney MSS. D. IX. Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," 401-6. 
Anderson, "Malay Peninsula,' ' 14 and passim. 

(3) v., chapter on Native Policy. 
(4) For the history of Kedah's relations with the Company until 

1800 v. chapter on Penang. Anderson, "Malay Peninsula," 82-83. S. S. R., 
Vol. 83, the Sultan's letter to the Governor-General of India in 1810. 
Quoted by Swettenham, "British Malaya," 47-52. Burney MSS. D. IX 
and D. XXVI. 
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pledge to this effect had ever been given. I t felt that it could 
not interfere between a suzerain and a dependent state, and thereby 
encourage the Sultan "to renounce his vassalage." The Sultans' 
demands for an alliance were therefore rejected, and the Penang 
Council was forbidden to protect Kedah against Siam.( 5) At the 
same time it was authorised to negotiate with the government at 
Bangkok when it should judge the occasion propitious to secure 
a revision of the Siamese demands on Kedah " on principles of 
equity, with reference to the resources of the kingdom." (°) The 
Council did not avail itself of this permission. (7) 

In 1818 the Sultan of Kedah was compelled by Siam to conquer 
Perak and force it to send the Bunga Mas to Bangkok. This was 
an act of pure aggression, since Perak had always been entirely 
independent of Siam, and there was no cause of quarrel between 
it and Kedah. The object of the policy was to weaken both states 
so that they would fall an easy prey.(8) 

Three years later Kedah's own turn came. As long as the 
government at Bangkok feared that an attack on it might involve 
war with the British, Kedah was safe. Once assured however that 
there was nothing to fear in that quarter, there was no further 
hesitation. (9) The Sultan of Kedah had been remiss in sending 
the Bunga Mas, and he had not complied with various demands for 
supplies and money. He was also accused by his brother and other 
enemies of intriguing with Burma. The Sultan received orders to 
come to Bangkok and justify himself, but fearing for life he 
prudently refused to obey. (10) In 1821 a Siamese army made a 
sudden attack upon Kedah, and conquered it after a short campaign* 
The country was laid waste, and the atrocities committed were 
barbarous to a degree. Thousands of fugitives fled to Province 
Wellesley, while the Sultan himself escaped to Penang.( l 1) The 
Siamese pursued the refugees into Province Wellesley, but the 
despatch of a company of Sepoys sent the whole army hurrying 
back to Kedah.(12) The Raja of Ligor, the Siamese commander, 
sent an insolent letter to the Governor of Penang, demanding the 
surrender of the Sultan, with the veiled threat to attack the island 
unless he complied. (13) The Governor firmly refused, and there-

(5) Ibid., S. S. R., 66: June 22, 1818. Ibid. 83: Jan. 31, 1811. 
(6) Ibid., 81: Feb. 25, 1814. 
(7) Ibid., 66: June 22, 1818. Ibid., 83: Sept. 21, 1818. 
(8) Ibid., 66 June 22, 1818. J. I. A., IV, 108, Low. Anderson, 

"Malay Peninsula, " 83-85. For further proofs of Perak's independence 
of Siam. v. infra. 

(9) Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya,' ' 45-46. 
(10) Aitchison, " Treaties, " I, 388. Burney MS. D. XXVI. 
(11) S. S.R., 83: Nov. 28, 1821. Anderson, "Malay Peninsula, " 

4-5, 16-17. 
(12) Ibid., 7. S.S.R., 83: December 1821. 
(13) Ibid. 
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after the Raja was much more humble in his behaviour towards the 
Company. (14) 

The dethroned Sultan asked the Company to restore him, 
contending that it was bound to do so by the agreement under 
which it had secured Penang. (15) The Supreme Government was 
willing to assist him by negotiations with Siam, but it refused to 
restore him by force. The Sultan was too weak to regain his throne 
unaided, and finding that he could expect no armed assistance 
from the British, he began to intrigue with Burma. The Court 
of Ava eagerly embraced the opportunity of wresting Kedah from 
its ancient enemy, and preparations were made for a combined 
attack on Siam by Burma, Kedah, Selangor and other Malay states. 
In return Kedah was to become a tributary of Ava. The Penang 
Government learned of these negotiations and was greatly dis
pleased, since the Sultan had intrigued against Siam while under 
British protection, and also because Burma was regarded as an even 
less desirable neighbour than Siam. The Council sent the Raja 
of Ligor full information of the proposed attack.(16) Owing to 
this disclosure and to the Anglo-Burmese war which soon afterwards 
broke out, nothing came of these intrigues. The only result, as 
will he seen, was that they still further embittered the government 
of Siam against the Sultan, and destroyed whatever slight chance 
there might have been of its restoring him to his throne. 

While the restoration of the dethroned Sultan was one of the 
motives which led the Company to enter into political relations 
with Siam, this was far from being the most important cause. 
The reasons for the step were primarily economic. In the first 
place, the Penang Council was afraid that the Siamese conquest 
of Kedah would interfere with the food supply of Penang. The 
attempt to make the island self-supporting had failed, and it was 
dependent for the greater part of its food upon Kedah. The 
Council was always very sensitive to any change which seemed to 
threaten this source of supply, and it was greatly perturbed by the 
possibility that Siam might place obstacles in the way of obtaining 
food. The Malay government had been " at times froward and 
troublesome," but it was always " kindly disposed" and " easily 
dealt with." The Council seems greatly to have overrated the 
power of the Siamese, and it anticipated much trouble from them 
because, through their "insolence and haughtiness," they "could 
only be held in check by the strong arm of power." (17) 

The Council also wished to secure the revision of the Siamese 
commercial regulations, since they greatly hampered the develop
ment of trade. The commerce of Penang with Siam began about 
1817, and in 1820-21 was valued at $207,750, an increase of almost 

(14) Ibid. 
(16) S. S.R., 86: Oct. 17, 1822. Ibid., 94: Feb. 5, 1824. Bengal 

Political Consultations, Range 123, Vol. 30: Jan. 14 and Feb. 21, 1S23. 
(17) S. S.R., 81: passim. Ibjd., 83: Nov. 28, 1821. 
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39% in three years. The principal import from Siam was sugar, 
while the most important exports were opium and piece-goods (i.e. 
cotton and other cloths) from India. The Penang Council rightly 
judged that under more favourable customs regulations the irade 
was capable of great expansion. In addition to the direct trade 
with Bangkok, Penang had an important trade in tin with Perak, 
Patani, Ujong Salang, and other Siamese dependencies. Siam 
greatly hampered the trade with Ujong Salang, the principal source 
of supply, and the Penang Council wished to improve. conditions 
by sending a mission to Bangkok.(18) 

With the permission of the Supreme Government letters and 
presents were sent to Bangkok in 1818 and 1819 expressing the 
profound Veneration which affected the East India Company 
whenever it thought of the " Lord of the white Elephant ." and 
diplomatically suggesting a revision of the conditions under "which 
trade was carried on at Bangkok. (10) As a result of representa
tions from Penang the Government of India gave permission to 
send an envoy to Bangkok for commercial purposes only.(20) In 
1821 Phillips, the Governor of Penang, sent to Bangkok a Singa
pore merchant named Morgan, ostensibly as a private trader, but 
really as a secret agent of the Company to collect information and 
sound the Siamese ministers on the possibility of improving com
mercial relations. The Siamese were inordinately suspicious of 
Europeans, and it was felt that this mode of procedure was the 
least likely to awaken their hostility. (21) 

At the time of Morgan's despatch the Supreme Government 
was preparing to send a mission to Bangkok and Cochin-Chma. 
The envoy selected was John Crawfurd, a member of the Bengal 
[Medical Service who had been many years in the Fast Indies, 
and was one of the leading authorities of the day on Malayan 
affairs. (22) The objects of the mission were primarily commercial, 
the political aims, such as the restoration of the Sultan of Kedah, 
being emphatically minor points. In his Instructions io Crawfurd 
the Governor-General emphasized that the first object of the 
mission was to allay the " very general fear and distrust of 
Europeans, highly detrimental to the interests of commerce," which 
was "predominant" in the countries of Indo-China. Crawfurd 
was absolutely forbidden to ask for any of the privileges which had 
formed so important a part of the commercial treaties of the six
teenth, seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, such as the erection 
of forts or factories, extra-territorial jurisdiction, monopolies 
etc.(23) While the establishment of a good understanding was to 

(18) Ibid., 66: June 22, 1818. Ibid., 83: Dec 27, 1821. 
(19) Ibid., Vols. 66, 81 and 83: passim. 
(20) Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," 593. 
(21) S. S.R., 81: April 24, 1821. Ibid., 83: April 24, 1821. 
(22) For Crawfurd's career v. chapters on Singapore and on the 

Administration. 
(23) Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," Appendix B : 589-90. 
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be Crawfurd's principal object, he was to try and place commerce 
" on a defined and permanent footing, so as to expose the British 
traders to the least possible vexation." The Government of India 
wished for example to substitute a fixed and known scale of duties 
for the unknown and often exorbitant fees which were then levied. 
The Government wished to benefit not merely the trade of Penang, 
but also that of India and Great Britain, by reviving the extensive 
commerce which had existed in the seventeenth century  While 
it did not expect that this initial attempt would be entirely 
successful, it trusted that Crawfurd would make a beginning by 
removing the Siamese distrust and dislike of the British. (24) 

Crawfurd was also directed to collect as much information 
about Siam and Cochin-China as could be obtained without alarm
ing the Siamese. (25) For this purpose a surveyor and a botanist 
were attached to the mission. During the early part of the 
nineteenth century Indo-China was practically a " terra incognita," 
and in spite of every effort, the Supreme Government was told to 
supply its envoy with only the vaguest details. An incident told by 
Crawfurd throws a flood of light upon the ignorance regarding 
Indo-China which prevailed even in the best-informed circles. 
While at Penang he met the captain of a Siamese trading-ship, 
and gathered from him " more useful and practical knowledge 
than all he had before obtained from printed sources." (20) 

As to the restoration of the Sultan of Kedah, the Government 
left it entirely to Crawfurd's discretion whether the subject should 
be mentioned at all or not. I t was impressed upon him that the 
improvement of commercial relation must not be jeopardised by the 
introduction of matters distasteful to Siam. Should he however 
perceive a favourable opportunity for securing the Sultan's resto
ration " by a friendly and unostentatious representation " he was 
instructed to take advantage of it .(2 7) 

Before sending the mission the Governor-General asked the 
Penang Council to inform him of the objects which it thought 
desirable of attainment. In its Minute the Council concurred 
with the Supreme Government in regarding the restoration of 
the Sultan of Kedah as rather a minor matter to be mooted only 
if Crawfurd should judge that it would not endanger the 
establishment of improved commercial relations. The Penang 
Government regarded it as much more important to obtain from 
Siam a recognition of the Company's right to Penang. Since the 
island had been ceded by Kedah, it was clear that the grant was 
invalid, as Kedah was a dependency of Siam, and the Sultan's 
action had never been confirmed by his suzerain. The Minute 
emphasized however that the objects whose attainment the Council 

(24) Letters Received from Bengal, Vol. 86: Despatch to Directors of 
Nov. 23, 1821. Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam, " 133, 589-91, 595-96. 

(25) Ibid., 592-94. 
(26) Ibid., 11. 
(27) Ibid., 593-94. 
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"had most at heart were economic. These were the development of 
the growing commerce with Siam, and especially the tin-trade, by 
the revision of the customs regulation, and the continuance of the 
free importation of supplies from Kedah, " on which indeed the 
existence of this establishment almost depends."(28) 

Crawfurd's mission was almost a complete failure, apart from 
the fact that he obtained much information which was of great 
value in subsequent negotiations. He also secured a title of a sort 
to Penang with which he and the Supreme Government were much 
pleased. The reasoning by which Crawfurd convinced the Govern
ment and himself that the Company had obtained a clear title to 
Penang was sufficiently curious. Wherever possible, the Siamese 
Ministers avoided all reference to Penang, but when they were 
compelled to mention it they spoke of it as a British possession. 
Crawfurd was quite convinced that their acquiescence in the British 
occupation was prompted solely by the knowledge that they were 
powerless to prevent it. On the grounds however that the Company 
had for thirty-six years held undisputed possession of the island, 
and that the Siamese had not questioned the validity of the 
occupation. Crawfurd and the Supreme Government agreed that 
he had "established a virtual acknowledgment of our right of 
sovereignty in Penang." (29) 

Crawfurd tried to persuade the Siamese government to restore 
the Sultan of Kedah, but failed completely. The Ministers at
tempted to gain from him a promise that the Sultan should be 
handed over to them, and that the annual payment of $10,000 for 
Penang and Province Wellesley should in future be made to a 
Siamese nominee. Crawfurd utterly refused to agree, and declared 
that the Company would continue to protect the Sultan and to pay 
him the annual subsidy of $10,000. He also discovered that the 
conquest of Kedah in 1821 was due to the intrigues of the 
Prahklang, and of Prince Kromchiat, the leaders of the most 
powerful faction in Siam, in alliance with the influential Raja, 
or Governor, of the Siamese province of Ligor.(30) 

The most important result of Crawfurd's mission was the 
valuable information which he collected about the geography, 
population and resources of Siam, the character of the government, 
and the weakness of its power.(31) He was much impressed by 
the great field which it presented for British commerce; but he 
pointed out that trade would be very seriously handicapped by the 
corrupt policy of the Ministers. European commerce to Bangkok 
was under the control of the Prahklang, or Minister for Trade and 
Foreign Affairs, of Prince Kromchiat, who soon afterwards became 

(28) S. S.R., 81: Dec. 27, 1821. 
(29) Ibid., 87: Nov. 28, 1822. B. Pol. Range 123, Vol. 27: Jan. 15, 

1823. Crawfurd, ' ' Embassy to Siam, " 160. Anderson, ' ' Malay Peninsula,''. 
157. 

(30) S. S.R., 87: Nov. 28, 1822. 
(31) Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," 309-455. 
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king, and of a group of able and unscrupulous Mohammedans, 
descendants of Indian immigrants. This faction was the most 
powerful party in the state, and made a very large profit out of the-
trade by such expedients as exorbitant duties whose amount varied 
with the wealth of the merchant, forced gifts, and open demands 
for bribes. Crawfurd stigmatised their proceeding as " most 
indelicate." One of their favourite practices was to compel the 
merchant to sell them his cargo at a very low figure, and buy 
Siamese goods from them at a very high price, by the simple but 
effective expedient of forbidding all other traders to deal with him. 

This powerful faction was in charge of the negotiations with 
Crawfurd, and since his object was to put an end to the very state 
of affairs from which they drew such large profits, he believed 
that their hostility was the principal reason for the failure of bis-
mission. After months of tedious and evasive negotiations, in the-
course of which Crawfurd was subjected to as much humiliation 
and disrespect las the Ministers dared to inflict on him, all that 
he could secure was a written promise that the (unknown) amount 
of the duties would not be increased, and that in future British 
merchants should be assisted by the benevolent exertions of the 
Prahklang and his satellites. In other words, traders would con
tinue to be as much in the power of these rapacious and un¬ 
scrupulous officials as in the past.(32) 

Crawfurd did not regard the presence of the Siamese in Kedah 
as in any way a menace to the safety of Penang, and he entirely 
dispelled the illusions of the strength of Siam which were held by 
both the Penang Council and the Supreme Government. In sup
port of his contention he gave a description of the Siamese character 
which was most uncomplimentary. Its truth however was vouched 
for by the testimony of Burney, and every other Englishman of this 
period who was brought into contact with the Siamese. The-
national character was a peculiar blend of overweening vanity, 
suspicion, and an astonishing degree of cowardice. " To a charac
ter of venality and corruption we found superadded a remarkable-
degree of national vanity, yet with an extraordinary jealousy and 
distruct of all strangers, and especially Europeans. " "Although 
essentially weak and pusillanimous," they were "vain and arrogant 
to such an extreme as to fancy themselves nothing less than the 
very first nation on the g l o b e . . . . I t is scarcely safe even to attempt 
to conciliate them, and thus the most moderate policy on the part 
of other nations will always be in danger of being construed by them 
into timidity, and apprehension for their own power. " Yet de
spite its bravado, the government secretly entertained " very serious 
apprehensions of the power of the English. " Crawfurd was con
vinced if the Company had opposed by force the invasion of Kedah 
in 1821, " t he fears of the Siamese Court would have induced it, 

(32) Crawfurd, "Embassy to S i a m , " 133, 170-74, and passim. S. S. R.,. 
8 7 : B . Pol . Range 123, Vol. 36, Apri l 3, 1823. 
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. . . .to have withdrawn its forces from Queda (Kedah), and even 
forborne in future from meddling in the affairs of that state." 
The Siamese army was "extremely contemptible," being an undisci
plined and ill-armed mob raised from a " cowardly and timid 
people." The fortifications of Bangkok, the centre and most 
vulnerable part of the empire, were " feebly and unskilfully con
structed. Two small gun-brigs would destroy it ."(3 3) The 
Supreme Government was strongly impressed by Crawfurd's report, 
and his views had great influence on its policy towards Siam during 
the following years. (34) 

From July 1822, the date at which Crawfurd left Bangkok, 
until 1824, there were no further negotiations with Siam. Several 
causes co-operated to bring about the despatch of the second mission 
in 1825. One "was the desire of the Indian Government to remove 
the grievances of British merchants trading at Bangkok. (85) The 
outbreak of the Anglo-Burmese War in 1824 also contributed, to 
this end. Shortly before war was declared the Supreme Govern
ment wrote to Penang pointing out how advantageous it would 
be if Siam could be induced to declare war on its ancient enemy 
and thus create a diversion. (30) During the early stage of the 
campaign the troops made very slow progress, and the generals in 
command strongly urged the great desirability of obtaining the 
co-operation of a Siamese force. (37) In 1824 two missions were 
therefore sent to Ligor to persuade the Raja to send a Siamese 
contingent, and whatever small boats he had for service on the 
Irrawaddy. The mission were a failure, except in so far as they 
cleared up a serious misconception under which the Government 
of Penang had been labouring. The Council had been inclined 
to regard the Raja of Ligor as a semi-independent ruler, and had 
negotiated with him as such. Lieutenant Low, one of the envoys, 
ascertained that he was merely a Siamese official, one of the most 
powerful in Siam it was true, but still unable even to let the 
British have the use of a single boat without authorization from 
Bangkok. (38) The Siamese refused to declare war, and by 1825 
the Supreme Government no longer needed their assistance. The 
campaign was progressing well, and India had also come to the 
conclusion that Siamese troops might be " a n accession of weak
ness " owing to their jealousy and arrogance, their inferiority to 
the Burmese soldiery, and their "cruel and barbarous mode of 
warfare." This view had been strongly urged by Crawfurd, the 
late envoy, and by the Penang Council. When therefore Burney 

(33) S.S. R,, 87: Nov. 28, 1822. Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam, " 
344-46, 396-97, and passim. 

(34) B. Pol. Range 123, Vol. 27: Jan. 15, 1823. S. S. R., Vol. 89. 
(35) Moor, "Notices of the Indian Archipelago," 222-23. 
(36) S. S.R., Vol. 94: Jan. 27, 1824. 
(37) Ibid., 96: July 28, 1824. 
(38) Ibid., 94: April 26, 1824. Ibid, 95: June 11 and 25, 1824. 

Ibid., 96: July 28, Sept. 6, 13 and 24, and Nov. 19, 1824. Ibid., 98. 
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was sent as envoy to Siam in 1825, he was instructed to tell the 
Siamese Ministers that while the Indian Government was quite-
willing that they should declare war on Burma, there must be no-
co-operation between the two armies, and that the Siamese force-
must not operate in a district in which there were any British 
troops. (39) 

The Indian Government had by this time abandoned another 
idea which it had held in the opening months of the war. This 
was that the restoration of the ex-Sultan of Kedah and the-
negotiation of a favourable commercial treaty might be obtained 
from Siam in return for ceding to it part of the territory on the 
Tenasserim Coast which the Supreme Government intended to take-
from Burma. The Company had at first no desire to retain these-
conquests, and it felt that Siam might be willing to make Con-
cessions for their restoration, as they had been Siamese territory 
until annexed by Burma sixty years before. (40) By the time that 
Burney was sent as envoy to Bangkok in 1825 the Supreme Govern
ment had changed its mind, and decided not to cede any of its 
conquests to Siam in return for concessions. India felt that it was 
impossible to hand over the conquered Burmese to their barbarous 
enemies, and it had also realised that the Tenasserim Coast was an. 
important strategic position. The French had used it as a naval 
base in the eighteenth century; and the country lying on the 
frontiers of Burma and Siam, also provided a strong base of 
operations against both. Since it was no longer possible to avoid 
relations with Siam, in cause of eventualities it was well to hold 
a position which would menace its security. (41) The Supreme-
Government was undecided as to which parts of its conquests should 
be retained. As a temporary measure they were in 1825 to 1826-
placed under the control of Penang, which was orderd to organise 
the administration and to collect information about them. Of! 
the Penang officials who were sent to the Tenasserim Coast, several 
remained permanently in its administration. (42) 

While the Burmese War had caused the Supreme Government 
to take a much greater interest in Siam than had hitherto been 
the case, it; seems highly improbable that the desire for Siamese 
assistance or for a favourable commercial treaty would have led. 
to the despatch of the Burney mission to Bangkok in 1825. Even 
before India decided to send it, it had determined not to ask for a 
Siamese contingent; while as for obtaining a commercial treaty, 
Crawfurd's failure had brought the government to the conclusion 
that undue precipitation was likely to defeat its own ends. The 

(39) Ibid. , 96: May 31, Ju ly 28, Sept. 6, 13 and 24, and Nov. 19,1824.. 
Ibid. , 99 : Oct. 4, 1824. Ibid. , 105: pp . 444-54. Ibid. , 102: May 13, 1825. 

(40) Ibid. , 94 : J a n . 27, 1824. Ibid. , 99, Nov. 19, 1824. Ibid. , 96 : 
May 31, 1824. 

(41) Ibid., 102: May 13, 1825. Bengal Secret and Poli t ical Consul
tat ions, Vol. 330: May 13, 1825, No. 3. Burney MS. C. I X . 

(42) S .S .R . , 102: May 13, 1825: B . S. and P . Vols. 341-47, pass im. 
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importance of the war and the desire for commercial concessions lay 
in this, that they predisposed the government of India to pay more 
attention to the representations of the Penang Council than would 
otherwise have been the case. The most important cause of the 
despatch of the Burney mission was that Siam's attempts to sub
jugate Perak and Selangor happened to coincide with the arrival 
at Penang in August 1824 of Robert Fullerton, a Governor of 
decidedly different temper from his predecessors. Hitherto the-
Governors of the Penang Presidency had acquiesced in the Siamese-
claims to overlordship in Malaya. The bare official records of the 
proceedings of a Council are not an ideal source for evidence of 
character; but Governor Fullerton was a man of such strong per
sonality that it stands out clearly even in the dry accounts of the 
meetings of his Council. He was able, energetic and determined, 
and in foreign policy his guiding principle was to protect British 
interests in the Malay states wherever possible. Moreover, when 
the orders of the Supreme Government ran counter to his plans 
he was in the habit of interpreting them in a somewhat liberal 
spirit, so that in the end he often got his own way. Fullerton was 
very strongly influenced by Anderson, the leader of the anti-
Siamese party at Penang—many of the Governor's despatches 
paraphrase or tally almost word for word with Anderson's 
oft-quoted pamphlet—and like him contended that Kedah was 
"de jure" an independent state. Fullerton set himself the task of 
restoring it to what he considered its legal rights, and he firmly 
opposed Siam's attempts to subjugate Perak and Selangor. (43) An 
incident which occurred in May and June of 1825 gives a more 
vivid picture of the Governor's character than pages of description. 
The Raja of Ligor had collected a fleet to conquer Selangor, and 
the Penang Council obtained some evidence—later shown to be 
erroneous—that he intended also to attack Penang. The town 
was put in a state of defence, but Fullerton was far from satisfied 
with such passive measures. Only the most vehement expostula
tions on the part of his Council induced him very reluctantly to 
forego his intention of sailing to Ligor and destroying the Siamese 
fleet before it left harbour. (44) 

Soon after Fullerton's arrival he wrote on October 19, 1824,. 
a despatch to the Supreme Government which foreshadowed his 
Malayan policy of the next three years. He strongly advocated 
the restoration of the ex-Sultan of Kedah as a measure " n o t less 
supported by strict justice than by sound policy," and urged in its 
favour arguments which read almost like an abstract of Anderson's 
pamphlet. Referring to the rumours that the Raja of Ligor was 
about to attack Selangor, the Governor insisted that it was 
" indispensable to the future peace and tranquillity of the Malay 
Peninsula" that Siam should renounce all claims to sovereignty 

(43) S. S.R., Aug. 1824-1827. Vols. 95-121 and 138-142, passim. 
(44) Ibid., 101: May 12 and 19, 1825 and passim. Ibid., 102: passim.. 
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over every Malay state south of Patani and Kedah. Its pre
tensions had no legal justification, for "no act of superiority 
whatever has been exerted over any state South-East of Kedah 
within the memory of man." Furthermore a Siamese conquest 
would "entirely destroy" the important British trade with the 
Peninsula. The Governor therefore urged that the Company 
should protect the Malay states by making representations to Siam. 
Should this method fail, it " might even warrant stronger 
measures." ( 45) 

The Supreme Government's reply to this despatch gave the 
key to its Malayan policy during the years 1824 to 1827. As in 
the past, the Indian Government was most reluctant to make a 
political treaty with Siam, lest the Siamese should break it and 
so compel the Company to go to war. The Government would 
greatly have preferred to continue its former policy of avoiding 
all political relations with Bangkok. I t recognised however that 
this was no longer practicable since the conquest of Kedah in 1821 
had brought the two Empires into direct contact, and because it 
wished to obtain a share of the valuable Siamese trade. The 
Indian Government therefore desired to reconstitute Kedah as an 
independent or a feudatory state with clearly defined obligations 
under the ex-Sultan, in order to serve as a buffer kingdom between 
the Penang Presidency and Siam. The Government hoped that 
when the two Empires were no longer in direct contact the danger 
of disputes or of being entangled in Siamese affairs would dis
appear. The second object of the Government was by a " moderate 
and reasonable" policy to obtain a commercial treaty giving a 
" fair share of freedom and security " to British trade in Siam. 
Apart from this the Supreme Government wished to avoid all 
relations with Siam, lest they should lead to an entirely undesira
ble war. For this reason Fullerton's proposal that the Company 
should become the protector of the Malay states with scant favour: 
" we fully coincide. . . . but we entertain the strongest doubts of 
the practicability of inducing the arrogant and haughty Court of 
Siam to waive pretensions. . . . and we question the expediency of 
agitating the proposition at all."(40) 

This rebuff entirely failed to quench Fullerton's determination 
to protect the independence of Perak and Selangor. Perak had 
expelled its Siamese conquerors in 1822, mainly through the 
assistance of Sultan Ibrahim, the able and piratical ruler of 
Selangor. Ibrahim had conquered and held Perak from 1804 to 
1806; and it was by the request of its Sultan that he had expelled 
the Siamese in 1822 and reasserted his former supremacy. The 
two rulers signed an agreement whereby Perak was to pay tribute 
to Sultan Ibrahim, and a Selangor force under Raja Hassan, a 
relation of Ibrahim's, was left in the country to collect the tax. 

(45) Ibid., 96 : Oct. 19, 1824. 
(46) Ibid., 99: Nov. 19, 1824. 
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Hassan began to plunder the Perak merchants; but much as the 
Sultan of Perak desired to be rid of him, from fear of Siam he 
endured him as the lesser of two evils. Meanwhile the Raja of 
Ligor, supported by the faction in Bangkok which Crawfurd had 
criticised so bitterly, began to make preparations for the conquest 
of Perak and Selangor. To secure a pretext, he forced the Sultan 
of Perak to sign letters asking for Siamese protection against 
Selangor. The weakness of Perak compelled its ruler to obey , 
although the last thing he wanted was to see the troops of Ligor 
in his country. Sultan Ibrahim of Selangor, who hated the 
Siamese as fervently as he admired the British, began to prepare 
for war. regardless of the fact that his weak and anarchical state 
was quite unable to resist an attack. (47) 

Although rumours as to the intentions of the Raja of Ligor 
reached Penang, the Governor did not receive reliable information 
about them until January 1825. He then learned that the Raja 
was secretly preparing a fleet to conquer Selangor and Perak. (48) 
Fullerton had a difficult game to play. From the Indian Govern
ment's recent despatch he knew that it would refuse to go to war 
to protect Perak and Selangor, and he had no authority whatever 
to threaten the Raja of Ligor with hostilities if he persisted in 
his policy. (49) Fullerton however knew that the Siamese did not 
know this; and he counted on their timidity and fear of the British 
power to prevent matters from coming to a crisis. He therefore 
engaged in an elaborate and completely successful game of bluff.. 
Towards the Malay states his attitude was scrupulously correct. 
He ordered Cracroft, the Resident of Malacca, to confine his re
lations with them " a s much as possible to general expressions of 
good-will and friendship, and avoid every measure calculated in 
any way to commit the British Government to any new alliance 
or obligation of defence or guarantee."(60) Towards the Raja of 
Ligor Fullerton assumed a very different tone. He warned him 
that the British, as the inheritors of the old Dutch treaty-rights 
with Perak and Selangor, would be far from indifferent to an attack 
on them, and hinted darkly that an invasion might involve Siam 
in war with the Company.(51) Finally, when in May 1825 in
formation was received that the Raja's 300 galleys were about to 
sail from the Trang River, Fullerton sent the gunboats at Penang 
to make a feint of blockading the river mouth. (52) This supreme 
effort of bluff was successful, and the fleet never left port. 

(47) Ibid., 96: Oct. 19, 1824. Ibid., 103: Anderson's Reports of Aug. 
26 and Sept. 15, 1825. Newbold, "Stra i ts of Malacca," II, 31-32. 
Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: History of the Peninsula," 63-64. 

(48) S. S. R., 99: Jan. 28, 1825. 
(49) Ibid., 99: Nov. 19, 1824. Ibid., 104: Sept. 2 and 16, 1825. 
(50) Ibid., 100: March 11, 1825. 
(51) Ibid. , 100: Feb. 18 and 28, 1825. Ibid., 101: May 24, 1825. 
(52) Ibid. , 101: May 3, 1825, and passim. 
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Meanwhile an event had occurred which did much to convince 
the Indian Government of the necessity of sending a second embassy 
to Bangkok. This was the mission of Captain Burney to Ligor 
and the neighbouring Siamese provinces in January 1825. Captain 
Henry Burney was born about 1790, and was the nephew of the 
famous Fanny Burney, Madame d'Arblay. Appointed ensign in 
1809 in a regiment of Bengal Native Infantry, he took part in the 
conquest of Java in 1810-11, and in 1811-14 was stationed at 
Penang with his regiment, the Twenty-fifth. He then returned to 
India, but in 1816 he came back to Penang, and was Military 
Secretary to the Governor from 1818 to 1824. He spent his 
leisure time in learning the Siamese language, and in collecting 
information about the politics and geography of the Malay Penin
sula. (53) With one exception, he was the only official at Penang 
who could speak Siamese, and he also submitted to the government 
Borne maps and reports of the Malay Peninsula. The Penang 
Council sent him on several missions to Kedah and Ligor, and 
had a very high opinion of his abilities. (54) The Indian Govern
ment was also impressed by the valuable information which Burney 
had collected, and considered that in the event of a second mission 
to Bangkok, he was peculiarly fitted to act as envoy. (55) Fullerton 
held him in high favour owing to his anti-Siamese views, and in 
1823 sent him to Calcutta to advocate the despatch of a mission 
to Bangkok. Partly as a result of his " able and interesting 
reports," the Indian Government decided to do so, and appointed 
Burney himself as envoy. (56) His conduct of the negotiations was 
perhaps as successful as was to be expected considering the great 
difficulties of his situation; but it gained him the enmity of 
Fullerton and the anti-Siamese party at Penang. On Burney's 
return from Bangkok in 1826 he was bitterly attacked, and pre
served amongst the Burney Manuscripts is a challenge to a duel 
from an official at Penang. Burney was then in India, so the 
challenger suggested that it would be equally convenient for both 
if the duel were fought at Rangoon . The Indian Government had 
been greatly pleased by Burney's conduct of his mission, and in 
1828 it appointed him one of the Commissioners for the adminis
tration of the Tenasserim Coast. (57) Here his courage saved a 
British detachment from annihilation during an insurrection. 
Owing to his unique qualifications he was in 1830 appointed 
Resident at the Burmese Court. He remained there until 1837, 
and did valuable work in fostering the development of British 
trade, and investigating the history and geography of Burma. (58) 

(53) Burney MSS. passim. 
(54) S.S.R., 95: pp. 357-82. Burney MS-S. 
(55) S. S. R., 99: Nov. 19, 1824. 
(56) S.S.R., 102: May 13, 1825. 
(57) Ibid., 141: April 18, 1827. B. S. and P. 354: Jan. 9, 1829. 
(58) Ibid., 357: Jan. 8, 1831, No. 28. Burney MSS. H. Vincent 

Smith, " India ," 652. 
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In 1841, now a Lieutenant Colonel, he is found in London warmly 
defending the Company's Kedah policy against its critics. The 
Directors highly approved of his efforts, and based their attitude 
towards the restoration of the ex-Sultan of Kedah in 1842 largely 
upon his recommendations. (59) 

Returning to Burney's mission to Ligor in 1825, he was sent 
there at the request of the Indian Government to ascertain the 
attitude of Siam towards the Burmese war and the recent British 
conquests on the Tenasserim Coast. He was also instructed to 
discover the views of the Raja of Ligor on Kedah, the negotiation 
of a commercial treaty with Siam, and the despatch of a mission 
to Bangkok. Furthermore he was to find out whether the Raja 
was a semi-independent ruler, or a mere official " implicitly bound 
and actually obeying the dictates " of his superiors.(60) 

Burney entirely confirmed the report of the mission of 1824, 
that the Raja of Ligor was not a semi-independent chieftain, but 
merely an official appointed by the Emperor of Siam. His power 
indeed was great, but on pain of death he dared not negotiate with 
Europeans. The attempts of the Penang Council in previous 
years to restore the ex-Sultan of Kedah by negotiating with him 
had been doomed to failure. The only chance of success lay in 
dealing directly with the Emperor of Siam. Burney also con
firmed Crawfurd's reports from Singapore that the timid and 
suspicious government of Siam was not yet, in January 1825, 
convinced that the British were really at war with Burma, much 
less that they had gained victories.(61) This mission was of great 
importance in clearing the way for the preliminary negotiations 
which led to the treaty with Siam in 1826. I t showed that the 
only means of securing the objects desired by the Penang Council 
was to deal directly with the Court of Siam. Accordingly, 
Fullerton urged upon the Indian Government that a mission to 
Bangkok was " indispensable," and that Burney was the man best 
fitted to conduct it. To convince the Governor-General, Burney 
was sent to Calcutta to lay his " valuable information " before 
him.(62) 

During July and August 1825 events occurred which greatly 
furthered Fullerton's anti-Siamese policy, and led directly to the 
despatch of a mission to Bangkok. Burney returned to Ligor, 
and entered into negotiations with the Raja. The Raja said that 
he had abandoned his intention of attacking Selangor by sea, but 
that he was determined to send 3,000 men by land to give the 
Sultan of Perak the assistance for which he had asked against 
Sultan Ibrahim. Burney adopted a firm attitude, refusing to 
recognise Perak as a Siamese dependency, and warning the Raja 

(59) Burney MSS. and v. infra. 
(60) S. S. R., Vols. 94-98 and 99: J a n . 4 and 18, 1825. 
(61) S. S. R., 99 and 100: passim. 
(62) Ibid., 100: April 7, 1825," and passim. 
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that the Company, as the inheritor of the Dutch treaty-rights, 
would not be " indifferent" to an attack on it or Selangor. To 
send the army might involve the Raja in a quarrel with the 
British, and on Burney's report of his conduct the issue of peace-
or war would probably depend. All of which was pure bluff; but 
the Raja was greatly impressed, and promised not to send his-
troops to Perak.(63) 

The final result of Burney's negotiations was a Preliminary 
Treaty with the Raja of Ligor which was signed on July 31, 1825. 
Burney was to take the treaty to India, and if the Governor-
General approved of it he was to return to Ligor and go with the 
Raja to Bangkok. The Preliminary Treaty was then to serve as-
the basis of negotiations with the Siamese Court for a settlement 
of all the questions at issue between the Company and Siam. 

The terms of the Treaty were as follows:— 
(1) The Raja of Ligor promised that no Siamese force should 

go to Perak or Selangor by land or sea, or should settle 
there. The Company declared that it had " no desire 
to occupy Perak or to interfere with its government," 
and promised to remove Raja Hassan, to prevent the 
Sultan of Selangor from disturbing the peace of Perak 
and to settle the quarrel between Selangor and Ligor. 

(2) The Company declared that it " entertained no desire-
to interfere with the Government of Queda." If the 
ex-Sultan were restored, the Penang Council promised 
that he should send the Bunga Mas triennially, and 
$4,000 annually, to Bangkok. The Raja of Ligor pro
mised that if the Emperor of Siam restored the Sultan,, 
he would withdraw his opposition, and would not attack 
Kedah by land or sea. In this treaty, as throughout the 
course of his mission to Bangkok, Burney adopted the 
policy of trying to restore the ex-Sultan by securing the 
co-operation of the Raja of Ligor, the man who had been 
chiefly instrumental in dethroning him. 

(3) Other clauses of the treaty provided for mutual assistance 
in suppressing piracy, and for the negotiation of a com
mercial treaty at Bangkok.(64) 

In a despatch to the Penang Council Burney defended his 
departure from the Company's former policy of strict non-inter
vention in Malayan affairs. He pointed out that this course could 
no longer be followed with advantage, and predicted that 
interference would not entail a war with Siam or the other 
complications feared by the Indian Government. Future events 
completely confirmed Burney's forecast. " I feel convinced 
that such an evil (interference in the affairs of the Malay states) 

(63) Ibid., 102: Aug. 1, 1825. ~ ~ 
(64) Ibid, 
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cannot any longer be avoided, that its inconveniences are not so 
great as supposed by many, and that at all events it is not to be 
compared with the greater evil of permitting Siam to overrun the 
territories of our Selangor neighbours, to turn the inhabitants of 
them into pirates, and to disturb for many years all native trade. 
I certainly think and hope that the terms of this treaty cannot be 
very burdensome to us." To Burney's mind the great point gained 
by the treaty was that henceforth the Penang Council had for the 
first time a legal right to prevent all Siamese troops and galleys 
from going to Perak or Selangor. Burney also succeeded in 
persuading the Raja of Ligor not to insist in the treaty on a 
clause compelling Perak to send the Bunga Mas to Bangkok. 
Whether it was sent or not was left to the decision of the Sultan 
of Perak, Burney agreeing that the British would make no ob
jection if he should wish to do so. Since to send the Bunga Mas 
was the last thing the Sultan would willingly agree to, Burney 
had won a very important success for the Company.(65) 

Fullerton considered Burney's treaty " extremely satis
factory ", and at once appointed Anderson, the author of the 
oft-quoted pamphlet, and a strong opponent of Siamese pre
tensions, to settle the disputes which had arisen between Perak 
and Selangor as a result of Raja Hassan's depredations. I t was 
impressed upon him that he was to act merely as a disinterested 
mediator, and must not commit the Company to military inter
vention. He was also to convince the Malay Sultans that the 
British did not wish to annex their territory, or to " interfere in 
any way with their independence." (66) 

Both in Perak and Selangor, Anderson was everywhere 
received with the greatest "joy, and I may say enthusiasm." He 
found that the Malays were as friendly to the British as they 
were hostile to the Siamese, and that they were prepared to do 
whatever the Penang Council might suggest in order to settle 
their differences and avoid a Siamese attack. The Sultan of Perak 
was especially cordial, and urged the Company to annex his state, 
allowing him only a small pension. His reason was that " Perak 
could never be tranquil without the superintending control of a 
European government." (67) In such an atmosphere of general 
good-will, Anderson's mission was successful. He made a treaty 
with Selangor on August 20, 1825, by which Sultan Ibrahim 
promised to remove Raja Hassan immediately, and agreed never 
to attack Perak or to interfere in its government. The claim of 
Selangor to suzerainty over Perak was thus relinquished, and the 
Bernam River was fixed as the boundary between the two states.(68) 
Anderson also concluded a treaty with Perak on September 6, 

(65) Ibid. 
(66) Ibid., 102: Aug. 3 and 6, 1825. Ibid., 103: Aug. 4, 1825. 
(67) Ibid., 103: Aug. 26 and Sept. 15, 1825. 
(68) Ibid., 138: Aug. 31, 1826. Aitchison, "Trea t i e s , " I, 413-14, 
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1825, by which the Sultan accepted the Bernam River as the 
frontier, and promised never to invade Selangor or to interfere 
in its administration. At the same time the Sultan wrote a letter 
to Governor Fullerton in which he offered, if Fullerton should 
advise it, to send the Bunga Mas to Siam. While he considered 
the demand of Bangkok entirely unjust, he was willing to submit 
in order to escape the fate of Kedah, "for I am a very insigni
ficant man, and am under great apprehension." The Sultan left 
the decision entirely to Fullerton's discretion, and he, needless 
to sav, did not advise that the token of subjection should be 
sent.(69) 

The Raja of Ligor however had no intention of letting Perak 
slip from his grasp. He no longer dared openly to attack i t ; but 
within a few weeks of the signature of the treaty with Burney 
on July 31, 1825, he sent a small force to Perak under the guise-
of an embassy to assist the Sultan in his government. This was 
clearly an infraction of Burney's treaty, and Fullerton peremptori
ly demanded the recall of the embassy. (70) 

The Raja of Ligor made evasive replies, and continued his 
veiled attack on Perak. Before the question was settled despatches 
arrived from the Indian Government which ratified the Prelimina
ry Treaty of July 31, 1825, approved Anderson's mission to-
Perak and Selangor, and announced that Captain Burney was to 
be sent as envoy to Bangkok. The Government doubted whether 
he would be much more successful than Crawfurd, since he was 
unable to bargain for concessions by offering in return part of 
the recent British conquests on the Tenasserim Coast. I t was 
clearly seen that the decision not to cede them to Siam converted 
a possible success into a very probable failure. The Indian Govern
ment therefore instructed Burney that ostensibly the mission was 
to be "entirely complimentary and conciliatory," to congratulate-
the new Emperor on his accession to the throne, and to promote 
friendly relations between the two empires. The Court was in 
a state of " t h e utmost apprehension" at the rapid downfall of 
Burma, and it actually believed that the Company intended to-
extend its sway over Siam and the Malay Peninsula. I t was hoped 
that Burney would succeed in disabusing the Ministers of this 
ridiculous notion.(71) 

The other objects of the embassy were regarded as of only 
secondary importance, and it was left to Burney's discretion, to 
decide whether they should be mentioned or not. Under this 
head came the negotiation of a favourable commercial treaty, the-
restoration of the ex-Sultan of Kedah, and the safeguarding of 
the independence of Perak, Selangor and the other Malay states.. 

(69) S. S. R., 103: Sept. 15, 1825. 
(70) Ibid., 104: Oct. 7, 1825. Ibid, 105: Dec. 15 and 22, 1825. 
(71) Ibid., 102: May 13, 1825. Ibid., 104: Sept. 2 and 16, 1825-

Ibid., 105: pp. 444-54. Burney MS. D. XXVI. 
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The Indian Government was anxious to attain these objects, but 
since it could offer nothing in return it was not prepared to press 
for concessions if Siam should prove obdurate.(72) 

The instructions which Burney received from the Penang 
Council were by no means identical with those of the Supreme 
Government. Fullerton had been authorized to modify its orders 
in the light of his greater knowledge of local conditions, and he 
took full advantage of the permission. His instructions to Burney 
were decidedly hostile to Siam, and emphasised as the most im
portant objects of the mission the very points which the Indian 
Government regarded as only secondary. The Governor held 
that Burney's main object was to establish the independence of 
all the Malay states of the Peninsula lying within the area which 
is to-day under British control. Siam's claims to supremacy over 
them were " a nu l l i ty . . . .the mere assertion of a claim which the 
asserter never had, never could establish." Unfortunately, owing 
to the former policy of the Company, the Government had acknow
ledged the justice of Siam's pretensions in Kedah, and to some 
extent in Perak. So far as these two states were concerned the 
British case for independence was somewhat weak, and all that 
could be done was to try to improve their status by negotiations. 
Fullerton regarded the restoration of the ex-Sultan of Kedah as 
a matter of the utmost importance, dictated alike by expediency 
and honour. As for Perak, if Burney were unable to restore it 
to complete independence, he should try to limit the claims of 
Siam to the sending of the Bunga Mas. He was also instructed 
to prevent further Siamese aggression in the other Malay states, 
and to maintain their independence. Fullerton realised that only 
the threat of war was likely to make Siam abandon its pretensions 
to suzerainty over them, and from this Burney was precluded by 
the orders of the Indian Government. The Governor therefore 
suggested that perhaps it would be advisable to refrain from all 
mention of the other states, and to confine the negotiations to 
the status of Perak and Kedah. The Company had never re
cognised Siam's claims over the other states of the Peninsula, 
and to refrain from all mention of them would leave the Govern
ment's hands free to act in whatever way it chose. Fullerton 
anticipated that sooner or later the Company would adopt the 
policy which has been followed since 1874, of " tak ing those states 
under our protection and effectually maintaining their inde
pendence." (73) 

Burne r s negotiations at Bangkok lasted from the end of 
1825 to June 1826. His despatches fully confirmed the very un
favourable picture Crawfurd had drawn of the Siamese character, 
and of the open dishonesty of the government. As in the case 
of Crawfurd's embassy, deliberate attempts were made to treat 

(72) S. S. E., 102: May 13, 1825. 
(73) Ibid., Ibid., 103: Sept. 24, 1825. 
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the British mission with contempt. Warned perhaps by his-
predecessor's experiences, Burney showed far less meekness than 
Crawfurd when exposed to these affronts, and thereby secured 
more honourable treatment. Burney soon found that the British 
victories in Burma working on the natural timidity and suspicion 
of the Siamese, had intensified the difficulties of his task. The 
Ministers had an uneasy suspicion that the Indian Empire was 
more powerful than Siam. They feared that the Company intend
ed to attack them, and that Burney had been sent to spy out 
their defences, yet at the same time they were most tenacious in 
maintaining every pretension of Siam. Burney was regarded with 
extreme suspicion, and every proposal he put forward was thought 
to conceal some diabolic and subtle device for the downfall of 
the Empire. If no guile could by any possibility be detected in 
his suggestions, this was regarded as proof conclusive that his 
craftiness was particularly deep. The involved and naive wording 
of the Burney Treaty of 1826 was due to this attitude of mind. 
The Siamese were so inordinately suspicious of every document 
written by Burney that he suggested that the Ministers should 
draw up the treaty in Siamese. They were much pleased with 
the proposal, and the English translation merely reflected all the 
vagueness and circumlocution of the original.(

74
) Burney also 

found that the Siamese were most anxious to obtain the British 
conquests on the Tenasserim Coast; and it is quite possible that 
in return they would have abandoned some of their claims in the 
Malay Peninsula. The Indian Government however had deprived 
its envoy of this as well as of his other most potent weapon, the 
threat of war. He was compelled to seek for concessions when 
he could make neither promises nor threats in return. The hope
lessness of his situation wrung from him the exclamation: " I 
could not wish to set my worst enemy a more difficult task than 
to send him to Bangkok, to negotiate matters connected with the 
Malay Peninsula without authority or means for employing effec
tual intimidation." (75) 

Considering the difficulties of the situation, it is remarkable 
that Burney achieved even a partial success. Almost the only 
point in his favour was the timidity of the Siamese. The recent 
British victories in Burma had greatly increased their dread of 
the powder of the East India Company, and Burney played skilfully 
upon the fears of the Court. He hinted darkly that unless the 
Siamese moderated their pretensions in the Malay Peninsula they 
might find themselves involved in war with the British. Burney 
also received valuable support from the Raja of Ligor, in questions-
which did not affect his own interests. When however Burney's 
success would have meant a financial loss to himself, as in the 
case of the restoration of the ex-Sultan of Kedah, he secretly 

(74) S. S.R., 138: July 10, 1826. 
(75) Ibid: Oct. 5, 1826. 
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worked against him. While Burney was partially aware of this 
duplicity, it would rather seem that he placed undue confidence 
in his alliance with the Raja.( 76) 

One result of the mission which the Indian Government 
regarded as the greatest importance was the recovery of some 
Burmese who had been kidnapped by the Siamese from the British 
conquests on the Tenasserim Coast. With infinite difficulty 
Burney succeeded in discovering 1,400 of the captives, whom he 
compelled the Siamese to restore to their homes.(77) 

Despite the bitter opposition of the Prahklang and his faction, 
Burney succeeded in obtaining a commercial treaty granting 
British trade somewhat more favourable terms than those secured 
"by Crawfurd. Henceforth British merchants were to pay only the 
customary duties, and were to be free to buy and sell without any 
opposition from the Siamese officials.(78) Governor Fullerton's 
comment on the concessions unfortunately proved to be 
prophetic:— " They appear to be advantageous, but so little 
faith do I repose in their fulfilment that I scarcely think it worth 
while to enter into any serious discussion regarding them." (79) 
The engagement was " systematically violated by the Siamese." (80) 

Perhaps the most interesting passages in Burney's despatches 
from Bangkok are his accounts of the interminable negotiations 
over the status of Trengganu and Kelantan. The question is of 
special interest, because the article of the Burney Treaty which 
defined their position is a masterpiece of ambiguity. This was 
partly due to the fact already mentioned that the treaty was first 
drawn up in Siamese, and then translated into English; but it 
was also in a measure the result of Burner's deliberate policy. 
The states of Trengganu and Kelantan are on the east coast of 
the Malay Peninsula, the more northerly, Kelantan, lying im
mediately to the south of the Siamese frontier. Both, and 
especially Kelantan, the weaker of the two, were thus far more 
exposed to Siamese attacks than the Malay states which lay further 
to the south. For many years before and after the date of the 
Burney treaty, the government of Bangkok attempted to establish 
its supremacy over them. The situation resembled that in Kedah 
before 1821. The Sultans of both Trengganu and Kelantan sent; 
the Bunga Mas to 'Bangkok, but they contended that by im-

(76) The above description of the difficulties of Burney ' s position is 
d rawn from his despatches in S. S R., 108: Dec. 22, 1825. Ibid. , 109: March 
23 , 1826. Ibid., 138: J u n e 19, Ju ly 10, and Sept. 20, 1826. 

(77) For references v. Note 76, and also S. S. R.. 141 : Apri l 18, 1827. 
(78) Aitchison, " T r e a t i e s , ' ' I , 469-70, 473-75. 
(79) S. S. R., 138: Sept. 20, 1826. 
(80) Aitchison, " Treaties," I , 461. Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam, " 

304-5. Jacob , " B r o o k e , " I I , 21 and 32. Le t te rs Received from Ind ia and 
Bengal, Vol. 4 3 : Ju ly 22, 1844. Despatches to Bengal and India , Vol. 4 7 : 
J a n . 2, 1846. Ind ia Polit ical and Foreign Consultations, Range 198, Vol. 
24 : Apri l 22, 1848. Nos. 11-18. 
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memorial custom this was the only service which could be required 
of them, and that the periodical demands of Siam for money,and 
supplies were illegal. This was also the view of their position 
taken by Raffles, Swettenham, and Cavenagh. The Sultans of 
both states resisted the aggression of Siam as openly as they dared; 
but they realised that they were too weak to defy it. At various 
times therefore between 1786 and 1825 they tried to form an 
alliance with the Company, and obtain its assistance against the-
Siamese. The Indian Government always refused to depart from 
its policy of non-intervention for the benefit of two states whose 
exact relation to Siam was unknown, and with whom British trade-
was unimportant.(81) The Company knew that Siam claimed 
Trengganu and Kelantan as tributaries, and that the Sultans of 
both sent the Bunga Mas to Bangkok. I t also knew that Kelantan,. 
weaker and nearer to Siam, was more completely under its control 
than Trengganu. The British had been unable to find out whether 
the Siamese pretensions to complete supremacy were justified, or 
whether the two Sultans were practically independent, and sent 
the Bunga Mas merely as a token of respect, to ward off the 
attacks of a strong and predatory neighbour. Fullerton main
tained that the claims of Siam were no more justified than in 
Kedah or Perak.(82) 

Burney himself had scant respect for the pretensions of Siam,. 
and would have solved the problem by making offensive and 
defensive alliances with Trengganu and Kelantan. He was con
vinced that this course would not lead to war, for " the prudent 
government of Bangkok would pocket the affront. " Since how
ever the Indian Government would not permit this policy, he was-
sure that Siam could not be persuaded to abandon its claims. He 
believed therefore that the wisest course was to avoid all discussion 
of its assertions of suzerainty. The Company had never admitted 
the validity of these claims, and was thus free to act as it chose 
whenever it seemed desirable. By avoiding the subject Burney 
would preserve its freedom of action unimpaired.(83) 

Nevertheless the question of the status of Trengganu and 
Kelantan was brought up during Burney's negotiations at Bang
kok. The Siamese Ministers asserted that from time immemorial 
the two states had been contented tributaries. Burney refused 

(81) B. Pol. Range US, Vol. 59: March 5, 1824, No. 49. S. S. R., 3 : 
Oct. 6, 1787, Jan. 25 and Feb. 6, 1788. Ibid: 81 passim. Ibid., 83: Feb . 
24, 1787. Ibid., 86: pp. 1368-70. Ibid., 87: .Sept. 27, 1822. Ibid., 93: 
July 11, 1796. Marsden, "Malay Dictionary: P rax i s " 142-46, 155-57. 
Clifford. " I n Court and Kampong," 21-22. Graham, "Kelan tan , ' ' 36-44 
Begbie, "Malay Peninsula," 88-90. Burney MS. D. XIII—(gives the 
Siamese claims). Colonial Office List, 1920, p. 402. Swettenham, "Bri t ish 
Malaya," 320-23. 

(82) S. S.R., 87: Sept. 27, 1822. Ibid., 103: Sept. 24, 1825. Ibid.,. 
108: Jan. 26, 1826. Ibid., 138: Oct. 5, 1828. B. S. and P. 334: Dec. 9. 
1825, No. 4. 

(83) S. S.B., 103: Sept. 19, 1825. 
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to admit the validity of their claims, contending that the Bunga 
Mas was merely a " token of respect,, friendship and awe," sent 
by two weak states to a powerful empire, and that Trengganu and 
Kelantan " had not given np their independence. . . . The English 
cannot admit that those Malayan states are subject to Siam in the 
same manner as her own provinces of Ligore and Singora. . . .(or) 
to the same extent as Prince of Wales Island is a possession of the 
English." (84) By vague threats of war Burney tried to persuade 
the Ministers to promise that they would not attack the two states. 
In return the Company would promise not to annex them, as the 
Siamese feared it would do, and would not prevent the Sultans 
from sending the Bunga Mas. Burney defended his concession 
of the Bunga Mas on the ground that Trengganu and Kelantan 
had " already submitted so much to Siamese pretensions," and 
particularly because he feared if he did not do so, the Court would 
carry out its intention of sending troops there before the Company 
had time to interfere.(85) 

After several months of negotiations Article XII of the 
Burney Treaty was finally evolved: " Siam shall not go and 
obstruct or interrupt commerce in the states of Tringano and 
Calantan; English merchants and subjects shall have trade and 
intercourse in future with the same facility and freedom as they 
have heretofore had; and the English shall not go and molest 
attack or disturb those states upon any pretence whatever." (86) 
The Article raised a storm of protest at Penang. Fullerton 
declared that it was " so worded as to amount to the admission 
of the actual dependence of Tringano and Calantan on Siam," 
and that the phraseology was so vague that two entirely opposite 
meanings could be drawn from it. The British might argue that 
it precluded Siam from any interference, "for every such inter-
ference must produce confusion and interruption of trade: i t , 
might be construed as conveying to us the right of direct inter
position in case of such interference." The Siamese however 
might contend that the article gave them " the right of complete 
subjugation, so long as our trade is not interrupted." If the 
article could be interpreted as giving the British " t h e right of 
interposition in the event of the Siamese intermeddling in their 
affairs, assuming a paramount control—in short protecting them, 
in their independence,—all is gained that we require." Under 
this condition, and only under this condition Fullerton would 
recommend that Article XII be ratified.(87) 

Captain Burney in his defence contended that this was 
precisely what the Article did mean. Hampered as he was by the 

(84) Ibid., 138, July 10, 1826. 
(85) Ibid., 109: March 23, 1826. Ibid., 138: June 19 and July 10„ 

1826. 
(86) Aitchison, "Trea t i e s , " I, 471. 
(87) S.S.R., Vol. 138: Sept. 20, 1826. 
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instructions of the Supreme Government, he had made the best 
of a difficult situation. He had himself drawn up the article, 
carefully wording it in such a way that while it would not arouse 
the suspicions of the Siamese, it nevertheless gave a valid excuse 
for interference with Siamese encroachments if at any time the 
Government should decide to take advantage of it. I t would be 
" impossible for the Siamese to oppress those states or to molest 
their governments without interrupting our commerce, for the 
preservation of which alone it appeared to me to be our policy 
to interpose in favour of those states. . . .Had I admitted. . . .the 
complete supremacy of Siam over these states, there would have 
been no occasion whatever for Article X I I : the other stipulations 
of the treaty fully provide for cur commercial intercourse with 
all places and countries subject to the Siamese. Coupling this 
article then with the whole tenor of my communications with the 
Siamese Ministers. . . .the British Government may surely assume 
the construction desired by the Honourable Board (the Penang 
Council), namely that the Article leaves to us the right of oppos
ing all forcible interference of the Siamese, as also the right of 
direct treaty and negotiation with the Malay States, provided only 
that we do not go and molest, attack or disturb the present Malay 
Governments." (88) 

I t was a characteristic of Governor Fullerton that when once 
he had made up his mind he was very unwilling to change it, so 
when he received Burney's explanation he merely reiterated his 
former opinion.(89) In support of his view he pointed out that 
on the return journey from Bangkok Burney had informed the 
Sultan of Trengganu that " the British Government had not 
liberated him from Siamese supremacy, nor pledged itself in any 
manner to protect Ms country against Siam; to which therefore 
he must still pay such respect and attention as he had hitherto 
been accustomed to pay (i.e. send the Bunga Mas to Bangkok); 
but that if the Siamese interrupt trade and commercial inter
course at Trengganu, His Highness should send immediate notice 
to the Governor of Prince of Wales Island, who will determine 
what degree of interference the British Government may con
sistently use in favour of His Highness." (90) 

The comment of the Supreme Government on Article XII was 
guarded, but distinctly more favourable than Fullertons. The 
Indian Government ratified the Article, and discussed its future 
policy towards Trengganu and Kelantan in terms which seem to 
indicate that it did not consider that the treaty had acknowledged 
the Siamese claims to suzerainty, and therefore precluded the 
British from intervening. It approved " of your having cautiously 
avoided to commit your government to ulterior procedures by any 

(88) S. S. R., Vol. 138: Oct. 5, 1828. 
(89) 179 I b i d : Oct. 5, 1826. 
(90) Ib id : Sept. 20, 1826. 
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of your acts at Bangkok. Should the circumstances of our more 
intimate connection with the Malay Peninsula consequent on our 
establishment at Malacca or any other causes, induce any change 
in the views of the Home Authorities in that respect, ample op
portunities may hereafter offer for extending the protection of 
the British Government over the states of Kelantan and Trengganu r 
and thereby relieving them from Siamese supremacy." (91) 

The negotiations over the status of Perak and Kedah were 
long and at times acrimonious, especially where Kedah was con
cerned. The Raja of Ligor, the Prahklang and their faction used 
all their influence to prevent the Emperor from giving way to 
Burney's representations.(92) The Siamese Ministers made no 
claim to suzerainty over Selangor; but they insisted that the 
Sultan of Perak desired nothing so much as to send the Bunga 
Mas to Bangkok. They proposed that the Company should adhere 
to the Preliminary Treaty of July 31, 1825, and protect Perak 
from all attacks by Selangor. In return the Siamese would not 
send an army to Perak, but merely embassies to " settle and in
struct the chief of Perak, and give him a title and great presents,, 
in the same manner as the other countries subject to Siam." (93) 
Burney was well aware that the requests of the Sultan of Perak 
for Siamese assistance has been made as a result of the threats 
of the Raja of Ligor, and he therefore firmly opposed any form 
of Siamese interference direct or indirect. He took up the 
position that the British, as the inheritors of the Dutch treaty-
rights, could not allow the Siamese to intervene in Perak, and had 
the right to protect it.(94) Burney's case was greatly strengthened 
by a very valuable piece of information which he discovered after 
his arrival at Bangkok. Through some strange lapse into t ruth
fulness the Prahklang and his friends admitted that the Sultan 
of Perak had been entirely correct in his contention that before 
the conquest by Kedah in 1818 Siam had no " right or claim 
whatever" in Perak.(95) While the East India Company was-
prepared to respect time-honoured rights of suzerainty, it was in 
no way bound to recognise mere aggression without a shred of 
legal justification to support it—especially when the invaders had 
been expelled four years after the conquest. 

The status of Perak was finally settled, " after several hours 
very warm discussion," by Article" XIV of the treaty. At first 
glance it seemed to concede a great part of the Siamese demands; 
but Burney knew that the concessions were more apparent than 
real. He was sure that the desire of the Sultan of Perak to sever 

(91) S.S.R., Vol. 141: April 18, 1841. 
(92) Ibid., 109: March 23, 1826. Ibid., 138: June 19 and Sept. 20,. 

1826. 
(93) Ibid., 109: March 23, 1826. Ibid., 138: June 19, 1826. 
(94) Ibid, 109: March 23, 1826. Ibid., 138: June 19 and Sept 20. 

1826. 
(95) Ibid., 109: March 23, 1826. Ibid., 138: June 19, 1826, 
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all connection with Bangkok, warmly supported as it would be by 
Governor Fullerton, would change his seeming surrender into a 
victory for Malayan independence.(96) The terms of the Article 
were as follows." Siam promised not to " g o and molest, attack 
or disturb " Perak or Selangor, while the Company gave the same 
undertaking as regards Perak, and bound itself not to allow 
Selangor to attack it. The Company also promised not to inter
fere should the Raja of Ligor or the Sultan of Perak desire to 
send to each other diplomatic missions of forty or fifty men. 
Furthermore, " the Siamese and English mutually engage that the 
Raja of Perak shall govern his country according to his own will. 
Should he desire to send the gold and silver flowers [the Bunga 
Mas] to Siam as heretofore, the English will not prevent his doing 
as he may desire." (97) 

This success was some compensation for Burney's complete 
failure to secure the withdrawal of the Siamese garrison from 
Kedah, or the restoration of the ex-Sultan. The influence of the 
Raja of Ligor and his faction contributed largely to Burney's 
defeat; but even apart from this the Emperor and all his advisers 
were implacably hostile to the deposed ruler, because of his in
trigues with Burma. Furthermore, Burney was unable to offer 
the Siamese the territory which they coveted on the Tenasserim 
Coast, and he was compelled to rely on the feeble weapons of 
argument and persuasion. For several weeks he persisted in his 
attempts to restore the Malay government of Kedah; but he at 
last desisted on the realisation that while he might succeed he 
could do so only at the price of failing in all the other objects of 
his mission, and of preventing the establishment of cordial 
relations between Siam and the Company. The Government of 
India regarded the restoration of the Sultan as a matter of only 
minor importance, and Burney did not feel justified in jeopardis
ing for its sake objects which the Supreme Government was more 
anxious to attain.(98) Article XII I of the treaty, which determined 
the status of Kedah, was therefore a complete victory for Siam. 
I ts terms were as follows:— 

" The Siamese engage to the English that the Siamese 
shall remain in Quedah, and take proper care of that country 
and of its people; the inhabitants of Prince of Wales Island 
and of Quedah shall have trade and intercourse as heretofore; 
the Siamese shall levy no duty upon stock and provis ion. . . . 
which the inhabitants of Prince of Wales Island or ships 
there may have occasion to purchase in Quedah, and the 
Siamese shall levy fair and proper Import and Export 
duties. The English engage to the Siamese that the English 

(96) Ibid., 138: Sept. 20, 1826. 
(97) Aitchison, " T rea t i e s , ' ' I , 471-72. 
(98) S. S . R ; 109: March 23, 1826. Ibid., 138: J u n e 19, Ju ly 10, 
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do not desire to take possession of Quedah, that they will 
not attack or disturb it, nor permit the former governor of 
Quedah (the ex-Sultan) or any of his followers to attack, 
disturb or injure in any manner the territory of Quedah, or 
any other territory subject to Siam." 

Lastly, the Company pledged itself not to allow the ex-Sultan to 
live in Penang, Province Wellesley, Perak, Selangor or Burma.(99) 

Article XIII safeguarded Penang's indispensable need of ob
taining supplies from Kedah, and secured some guarantee of good 
government for the Malays. The agreement that the Company 
should control the Sultan's place of residence was not unreason
able, since he. a British pensioner, used Penang as a base from 
which to stir up revolt in Kedah, and the Siamese firmly believed 
that he was assisted in so doing by the Company.(100) The removal 
of the Sultan was therefore necessary to prevent the abuse of 
British protection and to promote friendly relations with the 
government of Bangkok. So far it would seem that Burney was 
justified in submitting to the inevitable. I t is difficult however 
to find any justification for his promise, not merely that the 
Company would abandon the cause of an ancient ally, but that it 
would actually aid the Siamese to prevent him from regaining his 
kingdom. Burney defended his conduct on the plea that the 
clause merely required the Company's assistance if the ex-Sultan 
tried to regain Kedah while living in British territory, and not 
if he did so while residing on foreign soil.(101) The plain wording 
of Article XII I seems entirely to contradict this construction, and 
as will be seen the Government acted on this assumption. 

Article XII I raised a storm of protest at Penang. Fullerton 
dwelt on the gross unfairness of the pledge to prevent an ancient 
ally from regaining his kingdom, and censured Burney for relying 
so greatly upon the Raja of Ligor, his most determined enemy. 
The Governor concluded by expressing his regret that the mission 
to Bangkok had ever been entrusted to a man so unfitted for the 
charge.(102) During 1826 and 1827 bitter attacks were made upon 
Burney in the press of Penang and Singapore, some at least of the 
articles being written by officials at Penang.(103) The Supreme 
Government however ratified Article XII I as well as the other 
sections of the treaty, and ordered that the ex-Sultan should be 
persuaded to go to Malacca.(104) 

Shortly after Burney's return from Bangkok in 1826 two 
events occurred which finally established the independence of 

(99) Aitchison, "Trea t ies , " I, 471. 
(100) Burney MS. D. IX. 
(101) Ibid. 
(102) S. S.R., 138: Sept. 20 and Oct. 5, 1826. 
S. S. R., 1826-27, passim; Burney MSS, passim; and Moor "Notices of 

Indian Archipelago," 222. 
(104) S.S.R., 141: April 18, 1827, 
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Perak. These were the Low Mission and the Kurau River Incident. 
During the year which had elapsed since the signature of the 
Preliminary Treaty of July 31, 1825, the Raja of Ligor had con
sistently violated his engagement not to interfere in Perak by 
sending embassies and detachments of troops there. Ostensibly 
they were to " assist" the Sultan in his government; in point of 
fact they were to intimidate him into sending the Bunga Mas to-
Bangkok. The Sultan appealed to Penang for protection, and 
Fullerton made strong but unavailing protests to the Raja of 
Ligor.(105) By September 1826 it was evident that the Siamese 
Court had no intention of observing Article XIV of Burney's 
treaty, by which the Sultan was to be left free to decide whether 
he would send the Bunga Mas or not. No open attack would be 
made, but by covert interference the unwilling Sultan would in 
all probability be intimidated into professing his willingness to-
be a Siamese tributary. In September 1826 the Governor sent 
Captain Low with forty sepoys and a small warship as envoy to-
Perak. Low was instructed to explain to the Sultan that by the 
terms of the treaty he need not be tributary to Siam unless he so-
desired; and to advise him to write a letter declaring his wish to-
be independent. The Sultan was to be assured that he might 
" rely on the assistance of the British in expelling any Siamese 
who may proceed to Perak, and resisting any interference with 
his government.'" Captain Low was also instructed to inquire 
into the objects and actions of the various Siamese bands which 
had been appearing and disappearing in Perak, and if any were 
still present, to "warn them to depart forthwith." Low was-
empowered merely to make an inquiry into the condition of Perak, 
and to promise the Sultan that he could rely on the Company's 
support in case of Siamese aggression.(106) 

Captain Low however was a member of the anti-Siamese party 
at Penang, and he interpreted his instructions in a broad and 
catholic spirit. To be more precise, he exceeded them in a thorough
going fashion which drew down upon himself the horrified rebuke 
of the Governor-General of India. On his arrival in Perak Low 
found that British interference was urgently needed if the inde
pendence of the state was to be preserved. In defiance of treaty-
obligations the Raja of Ligor had sent detachments of troops and 
" embassies " to Perak which had treated the state as a conquered 
country, and had deprived the Sultan of most of his power. More
over the Raja had bribed the Heir-Apparent and many of the 
principal Malay nobles to oppose the Sultan and support Siamese 
designs. The Sultan himself was altogether unwilling to be a 
tributary of Bangkok; but he dared not make use of the rights 

(105) Ibid., 108: Jan. 27, Sept. 20 and Sept. 28, 1826. Ibid., 138: 
June 1 and Sept. 20, 1826. Ibid., 139: Nov. 13, Nov. 29, Dec. 7, and Dec. 
18 1826 

(106) Ibid., 138: Sept. 20, 1826. 

Journal Malayan Branch [Vol. I, Part II, 



ANGLO-SIAMESE RELATIONS; 1824-1867 155 

conferred upon him by Burney's treaty unless he could count upon 
British support to avert from his country the fate of Kedah. He 
was keenly desirous of a British alliance, and was determined to 
be loyal to the Company if only it would protect him. The 
Sultan put himself entirely in Low's hands, trusted him implicitly, 
and without hesitation did whatever he advised.(107) 

Low's measures were as thorough as they were efficacious. For 
the moment there was no fear of complications with Siam, since 
the three hundred Siamese troops who were in Perak hastily 
returned to Ligor as soon as they learned of his arrival. Low was 
therefore free to turn his attention to the Heir-Apparent and the 
other traitorous Malay nobles. By his advice the Sultan deprived 
them of all power, and appointed loyal Malays in their stead. I t 
was clear however that as soon as Low and his sepoys withdrew 
the Raja of Ligor's forces would return and restore the Siamese 
faction to office. The only way to prevent this was to make a 
treaty promising the Sultan that the Company would support him 
in such an event. The Sultan received Low's suggestion with 
enthusiasm, since alliance with the British was precisely what he 
had been seeking for almost ten years.(108) 

The-terms of the treaty, which was signed on October 18, 
1826, were as follows:— 

(1) The Sultan promised never to have any communication 
with Siam, Ligor, Selangor or any other Malay state on political 
affairs or on the administration of Perak. He also agreed not to 
support any of his subjects who might league themselves with 
these states so as to cause disturbance in Perak. 

(2) " Henceforth and forever" the Sultan would send neither 
the Bunga Mas nor any other form of tribute to any of the above 
states; and he would not permit embassies from them even to enter 
Perak if their object was political. Furthermore no party from 
these states should ever be allowed to enter Perak " should its 
strength even consist of no more than thirty men." If "such 
parties or armaments " arrived, or if the above-mentioned states 
allied themselves with the Sultan's subjects to disturb his rule, 
he would rely, " as he now relies and in all future times will rely, 
on the friendly aid and protection of the. . . .Company. . . .to be 
manifested in such a manner and by such means as may to them 
seem most expedient." 

(3) " I f His Majesty will faithfully adhere to and per
form all and each of the stipulations contained in this engage
m e n t . . . . then His Majesty shall receive the assistance of the 
British in expelling from his country any Siamese or Malays as 

(107) Ibid., 139: Nov. 2, 1926. Ibid., 141, Aug. 23, 1827. J . I. A., 
IV, 116 and 499. 

(108) S. S. R., 139: Nov. 2, 1826. 
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above states, who. . . .may at any time enter the Perak Country 
with political views or for the purpose of interfering in any way 
with the government of His Majesty." If however the Sultan 
failed to perform any part of the treaty, " the obligation on the-
British to protect him assist him against his enemies shall cease." 

(4) Anderson's commercial and political treaty of 1825 was 
confirmed, and it was made clear that the prohibition against 
entering Perak did not apply to " bona fide " traders. Merchants 
of every country could trade unmolested in Perak provided they 
did not interfere in its affairs. 

The treaty was to be perpetual, and the Sultan insisted on 
inscribing on it that he had signed voluntarily and " with great 
satisfaction." (109) 

Governor Fullerton received the report of his envoy's mission; 
with mixed feelings. I t was clear that Low had flagrantly violated 
his instructions, for by no conceivable effort of the imagination 
could they be held to cover his drastic remodelling of the adminis
tration of Perak, and above all his treaty of alliance. In defiance 
of the repeated orders of the Supreme Government he had 
committed the Company to interference in the internal affairs of 
a Malay state, and to the possibility—most unlikely though it 
was—of war with Siam. On the other hand Low's investigations-
had conclusively proved that the Siamese had assented to the 
article in Burney's treaty regarding Perak because they believed 
that the Company's desire to preserve the independence of the 
state would be defeated by the " underhand " policy which the Raja 
of Ligor was even then pursuing. Unauthorised though Low's 
actions had been, the Governor believed that they had checkmated 
the manoeuvres of Siam. The Penang Council had not the power 
to confirm the treaty, and it was therefore referred to the 
Governor-General.(110) Beading between the lines of Fullerton's 
despatch, one feels that he felt much more satisfaction at his 
envoy's proceedings than he permitted to appear in the Council 
minutes: it was a bold stroke entirely after his own heart. Most 
certainly the Governor's next step showed no disapproval. He 
sent the Raja of Ligor a letter, phrased with careful vagueness, 
warning him that further interference in Perak in defiance of 
the Burney treaty might lead to war with Great Britain.(111) 

Before the decision of the Government of India was received 
the Kurau River Incident occurred. The Kurau was a river in 
Perak some ten leagues south of Penang, which for several years 
had been the headquarters of a band of about one hundred Malay 
pirates under Nakhoda (Captain) Udin. He had been denounced 
as a pirate in 1822 by the Raja of Ligor; but soon afterwards the 

(109) Aitchison, "Trea t i e s , " I, 408-11. 
(110) S. S.R., 139: Nov. 13, 1826. 
(111) Ibid. 
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two formed an alliance. Udin was allowed to pursue his piratical 
raids unmolested, and was furthermore appointed by the Raja 
Governor of the Kurau River District. In return Udin aided his 
patron in his efforts to destroy the independence of Perak. The 
Sultan of Perak was powerless to expel Udin; and by 1826 the 
pirate had grown so bold that he made almost nightly raids into 
Penang harbour and kidnapped many British subjects whom he 
sold as slaves. The situation became intolerable, and with the 
cordial assent of the Sultan of Perak Fullerton sent Low and a 
force of sepoys to destroy Udin's stronghold. The position was 
captured, Udin and many of his men being taken prisoners. Since 
the court at Penang did not possess Admiralty jurisdiction, it was 
not competent to try him, and he was accordingly sent to the Raja 
of Ligor with a polite request that he should be put on trial 
there.(112) 

The Raja quite failed to see the humour of the situation. 
Indeed, he was very seriously annoyed, and when in June 1827 
Burney came to Ligor to exchange the ratified copies of the treaty 
of 1826 with Siam, he complained bitterly of the attack on Udin 
as a violation of Siamese territorial rights. He contended that 
the Kurau was part of Kedah, and not of Perak, denied that Udin 
was a pirate, and also attacked Low's treaty with Perak in 1826 
as a piece of sharp practice. Burney persuaded him to let the 
Penang Council decide whether the Kurau River was in Perak or 
Kedah; but he joined the Raja in the protest which he sent to the 
Governor-General.(113) I t is difficult to understand Burner's 
conduct in this matter. Before he was sent to Bangkok in 1825, 
and even during the greater part of the time he was there, he was 
a strong opponent of Siam's claims in Malaya. After his return 
from Bangkok in 1826 however he became one of the leading 
members of the pro-Siamese faction in the Straits Settlements. 
He seems also to have developed a sentimental weakness for his 
quondam enemy, the Raja of Ligor, and supported him as vehe
mently as he had condemned him before 1826. In the present 
instance Burney wrote a despatch to the Government of India 
bitterly attacking the policy of the Penang Council, and represent
ing the Raja as an upright and persecuted exponent of the sanctity 
of treaty-obligations. The policy of the Penang Council in Perak 
was covertly attacked as involving the Company in " unprofitable, 
expensive and embarrassing" intervention in Malayan affairs; 
while Low had been guilty of " questionable proceedings." Burney 
also agreed with the Raja that Udin was not a pirate, and that the 
Kurau was in Siamese territory.(114) 

(112) Ibid., 139: Nov. 2, Nov. 13, and Dec. 18, 1826. Ibid. , 141 : 
Feb . 8, March 7, March 28, April 18, and May 1827. Ibid., 184: Oct. 21 , 
1827. 

(113) Ibid., 141: June , 1827. 
(114) Ibid., 141 : Aug. 16, 1827. 
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The Government of India was convinced by Burney's despatch 
that the Penang Council had been entirely in the wrong, and its 
irritation was not diminished by the occurrence of the Kurau 
River Incident so soon after Low's mission to Perak. The Penang 
Council was informed that it had exceeded its powers in inter
fering in Perak without the previous consent of the Supreme 
Government, and was sharply warned that the action must not be 
repeated. The strictures passed upon the conduct of the Council 
were as nothing compared with those lavished upon Captain Low. 
In his mission to Perak he had greatly exceeded his instructions, 
he had given just cause of offence to Siam, and had made a treaty 
which involved the Company in Malayan affairs " to an extent 
which was never contemplated or desired." To complete his work 
of destroying Siam's authority in Perak he had invented the charge 
of piracy against Udin, a Siamese official, and had invaded Siamese 
territory in order to crush him. Pending a fuller investigation 
of his conduct Low was suspended from all political employ
ment.(115) 

Fullerton's reply to this fulmination was a judicious compound 
of self-justification and humble abasement before the hand which 
chastised him. He explained that he had believed the Burney 
treaty gave him the right to intervene in Perak for the preservation 
of its independence without previous reference to the Supreme 
Government. In future however he would take no action without 
the permission of the Indian Government, no matter what policy 
the Raja of Ligor might pursue. Low's disregard of his in
structions was defended on the ground that his drastic action 
alone could have preserved the independence of Perak against the 
" underhanded " intrigues of the Raja of Ligor. As to the Kurau 
River Incident, Fullerton firmly denied that it had any political 
significance, or that it was an invasion of Siamese territory. He 
overwhelmed the Supreme Government with a flood of testimony 
proving that Udin was a pirate and that the Kurau was in the 
territory of Perak. Carrying the war into Burney's camp, Fuller-
ton showed by lengthy quotations from that officer's reports that 
in 1825 he had advocated the very policy which Low had carried 
out in 1826. Moreover the Governor proved that the destruction 
of Udin's fort had been decided on because of Burney's own state
ments. Fullerton produced a map and a report which Burney had 
submitted about 1824 proving that the Krian River was the 
boundary between Kedah and Perak, and that the Kurau lay in 
the territory of Perak. Burner's charges were not merely exag
gerated and inconsistent; but in his blind devotion to his friend 

(115) Ibid., 141: April 18 and Aug. 16, 1827. Ibid., 142, Sept. 6, 
1827. 
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the Raja be had deliberately made statements which be knew to 
be false.(116) 

While waiting for the Government of India's reply, Fullerton 
sent a letter to the Raja of Ligor informing him that the Penang 
Council had conclusive proof of Udin's piracy, and that the Kurau 
was within Perak territory. The matter therefore could not be 
discussed.(117) Apparently this despatch had the desired effect, 
since no more seems to have been heard from the Raja on the 
question. 

The incident was closed by a despatch from the Goverment 
of India on November 16, 1827. The Supreme Government was 
" entirely satisfied " that Udin was a pirate, and that the Penang 
Council had believed the Kurau River was within the territory of 
Perak. The destruction of Udin's stronghold had clearly no 
political significance, and the Government revoked the censures 
passed upon Captain Low, and his suspension from political 
employment. If the Raja of l igor still persisted in his con
tentions, he should be compelled to disprove Perak's long admitted 
right to the Kurau River.(118) 

No mention was made in this despatch of Low's treaty with 
Perak in 1826, and search amongst the documents of the period 
has failed to disclose any proof that it was ratified. Fullerton 
declared that he had no power to confirm it, and all the despatches 
of the Supreme Government, far from ratifying it, condemned it 
as unauthorised and undesirable. Yet in 1844 and 1853, when 
the Sultans of Perak appealed to the Company for assistance on 
the ground of Low's treaty, both the Government of India and the 
Directors regarded the treaty as binding. In 1844 the request 
of the Sultan was granted; and although aid was refused in 1853, 
the reason given by the Governor-General was that the terms of 
the existing treaty did not require British intervention in that 
particular case.(110) No other treaty was made with Perak during 
the intervening period, and it must be presumed therefore that 
Low's treaty was accepted by the Goverment of India as binding. 
The point is of some interest because the authority under which 
Governor Sir Andrew Clarke granted the request of the Perak 
chiefs for British intervention in 1874 was Low's treafy.(120) 

After the Kurau River Incident Siam made no further at
tempt to destroy the independence of Perak. Fullerton and Low 
had done their work so thoroughly that it never needed to be 

(116) Ibid., 141: July 26, Aug. 23, Aug. 29, and Sept 13, 1827. Ibid., 
142: Sept. 13, Sept. 20, Oct. 15, Oct. 25, and Nov. 6, 1827. Ibid., 184: Oct. 
21 1827 

(117) Ibid., 141: July 18, 1827. 
(118) Ibid., 173: Nov. 16, 1827. 
(119) Despatches to India and Bengal, Vol 43: pp. 632-33. India 

Political and Foreign Consultations, Range 200, Vol 4 1 : Nov. 4, 1853, Nos. 
99-102. 

(120) "Treaties Affecting the Malay S ta tes ," p. 19. 
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repeated. Fettered though they were by the orders of the Supreme 
Government, with no weapons save Siamese timidity and British 
prestige, they saved Perak from the fate of Kedah, and brought 
to an end the southward advance of the Siamese Empire on 
the West Coast of the Peninsula. " Perak instead of Salangore 
thus became the barrier to their further advance . . . . in this 
quarter." (121) 

After 1827 the relations between the Company and Siam 
became much less strained than they had been in the perceding 
four years. The Siamese abandoned their attempts to subdue the 
Malay states on the West Coast, and resigned themselves to main
taining their position in Kedah. This proved to be far from easy, 
for the Malays hated their conquerors, and frequent revolts oc
curred which were suppressed with British assistance. On the 
East Coast the Siamese continued their aggressive policy in 
Kelantan and Trengganu. The Government of the Straits Settle
ments opposed them so far as it could; but the refusal of the 
Supreme Government to intervene in the affairs of these two states 
prevented a repetition of Fullerton's policy in Perak. Apart from 
perennial trade disputes, little occurred to disturb the harmony 
of British and Siamese relations until the bombardment of Treng-
ganu in 1862. 

The article of Burner's treaty concerning Kedah proved a 
great source of trouble to the Government of the Straits Settle
ments. The Government of India ordered that in conformity with 
its terms the ex-Sultan should be persuaded to go to Malacca, 
where a house and land would be given him. He refused however 
to leave Penang, and declined to bind himself never to attack 
Kedah or Siam. Moreover he intrigued against the Siamese in 
Kedah, and the Raja of Ligor demanded the fulfilment of the 
treaty. By December 1827 the patience of the Council was ex
hausted, and the ex-Sultan's yearly pension of $10,000 was stopped 
until such time as he should obey. Although he was reduced to 
the utmost poverty, he refused to give way. Finally in 1831, 
when a revolt occurred in Kedah, the Straits Government com
pelled him to go to Malacca by the threat to remove him by force 
if he would not leave voluntarily.(122) In 1832 the Governor-
General restored the Sultan's original pension of $10,000 with full 
arrears.(123) 

(121) B. S. and P . , 369: Nov. 19, 1832, No. 2. 
(122) S .S . R., 130: Nov. 6, 1828. Ibid., 132: J a n . 30. 1830. Ib id . 

133: May 31 and J u n e 23, 1830. Ibid. , 138: Sept. 20, and Sept . 28. 1826. 
Ibid., 141 and 142: passim, and especially Vol. 142, Sept. 6, Sept. 13, Oct. 
4, Nov. 29, Dec. 17, and Dec. 27, 1827. Ibid. , 144: Feb . 29 and No. 19,1828 
and passim. Ibid., 184: Penang Despatches to the Directors dated Oct. 21 
1827; Oct. 24, 1828; April 21, 1829; and Feb . 13, 1830. B . Pol., Range 126, 
Vol., 24 : J a n . 28, 1831, Nos. 2 and 3. Ibid. , Vol. 3 1 : Ju ly £2,1831, Nos. 
43-46. Ibid., vol. 75, Oct. 31 1833, Nos. 15-23 and 26. 

(123) S. S. R,, 184: June 30, 1830. Bengal Secret and Poli t ical 
Consultations, Vol. 366: J u n e 25, 1832, Nos. 1-5. 
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The removal of the ex-Sultan was the least of the troubles 
which the Siamese conquest brought, upon the Government of the 
Straits Settlements. After 1821 there was a constant series of 
attacks on the Siamese garrisons by bands of exiles from Kedah. 
They were joined by many professional pirates, who combined 
a little fighting against the Siamese with a great deal of looting 
and piracy. The invariable result of these attacks was that the 
Siamese continued to remain in Kedah, and that Penang's trade 
suffered even more severely from pirates than was normally the 
case. The Government of the Straits was convinced that the 
Malays could never recover Kedah unaided, and regarded their 
attempts solely in the light of vexatious interferences with com
merce.(124) 

In 1831 a very serious revolt occurred. Three thousand Malay 
refugees who were living in Province Wellesley crossed the front
ier, and drove the Siamese out of Kedah. The rebels were joined 
by hundreds of Malays from Penang and Province Wellesley, and 
most of their supplies were sent by sympathisers at Penang. Out
side Government circles the who.'e population of the Straits 
Settlements, European as well as native, sympathised strongly with 
the Malays, and aided them so far as possible. The attack came 
as a complete surprise to both the British and the Siamese govern
ments, for although the plans for the rising were made at Penang, 
and were known to hundreds of Malays, not one betrayed them. 
The police and some of the European merchants were also involved 
in the conspiracy of silence.(l25) 

Throughout the rebellion the Government of the Straits 
Settlements showed itself most friendly to the Siamese, and very 
hostile to the Malays. As soon as the Governor, Ibbetson, learned 
of the rising he ordered the gunboats and warships at Penang to 
blockade the Kedah coast and prevent the rebels from receiving 
further assistance from Penang. The ships were also ordered to 
attack the rebel praus, and to treat as pirates any of their leaders 
who might be captured.(126) So completely did Ibbetson sym
pathise with Siam that he was actually indignant at the Malays 
for attempting to recover their country, and at the ex-Sultan for 
not betraying the plot,(127) The Government of India did not 
altogether approve of Ibbetson's measures, and declared that the 
Burney Treaty did not require armed co-operation with Siam. 
The Governor should have confined his efforts to preventing the 
rebels from securing supplies from Penang.(128) The revolt lasted 

(124) 8. S. R., 145: February, March, May and July 1829. 
(125) B. S. and P., Vol. 366: June 4, 1832, Nos. 11-12. B. Pol., 

Range 126, Vol. 29: June 3, 1831, Nos. 30-32. Ibid., Vol. 31; July 22, 
1831, Nos. 43-46. 

(126) Ibid., B. S. and P., Vol. 362: Oct. 14, 1831, No. 22. B. S. and 
P., Vol. 366: June 4, 1832, No. 12. Begbie, "Malay Peninsula ' ' 129-30. 

(127) B. Pol., Range 126, Vol. 31: July 22, 1831, Nos. 43-46. 
(128) Ibid., Vol. 33: Sept. 9, 1831, No. 2. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



162 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867 

from April till October 1831, when the Siamese finally reconquered 
the country. The Company's blockade of the Kedah coast con
tributed largely to this result, since one of the principal reasons 
for the collapse of the revolt was the cutting off of supplies from 
Penang.(129) 

Five years later, in 1836, the Straits Government was again 
compelled to assist the Siamese. The ex-Sultan had received per
mission to leave Malacca for a visit to Deli in Sumatra, on his 
promise to go directly thither and return the same way. Instead 
he went to Bruas, in Perak, and began to collect a fleet for the 
invasion of Kedah. There was no doubt as to his intention, and 
the Siamese called upon the Company to fulfil the terms of the 
Burney treaty. After vain attempts had been made to persuade 
the ex-Sultan to go either to Deli or Malacca, two warships were 
sent to Bruas to bring him baek by force if necessary. The Malays 
resisted, but after a brief resistance their fleet was destroyed, and 
the ex-Sultan captured and sent to Malacca. As a punishment his 
pension of $10,000 was reduced to $6,000 a year, the full amount 
not being restored until 1841.(130) 

In 1838 another rebellion broke out in Kedah. A force of 
Malays entered the country from British territory, and for 'the 
second time expelled the Siamese. As in 1831, the supplies and 
many of the invaders came from Penang and Province Wellesley. 
The natives in the Straits Settlements and the majority of the 
Europeans who were not officials sympathised with the rebels and 
assisted them. The Government of the Straits, holding itself 
bound by the Burney treaty, at once blockaded the Kedah coast. 
The British warships did not attack the Malays, but by preventing 
the arrival of arms and reinforcements from Penang they con
tributed largely to the failure of the rebellion. The Directors and 
the Government of India entirely approved of the action of the 
Straits Government. In 1839 the Siamese reconquered Kedah 
and drove out the rebels.(131) 

(129) B. S. and P. , 363 : Nov. 25, 1831: No. 81. Begbie, " Malay 
P e n i n s u l a , " 129-30. J . I . A., IV, 363-66. 

(130) B. Pol., Range 127, Vol. 32 : Apri l 7, 1836, No. 6. B . Pol. , Range 
195. Vol. 6 1 : Aug. 16, .1841, Nos. 15-16. India Political, Range 194, Vol. 
3 9 : J u n e 5, 1837, Nos. 41-45. Despatches from India and Bengal, Vol. 1 3 : 
Oct. 20, 1837. Despatches to Ind ia and Bengal, Vol. 10: J a n . 30, 1837. 
Ibid., 14: Nov. 15, 1837 Ibid., 16: J u n e 6, 1838. Ibid., 19: Feb. 6, 1839. 
Ibid. , 25 : Dec. 23, 1840. 

(131) Ind ia Polit ical, Range 195, Vol. 8 : Feb . 6, 1839, Nos. 17-21. 
Ibid., Vol. 10: Feb 27, 1839, Nos. 64-66. Ibid., Vol. 15 : Apri l 24, 1839, 
Nos. 48-54. Let ters Received from India and Bengal, Vol. 18 : Dec. 31 , 
1838. Ibid., Vol. 20 : May 20, 1839. Ibid., 2 1 : Ju ly 24, 1839. Ibid. , 17 : 
Sept. 15, 1838. Despatches to Ind ia and Bengal, Vol. 2 3 : J u n e 2, 1840 
Burney MSS., D. I X and D. X. J . I . A., I I I , 617: IV , 26, 371-77. Osborn', 
" Q u e d a h , " 22-33, 153-55, 217-19, 317-21, 346-59 and chapters X I I and XIII 
passim. 
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The failure of this insurrection convinced the old Sultan that 
he could never regain his Kingdom by force. So in 1841 he sent 
Tunku Dye (Daik?), his eldest son, to Bangkok, to beg for pardon 
and reinstatement. Bonham, the Governor of the Straits Settle
ments, was very sceptical of success; but with the approval of the 
Supreme Government he gave Tunku Dye (Daik?) a letter to the 
Prahklang. In it he urged that the Sultan should be restored 
to his throne, and warned the Siamese that the Company had 
grown weary of bolstering up their power in Kedah. Should 
another revolt occur, the Straits Government had been ordered not 
to assist in its suppression.(132) The old Sultan's petition was 
made at a propitious moment. The Emperor of Siam had at last 
learned that there was no profit to be obtained from governing 
as a Siamese province a distant state whose inhabitants were 
resolved not to submit to alien rule. The experiment had been 
tried for twenty years, and the only result had been a constant 
series of rebellions in which the prosperity of Kedah had been 
ruined. Had the Raja of Ligor been alive the decision might have 
been different, but the Sultan's implacable enemy was now dead. 
In 1842 the Emperor of Siam accepted the Sultan's submission, 
removed the Siamese officials from Kedah, and restored to him 
the greater part of his former kingdom. To lessen his power 
however the remainder was formed into two new states under 
Malay rulers over whom he had no control. The Sultan asked 
the Company to form an alliance with him, pledging them to 
maintain him on the throne. The Directors refused his request, 
being greatly influenced in the matter by the adverse opinion of 
Colonel Burney, the negotiator of the treaty of 1826.(183) 

The Government hoped that it was at last freed from Kedah 
entanglements, but it was soon undeceived. In 1843 the Sultan 
seized the Krian District of Perak, claiming it as part of his 
Kingdom. The Sultan of Perak prepared for war, and demanded 
British assistance under the terms of Low's treaty of 1826. The 
Government acknowledged the validity of his claim; but persuaded 
him not to commence hostilities until the effect of negotiations 
had been tried. The Sultan of Kedah refused to give way, even 
when in 1844 his annual pension was taken away from him. 
Finally, in 1848, the Governor of the Straits Settlements com
pelled him to restore the Krian District to Perak by the threat that 
otherwise his troops would be expelled by force. The annual 

(132) I. Pol., Range 195, Vol. 61: Aug. 23, 1841, Nos. 6-7. 
(133) Letters Received from India and Bengal, Vol. 34: July 4, 1842. 

Despatches to India and Bengal, Vol. 33: Dec. 30, 1842. Ibid., Vol. 40; 
July 17, 1844. Burney MS. D. X. 
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pension of $10,000 was then restored. (134) At the present time 
it is still regularly paid.(135) Until 1909 Kedah remained a 
Siamese dependency ruled by the descendants of the restored 
Sultan. By the Treaty of Bangkok in 1909 Siam renounced its 
rights of suzerainty; and the state became a British dependen
cy.(186) 

The cordiality which characterised British and Siamese re
lations in Kedah after 1827 was less marked in Trengganu and 
Kelantan. From the date of the Burney treaty until the end of 
the century Siam lost no opportunity of trying to reduce the two 
states to subjection. Kelantan, weaker than Trengganu and 
nearer to its powerful enemy, suffered more severely than its 
neighbours. By 1836 it was described by Newbold, the Malayan 
authority, as nominally independent but " now almost succumbed 
to the Siamese yoke." (137) The Government of Bangkok gradually 
established strong influence there, and the appoinment in 1902 of 
a Commissioner to " advise " the Sultan was in many ways merely 
the recognition of an existing state of affairs. Trengganu was 
more fortunate; its Sultans resisted the covert attacks of the 
Siamese as firmly as they dared, and succeeded in preventing them 
from attaining the influence which they gained in Kelantan.(138) 
Apart from the triennial despatch of the Bunga Mas to Bangkok, 
the overlordship of Siam was practically nominal (139) 

The Government of the Straits Settlements opposed the 
designs of Siam as far as it was possible to do so, and at the 
same time obeyed the orders of the Indian Government not to 
interfere in the affairs of the Malay States. The Straits officials 
sympathised with the desire of Trengganu and Kelantan to pre
serve their independence; and they also feared that the establish
ment of Siam's supremacy would destroy the growing trade of 
Singapore with the two states. Until 1862 no incident of import
ance occurred. The Siamese made no open attacks on the 
independence of Trengganu and Kelantan, but tried to gain their 
ends by intrigue. The Government of the Straits Settlements 
kept a suspicious eye upon their proceedings; but it was forced 

(134) Let ters Received from Innd ia and Bengal, Vol. 4 3 : J u l y 22, 
1844. Ibid. , Vol. 52 : Nov. 7, 1846. Ibid. , Vol. 59 : Aug. 7, 1848. Des
patches to Ind ia and Bengal, Vol. 4 3 ; March 19, 1845. Ibid. , Vol. 60 : Feb . 
2 1 , 1849. Ind . Pol . and Foreign, Range 196, Vol. 4 8 : March 23, 1844, Nos. 
50-54. Ibid. , Range 198, Vol. 2 3 : Apri l 14, 1848, Nos. 14-31. Ibid. , Vol. 
5 7 : Oct. 27, 1849, Nos. 60-63. 

(135) Colonial Office List , 1920, p . 398. 
(136) Ibid. , 388 and 398. 
(137) Newbold, St ra i t s of M a l a c c a , " I I , 65. 
(138) Swettenham, " B r i t i s h M a l a y a , " 316-23.  Graham, " K e l a n 

t a n " 38-54. 
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i o content itself with reporting the course of events to the Govern
ment of India.(140) 

In 1862 Siam abandoned its policy of obscure manoeuvring 
in favour of a scarcely disguised attempt to obtain control of 
Trengganu and possibly Pahang as well. The ultimate cause of 
the incident was the death in 1858 of the Bendahara of Pahang. 
He left two sons to fight for the inheritance, and almost im
mediately civil war broke out between the elder, who became 
Bendahara, and the younger Wan Ahmad. Neither side did much 
harm to the other, but between them they wrought havoc with 
the growing British trade in Pahang. The Singapore merchants 
complained, and the Governor of the Straits Settlements, Colonel 
Cavenagh, offered to mediate between the two brothers. The 
Bendahara agreed, and promised to allow Wan Ahmad whatever 
pension Cavenagh might name. Ahmad refused the amount 
offered, and the war continued until about July 1861 his forces 
were driven out of Pahang by his brother.(141) 

At this point Siam appeared upon the scene. Shortly before 
the Dutch had deposed and banished the Sultan of Lingga because 
of his incurable propensity for intriguing. The Sultan was the 
descendant of Sultan Ahdulrahman of Johore, whose career was 
described in the chapter on the foundation of Singapore. By 
virtue of his descent the banished Sultan declared himself to be 
the rightful ruler of Pahang and Johore. This claim the British 
Government refused to recognise, since it challenged the basic 
principle of the Anglo-Dutch treaty of 1824, the division of the 
Empire of Johore into British and Dutch spheres.(142) Eventually 
the banished Sultan went to Bangkok, and the Siamese Ministers 
saw in him a fit instrument for their designs. They had deter
mined to depose the Sultan of Trengganu, because he firmly 
refused to do homage in person at Bangkok, or to acknowledge 
the supremacy of Siam except by the customary gift of the Bunga 
Mas. I t was decided to instal the Sultan of Lingga in his place. 
Wan Ahmad had also come to Bangkok, and seems to have reached 
an understanding with the Siamese. Cavenagh received informa
tion of the Ministers' intentions, and asked the British Council 
at Bangkok, Sir Robert Schomburgk, to investigate the matter. (143) 
By this Time, July 1862, the Sultan had been taken to Trengganu 
on a Siamese warship. He was apparently accompanied by Wan 
Ahmad, and a small fleet of praus. Schomburgk was assured by 
the Siamese that the Sultan's departure had no political signi
ficance: he merely wished to visit his aged mother in Trengganu, 
and the Emperor of Siam, touched by this display of filial affection, 

(140) B. S. and P., Vol. 369: Nov. 19, 1832, Nos. 2-3. B. Pub., 
Range 13, Vol. 43: June 19, 1843, No. 18. 
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had given him a warship to make the journey.(144) Although 
Sehomhurgk and Cavenagh had to accept this explanation, they 
both took the liberty of doubting its truth.(145) For one thing, the 
Sultan's arrival synchronised suspiciously with the appearance in 
Trengganu of three Siamese warships on which were the Crown 
Prince and the Chief Minister of Siam. Cavenagh had learned 
of their intended visit, and sent the " Hooghly," a small gunboatr 

to watch them. When the Siamese squadron found her at Treng
ganu the Prince and the Minister decided not to land, but went 
on to Singapore.(146) Wan Ahmad began to prepare for another 
attack on his brother. In this he was assisted by the Sultan of 
Lingga, who, Cavenagh suspected, had been the real instigator of 
the attacks on Pahang. The Sultan of Trengganu also assisted 
Ahmad by allowing him to gather arms and recruits, and prepare 
his forces in Trengganu. (147) 

Colonel Cavenagh viewed this twofold design against Pahang 
and Trengganu in the gravest light. He was convinced that Siam 
intended to use the Sultan of Lingga and Wan Ahmad as tools 
to bring both states under the control of Bangkok. The success 
of this policy would do great injury to British trade; and even if 
Wan Ahmad's attempt on Pahang should in the end fail, the 
renewal of civil war with the Bendahara would be harmful to the 
commerce of Singapore. Cavenagh was therefore convinced that 
he had the right to intervene in Pahang, as he had done in the 
preceding war, and the more so as the Siamese themselves advanced 
no pretensions to supremacy over it. With Trengganu the case-
was somewhat different, for there was no doubt that the state was 
to some extent a Siamese tributary. The Governor believed how
ever that he had the right to intervene in order to preserve its 
independence, on the grounds that its subjection was practically 
nominal, and that the aggressive policy of Siam must inevitably 
do great harm to British trade. These reasons he set fourth in 
his despatches to the Indian Government. 

In a despatch of July 19, 1861, he spoke of the rumours 
which had reached him of the Siamese intentions as follows:— 
" T h e exact position with reference to the authorities at Bankok 

is not very clearly defined by the treaty of 1826, but 
I believe there can be no doubt they do acknowledge themselves to 
a certain extent as tributaries." This Cavenagh considered was 
proved by a statement made to him by the Sultan of Trengganu 
that every thirty months the Bunga Mas and presents of camphor, 
cloth, etc., were sent to Bangkok in return for gifts of equal value. 

(144) Ibid., 2-3, 14-16. 
(145) Ibid. , 14-16. 
(146) Ibid., 2-3, 5-6. 
(147) Ibid. , 3, 16, and 26. 
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Nevertheless the Governor believed the dependence to be so nominal 
that from the legal point of view it was negligible, for he con
tinued :—. 

" B y Article X of the above-quoted treaty it is evident 
that neither Trengganu nor Kelantan have ever been con
sidered as Siamese provinces, whilst from Article X I I it is 
equally evident that the Siamese Kings are precluded from 
adopting any measure with regard to those states that might 
lead to any interruption of our commerce. That the measure 
stated to be now in contemplation would have that effect is, 
I conceive, beyound a doubt, for the ex-Sultan of Lingua is 
an intriguing, restless character, banished by the Dutch from 
their territories owing to his being concerned in some con
spiracy, who would almost immedately upon his resumption of 
power endeavour to extend his influence over the neighbour
ing native states and thus create a feeling prejudicial 
to our interests. Moreover it is not to be imagined that the. 
Sultan (of Trengganu) would yield his post without a struggle, 
and the whole country would in all probability be soon in
volved in a civil war, to the utter prostration of our trade, 
which is now of considerable value, and provided peace and 
quietness can be maintained is likely to increase. For general 
reasons of policy it is also apparently advisable that we should 
as far as practicable prevent any interference (by Siam) in the 
affairs of countries so intimately connected with the British 
possessions as Trengganu and Kelantan." (148) 

Cavenagh believed that India was not prepared " to recognise the 
r ight of Siam to exercise over the two above mentioned state a 
protectorate of this nature under any circumstances." (149) The 
contents of this despatch were approved by the Supreme Govern
ment.(1 5 0) 

The Governors attitude towards Siam's pretensions was still 
more clearly shown in a Report which he forwarded to the Govern
ment of India in 1862. 

" Trengganu is an independent pr incipal i ty . . . .the raler 
of which, as is often customary with weak Oriental states, 
dispatches a periodical embassy with presents to his powerful 
neighbour, the King of Siam; but he has never acknowledged 
obedience to the latter, and has always refused to do him 
personal homage. When the Treaty of 18)26 was concluded 
. . . . . . t h e independence of Trengganu and the adjoining state 
of Kelantan was mutually guaranteed by Article X I I . . . . h e 
(the Sultan) has, at all times, been recognised as an inde
pendent chief." (151) 

(148) Ibid., 3-4. ~ ~~ 
(149) Ibid., 14. 
(150) Ibid., 1-3. 
(151) Swettenham,  "Bri t ish Malaya," 321-22. 
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From July till October 1862 Cavenagh and Schomburgk made 
unsuccessful attempts to persuade the Siamese to remove the 
Sultan of Lingga and Wan Ahmad from Trengganu. Meanwhile 
Ahmad again invaded Pahang, apparently at the instigation of 
the Sultan of Lingga. (152) On October 23, 1862, the Govermnent 
of India approved of Cavenagh's action in asking Schomburgk to-
call upon the Siamese to remove Ahmad and the Sultan of Lingga 
from Trengganu. (353) About the same time, Schomburgk in
formed Cavenagh that the Siamese had at last consented to remove-
the Sultan. (154) In his reply Cavenagh wrote that if the dis
turbances in Pahang continued he would, in accordance with the 
Governor-General's instructions, take whatever measures seemed 
necessary to protect British interests and maintain peace in the-
Peninsula. (155) 

Barely a month later it became necessary to carry the threat 
into execution. The time of the North-East monsoon was rapidly 
approaching, when from the high surf it would be impossible to-
make a landing at any harbour on the East Coast of the Peninsula. 
The Siamese kept evading the fulfilment of their promise, and 
made no attempt to equip a warship for the voyage to Trengganu. 
I t appeared that they were deliberately postponing action so that 
it would be impossible to carry out their pledge until the change-
of the monsoons in April 1863. In the meantime the Sultan of 
Lingga and Wan Ahmad would have several months in which to-
carry out their plans. (156) About the end of October 1862 the 
Singapore Chamber of Commerce complained to Cavenagh that 
their Pahang trade was at a standstill owing to a fresh invasion 
by Wan Ahmad, which was openly supported by the Sultan of 
Lingga and Trengganu. They also pointed out that the change 
in the monsoons would occur in eight or ten days, and begged him 
to act speedily. (157) Cavenagh satisfied himself of the truth of 
their information about the monsoons, and then being convinced 
by the despatches from Bangkok that the Siamese intended to take 
no steps until the weather made effective action impossible, he-
determined that drastic measures were necessary. A warship was 
sent to Trengganu with orders to bombard the port and blockade 
it unless within twenty-four hours after its arrival the Sultan of 
Trengganu handed over the Sultan of Lingga for conveyance to 
Bangkok, and promised that no further assistance should be given 
to Wan Ahmad. (158) The Sultan of Trengganu refused to give-
way, and his fort was accordingly shelled, the town and its popula
tion being spared. The Sultan of Lingga escaped in the country,. 

(152) P . P . , H . of C , No. 541 of 1863, pp . 17-21, (Vol. X L I I I ) . , 
(153) Ibid. , 21-22. 
(154) Ibid. , 22-23. 
(155) Ibid., 23-24. 
(156) Ibid., 27-33. 
(157) Ibid. , 27-31. 
(158) Ibid., 27, 30-33. 
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and although the coast was blockaded for some weeks he was not 
surrendered. (159) Cavenagh's actions were approved by the 
Government of India. (160) 

While the bombardment failed in its immediate objects, i t 
ultimately produced the effect which Cavenagh had desired. The 
Siamese Government sent a warship to Trengganu on November 
25, with the obvious result that as the monsoon had changed the 
Sultan of Lingga could not be taken off.(101) The Siamese also-
sent letters to the British Government, claiming Kelantan and 
Trengganu as tributaries, and protesting at the bombardment as 
a violation of their territorial rights. (162) But despite their 
complaints, in March 1863 they removed the Sultan of Lingga 
from Trengganu, and sent him back to Siam. (I63) Thereafter he 
ceased to trouble the peace of the Peninsula. A few years later 
his ally, Wan Ahmad, became Bendahara of Pahang on the death 
of his brother, without any objections being raised on the part of 
the British Government. (164) 

The bombardment of Trengganu gave rise to two debater in 
the House of Commons, and on the whole Cavenagh's conduct wau-
condemned. (165) In Trengganu however his firmness had excellent 
results. Soon after the incident was closed the Chief Minister 
of Siam visited 'Cavenagh at Singapore, and vainly tried to obtain 
from him an admission of Siam's rights of suzerainty over Treng
ganu. Cavenagh also refused to use the Government of Bangkok 
as an intermediary in any communications which he might in 
future find it necessary to make to the Sultan of Trengganu. (166) 
After this date Siam made no further overt attempts to destroy 
the independence of the state; and although threats and intrigues-
were lavishly emloyed, they proved unavailing. In 1909, when 
Trengganu was transferred to the British sphere of influence, its-
independence was still substantially unimpaired. (167) 

Looking back over the history of Anglo-Siamese relations in 
Malaya during the nineteenth century, there is one salient fact 
which impresses itself with irresistible force. I t is to the British 
Government alone, and more especially to the Government of the 
Straits Settlements, that the Malay States of the Peninsula owe 
the preservation of their independence. In 1821 it seemed inevi
table that the greater part of the Peninsula at least would sooner or 
later fall under the control of Siam. The Malay States, weak and 

(159) Ibid., 34-40. 
(160) Ibid., 1-3. 
(161) Ibid., 49. 
(162) Ibid., 46, 48, 68-69. 
(163) Ibid., 78. ' 'Strai ts Settlements Administration Report 1862 

6 3 " : p. 30. 
(164) Buckley, "Singapore." I I , 693-94. 
(165) Hansard. Series III, Vol. 172, pp. 586-91, July 10, 1863, 
(166) Cavenagh, "Reminiscences;' ' 308. 
(167) Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya." 322-23. 
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divided, were powerless to avert the fate of Kedah. That this 
catastrophe was averted was due almost entirely to the Government 
of the Straits Settlements. The Directors and the Indian Govern
ment were but little interested in the fate of Malaya; and the 
policy of Fullerton and his successors found only censure or half
hearted support. Yet though the odds were against them, the 
members of the Straits Civil Service persisted in their policy, 
and by 1867 the danger was nearly past. Kedah had fallen, 
Kelantan, and to some extent Trengganu, were still menaced; but 
the greater part of the Malay Peninsula was saved. 
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CHAPTER IX. 

The Malayan Policy of the East Indian Company, 1786-1867. 

During the eighty-one years that the Straits Settlements were 
under the control of India, the Government wherever possible 
followed a policy of strict non-intervention in the affairs of the 
Malay States. Not only was the increase of British territory 
forbidden, but all attempts to form political treaties were regarded 
with strong disapproval. I t was feared that alliances might finally 
compel the Company to intervene in the affairs of the native states, 
and that it would become involved in the constant wars which by 
1874 had brought nearly every state of the Peninsula to a condition 
of anarchy. India was also afraid that alliances with the Malay 
Sultans might lead to war with Siam. British relations with the 
Peninsula were almost entirely commercial. On the few occasions 
in which intervention occurred it was due either to treaty obliga
tions, or to attacks on British interests so flagrant that they could 
not be permited. 

The reason for the Company's policy was that its interests 
in Malaya were purely commercial. The 'Straits Settlements were 
regarded, not as the nucleus of a Malayan Empire, but solely as 
trading centres; and the Directors were more than content that 
their territorial responsibilities were practically limited to the land 
upon which the towns were built. This attitude was much 
strengthened by the Company's loss of its monopoly of the China 
trade in 1833. Hitherto the Straits Settlements had been valuable 
to it as depots where the products of the Archipelago was collected 
for transmission to the Company's factories in Canton. Henceforth 
they ceased to be a source of direct profit, and were maintained 
by the Company at considerable annual loss, for the benefit of 
British trade. The Indian Government derived no benefit from 
them except indirectly, through the increase of Indian trade with 
the Straits Settlements. 

During the whole period between 1786 to 1867 the Malay 
States of the Peninsula were hard at work committing political 
"hara-kiri ." The process had begun at a much earlier date;-but 
during the nineteenth century it became greatly accelerated. 
There were constant wars between the different Sultans, and the 
states were also weakened by frequent civil wars between rival 
claimants to the throne. The power of the Sultan decayed, till 
even petty rajas were able to set themselves up as independent 
local rulers, free to plunder and fight pretty much at will. Piracy 
flourished, and trade declined. In many ways the condition of the 
Peninsula was very much like that of England during the reign 
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of Stephen. In the Malay (States, as in mediaeval England, the 
organization of society was feudal, the relation of the Malay rajas 
towards their Sultan strongly resembling that of the Norman 
barons towards the king. With the breakdown of the central 
government, the vassals seized the opportunity to establish them
selves in a position of local independence at the expense of their 
weaker neighbours and the peasantry. No man's life and property 
were safe unless he were strong enough to defend them. The 
career of Geoffrey de Mandeville had many parallels in nineteenth 
century Malaya. Throughout the Peninsula, from Siam on the 
north to the Straits Settlements on the south, there was only one 
state where anarchy was not the order of the day. In Johore 
peace was maintained owing to the scantiness of the population 
and the British control over the Sultan and Temenggong. The 
other states were torn asunder by the convulsions of a dying 
feudalism.(1) 

From 18-14 onwards the Singapore newspapers frequently 
referred to the decay of the Malay States, and gave vivid pictures 
of the state of anarchy and semi-barbarism into which they were 
sinking. (2) Their testimony perhaps may be somewhat suspect, 
since they advocated the development of British trade with the 
Peninsula, either by annexing the Malay states, or else by governing 
them by means of advice tendered to the Sultans—an interesting 
forecast of the Residential System which has grown up since 
1874. (3) The despatches of the Straits Government frequently 
contained similar descriptions. In 1841 for example Governor 
Bonham reported to the Government of Bengal that " t he Malay 
States on the Peninsula from some cause or other appear 
to be crumbling away into entire insignificance." (4) In 1847 a 
valuable account was written by E. A. Blundell, the Resident 
Councillor of Malacca, who had spent twenty-five years in the 
Straits. 

" The petty states surrounding (Malacca) are all of them 
in a sad state of anarchy and disorder, without any settled 
government, and enjoying no protection of either person or 
property. The chiefs are needy and rapacious, ready 
to sell themselves to any party that will purchase the use of 
their name and influence; and the people are wretchedly poor 
and enjoy no means of bettering their condition, for though 
the countries are as fertile as Malacca, and some, if not all 
of them, still more abounding in mineral products, yet such 
is the state of insecurity and lawlessness among them that but 

(1) Wilkinson, " M a l a y P a p e r s : History of the P e n i n s u l a . " Swet-
tenham. ' ' Bri t ish Malaya, " 113-32. " The Real Malay, " passim. " Malay 
S k e t c h e s , " passim. Clifford, " E a s t Coast E t c h i n g s , " 3-10. " I n Court 
and Kampong:" pas6sim ' ' Eas t Coast E t c h i n g s , ' ' passim. 

(2) Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , " I I , 421-22, 503, 575, 584-85. 
(3) Ibid. , 575. 
(4) I . Pol., Range 195, Vol. 6 1 : Aug. 23, 1841, No. 6. 
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very little can be done to benefit by such resources. We have 
ourselves in our wisdom tended greatly towards this result by 
an apparent exhibition of liberality We h a v e . . . . . .with
drawn from all interference of any kind with these countries. 
. . . . The policy of withdrawal from all interference with the 
neighbouring petty states is extremely doubtful. They are 
fast becoming little more than the receptacles of the lawless 
and evil disposed, whose sole means of livelihood will be 
plunder and robbing, obliging us, in the end, for the safety 
of our own people, to take possession of the country, the very 
object we sought to avoid by our withdrawal and subsequent 
exhibition of liberality. One very injurious effect of this 
refraining from the exercise of our influence and control. — 
is the complete stoppage of the overland trade which once 
existed with Pahang and other states in the Gulf of Siam. 
P a h a n g . . . .is tolerably flourishing... . But between Malacca 
. . . .and Pahang there lie two or three of those petty 
Malayan s t a t e s . . . .which be ing . . . .little better than a refuge 
for idle and dissipated Malays, the intercourse between the 
two countries is entirely precluded. Pahang is well know to be 
rich in both tin and gold."( 5) 

In 1849 Governor Butterworth submitted a long report to Bengal 
which showed how completely the Negri Sembilan was given over 
to anarchy and misrule as the result of constant wars. (6) 

The Company's policy of non-intervention dated from the 
earliest years of British rule in the Straits. I t will be remembered 
that Captain Light was strictly forbidden to involve the 
Company in the affairs of the native states, and was for this reason 
forbidden to assist Kedah against Siam. The appeals of Perak 
and Trengganu for defensive alliances were likewise rejected. (7) 
Although the aggressive designs of Siam finally compelled the 
Company to intervene in order of safeguard British trade, it did 
so with extreme reluctance, and took great care of safeguard itself 
from any obligation to defend the Malay states against Siam. The 
severe censures passed upon Captain Low for his treaty with Perak 
in 1826, and indeed the whole history of Anglo-Siamese relations 
in the Malay Peninsula are convincing proofs that the policy of 
non-intervention was followed wherever possible. 

During the 30 years which followed the Burney Treaty the 
same principle was adhered to. In 1832 for example a treaty was 
made with Rembau by which the Company voluntarily renounced 
all the rights inherited from the Dutch to a monopoly of the tin and 
to suzerainty. (8) The same year the Government of Bengal sent 
the following instructions to Governor Ibbetson regarding the 
Naning War which was then in progress:—"It cannot be too 

(5) J. I. A., I I , 752-54. E. A. Blundell. 
(6) I. P. P., Range 198, Vol. 41 : Jan. 13. 1849, Nos. 21-22. 
(7) B. Pub., Range 4, Vol. 48: Aug. 22, 1796. 
(8) v. Chapter on the Nanming War. 
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strongly impressed on your mind that extension of territory at 
Malacca is no point of our policy, and that such an extension as 
might tend to involve us in further contests is greatly to be 
deprecated."(9) A still more striking instance occurred in 1833 
when the boundary between Malacca Territory and the tiny state 
of Johol (in the Negri Sembilan) was being delimited. Between 
the two lay a debateable land which had formerly been claimed by 
both. I t contained rich mines of tin and gold, including Mount 
Ophir, famous for its veins of gold. Governor Ibbetson regarded 
the frontier delimitation as an excellent opportunity for showing 
" t h a t accessions of territory and encroachments upon their rights 
is the furthest from our views and intentions." Although the 
chief of Johol had made no demand for this territory—indeed he 
appears to have offered to resign it to the Company—the Governor 
with the approval of the Bengal Government resigned any claims 
the British might have to it, and included it within the area of 
Johol. (10) During the same year the Lingga War broke out. 
Saiyid Shaaban, Yamtuan Muda of Rembau, wished to conquer 
Inche Katas the petty chief of Linggi, near Malacca territory, who 
controlled important tin-mines. Some of the Chinese merchants of 
Malacca were interested in these mines, and their trade suffered 
greatly because of the war, and because Shaaban levied a heavy 
duty on tin coming down the Linggi River. Ibbetson refused to 
interfere, in spite of the loud outcry of the Chinese, whose com
plaints were echoed by the Singapore press. He reported the case 
to Calcutta, and the Government entirely agreed with him that 
it was quite impossible to intervene in a quarrel between two 
independent chiefs, even though British merchants suffered severely 
from its effects.(11) Saiyid Shaaban was defeated, and he and his 
father-in-law Raja Ali, the ruler of Rembau, were in 1835 forced 
to seek refuge in Malacca. They were given shelter, but when 
asked for British aid to reinstate them, it was refused, although 
their alliance had been of great assistance in the Naning War. 
There was no breach of faith, because the British treaty made with 
them in 1832 did not require the Company to assist them. Since 
treaty-obligations were not involved, Governor Ibbetson felt himseif 
bound by the Bengal Government's orders not to interfere unless 
to do so meant a breach of treaty-engagements. The Supreme 
Government approved of his action, and directed that no assistance 
whatever was to be given the exiles, since if granted it was almost 
certain to involve the Company in future entanglements. (12) For 
many years Saiyid Shaaban lived in Malacca on a pension from the 
Company, until in 1847 a faction in Rembau invited him to 
resume his former position. Governor Butterworth allowed Shaa-

(9) B. S. and P., Vol. 366: June 4, 1832, Nos. 17-22. 
(10) B. S. and P., Vol. 376: Sept. 5, 1833, Nos. 1-3. B. Pol. Range 

126, Vol. 75: Oct. 31, 1833. J. I. A., I I , 753. E. A. Blundell. Aitehison, 
"Trea t i es , " I, 421-22. 

(11) B. 8. and P., Vol. 377: Dec. 5, 1833, Nos. 1-3. 
(12) B. Pol., Range 127, Vol. 29: Aug. 24, 1835, Nos. 4-6. 
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ban to accept, but told him that by so doing he would forfeit his 
pension, and compel the Straits Government to inform all the 
adjacent states that his attempt was not made with British support. 
The Company could not permit the neighbouring Sultans to think 
that it was trying to interfere in the affairs of a native state, even 
in the interests of a man who had rendered such great services as 
Syed Shaaban. The Governor's attitude received the approval of 
the Supreme Government.(13) 

Two years later, in 1849, Governor Butterworth submitted a 
long report on the anarchy and misrule which were rampant in the 
Negri Sembilan. The country was ravaged by constant wars, the 
ruling chieftains were penniless and powerless, and the states were 
given over to the struggles of " a number of needy, desperate, petty 
chieftains," who claimed complete independence. They were im
posing many illegal exactions on British trade, and the Governor's 
ire was especially roused by the impudence of a freebooting raja 
who had built a stockade at Sempang, on the Linggi river, bordering 
on Malacca territory. He was a mere robber and pirate, and was 
able to maintain himself at Sempang solely because his nominal 
suzerain was too weak to expel him. Like a mediaeval robber 
baron, he had established himself on a river which was the sole 
water route to Sungei Ujong, from which Malacca drew much of its 
supply of t in ; and he levied toll on all traders who passed. The 
British merchants were loud in their complaints. The Governor 
had seen the stockade, and pronounced it to be a ramshackle alfair 
of palm-logs which a few round shot would knock into a heap of 
ruins. Yet his hands were tied by the policy of non-intervention. 
Since the Sultan was powerless, Blundell, the Resident Councillor 
at Malacca, urged that the Straits Government should try to end 
the ceaseless wars by offering to mediate between the Malacca chief
tains. Butterworth asked the Bengal Government to sanction this 
suggestion, but frankly admitted that he was very sceptical of its 
utility. When the Straits administration was forbidden to use the 
threat of force, how could it be expected, he plaintively asked, that 
" we can exert effectually over the barbarous rule of a number of 
needy, desperate, petty chieftains an influence unbounded, but 
altogether dissociated with fear or dread?" Personally, he was a 
believer in the efficacy of action rather than moral suasion, and he 
asked that if Lebai Kulup, the robber baron of Sempang, declined 
to mend his ways, the Straits Government might be authorized to 
expel him by force. (14) The Supreme Government refused to 
sanction Butterworth's request, and declared that it was opposed to 
any attempts to gain wide influence in the Negri Sembilan. 
British interference was to be confined" within very narrow limits," 
and no proceedings likely to lead to war with a Malay state were 
to be undertaken without the previous consent of India. (15) 

(13) I. P. and F., Range 198, Vol. 5: Dec. 11, 1847. Nos. 19-29. 
(14) I. P. and F., Range 198, Vol. 41: Jan. 13, 1849. Nos. 21-22. 
(15) Ibid., No. 36. 
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In 1853 the Sultan of Perak was dethroned by a rival. Both 
invoked British aid, and the request was referred to India. The 
Supreme Government forbade intervention since the Sultan's fall 
was the result of his vices and his incapacity to govern, and Low's-
Treaty of 1826 contained no provision binding the Company to 
interfere in such a case. The Straits Government was empowered 
to offer its mediation, but it was warned to be most careful not 
to commit the Company to support either faction. (10) Butter-
worth accordingly proffered his services as mediator. They vere 
refused, and in 1854 Perak was still in a state of anarchy as a 
result of the war. The Governor decided not to renew his oiler, 
but to wait until the Malays asked him to settle the quarrel, because 
he was "perfectly convinced" of the inexpediency of taking an 
active part in the internal affairs of the Malay states except when 
it was absolutely unavoidable. The Supreme Government in its 
reply commended the soundness of his views on Malay Policy. (17) 

Although as a rule, the East India Company adhered strictly 
to a policy of non-intervention, cases occasionally arose when 
interference was unavoidable. The reasons wrhich were held to 
justify this course were the invasion of British territory, the ill-
treatment of British subjects, and treaty-obligations. In 1828 for 
example the Temenggong or chief of Muar (a small dependency 
of Johore on the border of Malacca) occupied some ninety square 
miles of Malacca Territory on the River Kesang, adjoining Muar. 
He claimed it as rightfully part of his own state; but the Govern
ment after careful inquiry decided that it belonged to the Company. 
Lengthy negotiations followed, but every attempt to persuade the 
chieftain to evacuate the territory failed. A company of Sepoys 
was accordingly moved against him, and the raja was given the 
alternatives of voluntary retirement or expulsion. He chose the 
former and the incident was closed. (18) 

Interference to obtain redress for injuries inflicted on 
British subjects generally occurred when pirates were given shelter 
by native rulers. (19) The imposition of illegal exactions upon 
British merchants (usually it would seem, Chinese), occasionally 
brought about the Government's interference. In 1860 lor instance 
Governor Cavenagh made successful representations to the states 
of Rembau and Sungai Ujong to secure the removal of illegal 
exactions which were inflicting losses upon Malacca's trade. (20) 
In 1862 a somewhat similar incident occurred in the Larut district 
of Perak. This proved to be the beginning of the disturbances 
which twelve years later brought about permanent British 

(16) I. P. F., Range 200, Vol. 41: Nov. 4, 1853, Nos. 99-102. 
(17) I. P. F., Range 200, Vol. 50: Jan. 20, 1854, Nos. 95-98. 
(18) S.S.R., Vol. 122: March 10, 1828. S. S. R., Vol. 123: July 

21, Aug. 27, 1828. S. S. R., Vol. 168: Jan. 30, June 25, Sept. 6, Oct. 27,1828. 
(19) v. chapters on Piracy and Rajah Brooke. 
(20) "Stra i ts Settlements Administration Reports, 1860-31 ;" pp. 
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intervention in that state. On this occasion, to collect the sums 
awarded to Chinese merchants who were British subjects as redress 
for their losses, Cavenagh was compelled to blockade the Larut 
River until the amounts were paid.(21) In the same year occurred 
the bombardment of Trengganu. The motives were partly to 
protect British trade, but in the main to checkmate Siamese 
aggression. (22) About the same time Governor Cavenagh found 
it necessary to take the Temenggong of Johore and his son Abu-
bakar to task for punishing natives who were British subjects 
according to Malayan law. He told them that he " could not 
permit British subjects to be at the mercy of the caprice of any 
native chief," since " there was no regularity of certainty about 
judicial proceedings in Johore." Abubakar showed a strong desire 
to comply with the Governor's orders: he released his prisoners and 
promised to draw up a code of laws which he would submit to 
Cavenagh's inspection. (23) Colonel Cavenagh's Malayan policy 
however cannot be regarded as typical of that pursued before 1867. 
He was much more inclined than any of his predecessors except 
Fullerton to take strong measures for the protection of British 
trade or checking Siamese aggression. In many ways the Colonel's 
vigorous policy was more nearly allied to that adopted after 1873 
under Sir Andrew Clarke than to the traditional policy of non
intervention. 

On several occasions the Company intervened because of its 
treaty-obligations. I t aided the Siamese to crush the Malay revolts 
in Kedah, because of its supposed obligations under the Burney 
treaty of 1826. Tn 1844-1848 it compelled Kedah to restore the 
Krian District to Perak, because the British were required to give 
assistance in such a contingency by the terms of Low's treaty. (24) 

A study of the Malayan policy of the East India Company 
would be incomplete without some account of the negotiations 
between the Sultan and Temenggong of Johore, which resulted in 
the final disappearance of the ancient dynasty, and the elevation 
of a new reigning house, in the person of the grandfather of the 
present Sultan. Only a brief summary is necessary, since the 
incident has already been very fully treated in a recent work.(25) 

I t will be remembered that the treaties of 1819 and 1824 ceding 
Singapore were signed by both Sultan Hussein and the Temeng
gong of Johore. The signature of the Temenggong was necessary 
because while in theory he was merely the Sultan's deputy, with 
the decay of the central government he had become practically an 
independent ruler, holding his position by hereditary right. While 
however he was the " de facto " sovereign of Singapore and the 
present state of Johore, the " de j u r e " ruler was his nominal 

(21) Ibid., 1861-62; p. 34. 
(22) v. chapter on Anglo-Siamese Relations. 
(23) Cavenagh, " R e m i n i s c e n c e s , " 313. 
(24) v. chapter on Anglo-Siamese Relations. 
(25) Swettenham, " B r i t i s h M a l a y a , " 85-101. 
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suzerain, Sultan Hussein. In point of fact Hussein—poor, almost 
friendless, and ousted from his throne by his younger brother—was 
quite unable to enforce his theoretical rights. His signature was 
obtained in order that no loophole might be left for an attack on 
the legality of the cession of Singapore, on the ground that the 
Temenggong had given away what theoretically he had no power 
to grant. 

Both Raffles and Crawfurd clearly grasped the real positions 
of the Sultan and Temenggong, and understood that Hussein was 
merely a figurehead, all real power being with the Temenggong. 
Thus Raffles, in describing the negotiations of the Preliminary 
Agreement of January 30, 1819, made with the Temenggong 
before Hussein's arrival, wrote:—" As the land was the property 
of the Temenggong we did not hesitate to treat for the occupation 
of the port."(26) Crawfurd's dispatch to the Supreme Government 
of August 3, 1824 spoke of the Temenggong as a " virtually inde
pendent chief," and continued that in drawing up the treaty of 
1824 he had " received the Sultan as possessing the right of para
mount dominion, and the Temenggong as not only virtually 
exercising the powers of government, but being, like other Asiatic 
sovereigns, 'de facto' the real proprietor of the soil."(27) Ex
ception may be taken to the description of one who theoretically' 
was merely a high Court official as " being like other Asiatic so
vereigns." . Both Raffles and Crawfurd however diagnosed the 
situation with perfect accuracy: it was the story of the " faineant " 
Merovingians and the Mayors of the Palace in a Malayan setting. 

In 1825 the Temenggong died, and his son succeeded to his 
office. Although the treaties ceding Singapore did not require 
the Company to pay sany pensions to the descendants of the Sultan 
and the Temenggong, it allowed the new Temenggong a pension 
of $350 a month, because his father had lived to enjoy his subsidy 
so short a time.(28) Sultan Hussein lived until 1835, but his 
manner of life was so extravagant that his family were left at his 
death in very straitened circumstances. He had never possessed 
more than the shadow of power, and even this died with him. His 
son Ali was left with nothing save a small income, many debts, and 
an unimpeachable claim to an empty title. The Sultan's heirs 
petitioned for a pension, and Governor Murchison advised that 
$350 a month be allotted them, since they were destitute. (29) 
The Government of Bengal granted a pension of $250 a month, 
an amount which in 1840 was increased to $350. (30) 

(26) Lady Raffles, "Memoir ," 398. 
(27) B. S. and P., Vol. 328: March 4, 1825, No. 9. 
(28) S .S.R. , Vol. 112: Nov. 25, 1826. B. Pol., Range 126, Vol. 34 : 

Sept. 23, 1831, No. 27. 
(29) B. Pol., Range 127, Vol. 31: March 8, 1836, Nos. 2-3. 
(30) Ibid., No. 4. B. Pub. Range 13, Vol. 64: June 2, 1847, Nos. 59-63. 

Journal Malayan Branch [Vol. I, Part II,. 



MALAYAN POLICY OF THE E. I. COMPANY, 1786-1867 179 

At the time of Hussein's death his son Ali was too young to 
apply for the Government's recognition of his title as Sultan. 
Garling, the Resident Councillor of Malacca, strongly recommended 
that it should be granted to him; but he was opposed by Governor 
Murchison on the ground that he considered it " desirable to allow 
the family to merge as quickly as possible into untitled stipen
diaries. The late Sultan was never recognised by the Malay States 
as Sultan of Johore, and enjoyed neither revenue nor political eway 
in that country. He was pronounced Sultan by the British; but 
it was for a particular object, and no reason now exists for the 
recognition of a mere titular prince. " The Government of Bengal 
in its reply made no reference to the question, and nothing was 
done in the matter. (81) 

As Ali grew older he began to petition the Company to re
cognise him as Sultan, and finally in 1840 a proclamation was 
issued to the effect that Ali " is looked upon by the British Govern
ment in every respect as the successor of his late father, and entitled 

" to all the property granted to the late Sultan by the East 
India Company" at Singapore.(32) The meaning of this pro
clamation was decidedly ambiguous, although on the face of i t 
it would seem as though the Company thereby recognised Ali as 
Sultan. Church, the Resident Councillor of Singapore at this 
time, declared that it was issued principally to establish All's claim 
to the late Sultan's property, so that the younger members of his 
family could not appropriate it.(33) The Recorder's Courts in 1843 
also decided that it " does not necessarily import" his recognition 
as Sultan, and "can scarcely be construed into more than an 
acquiescence in the defendant's claim to the piece of ground 
specified." (34) 

Hitherto the recognition of Ali as Sultan of Johore would 
have brought him no increase in income, the country being 
practically deserted and producing hardly any revenue. Between 
1835 and 1840 however the failure of the spice plantations on the 
island of Singapore caused many of the Chinese to migrate across 
the strait of Johore. Here they established pepper plantations, so 
that the country at last began to produce a revenue. The opium-
farmer of Singapore offered the Temenggong $300 a month for the 
opium farm of Johore. (35) Ali was very poor and threatened with 
imprisonment for debt, so that it became of great moment to him 
to obtain recognition as Sultan and a share of the revenue. 

He was however fighting an uphill battle. The Temenggong 
controlled Johore, and when the Sultan attempted to assert his 
rights there his followers were expelled by force. Moreover even 

(31) B. Pol., Range 127, Vol. 31: March 8, 1836, No. 2. I. P. F . Range 
197, Vol. 53: Jan. 23, 1847, No. 5. 

(32) I. P . F . , Range 197, Vol. 53: Jan. 23, 1847, No. 3. 
(33) Ibid. 
(34) Ibid., No. 8. 
(35) Ibid., No. 3. 
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Ali's few friends among the officials admitted that he was far from 
being an estimable character, and was in every way much inferior 
to his rival. Indolent, weak-willed and somewhat feeble-minded, 
he was a striking contrast to the energetic, clever and active 
Temenggong. The Temenggong had all his life associated with 
the European merchants of (Singapore, and had won their liking, 
so that their powerful influence was behind him in the struggle. 
Last, and most important of all, he had the warm support of Colonel 
Butterworth, the Governor, and of Church, the Resident Councillor 
at Singapore. The Governor was in his favour partly because 
he considered him so infinitely superior to his opponent, but 
principally on account of the very real assistance which he had 
rendered in the suppression of piracy. In former years the 
Temenggong had been strongly suspecting of secretly protecting 
pirates; but of late he had zealously cooperated in the work of 
destroying them.(30) 

When in 1847 Ali again petitioned the Government of Bengal 
to be recognised as Sultan, Butterworth's report on his request 
was far from favourable. He did not actually advise against it, 
but he gave a long account of Ali and the Temenggong, and 
showed that Ali was a thoroughly undesirable person to have as 
Sultan. Sultan Hussein had never been more than a mere figure
head set up by Raffles to secure an indefeasible title to Singapore, 
while the Temenggong had been " the chief, I may say the only, 
negotiator." Moreover ever since 1819 the control of Johore had 
lain with the Temenggong, Finally Butterworth pointed out that 
to instal Ali as Sultan would be an expense to the Company. His 
existing pension being in sufficient to maintain the state necessary 
for such a rank, it would have to be increased, and there would 
also be the cost of the ceremonies of the installation, which the-
Government would have to defray.(37) 

Ali's petition was regarded by the Company solely from the 
point of view of expediency; and since no advantage would have 
followed from his installation, his request was refused. The Sup
reme Government replied to Butterworth's despatch as follows:— 
" Unless in your opinion some political advantages would be likely 
to accrue from such ceremony, His Excellency in Council is not 
disposed to it."(38) The question was reported to the Directors 
who concurred in the decision of India. They remarked:— "Un
less compelled by some positive engagement we see no reason for 
your acknowledging a successor to this merely titular dignity." (39) 

(36) Ibid., No. 5. B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 64: April 7, 1847, No. 7 
Ibid., Vol. 73 : Dec. 13, 1848, Nos. 93-94. I . Pol. , Range 199, Vol. 3 : April 19, 
1850: Nos. 221-25. Read. " P l a y and P o l i t i c s " 14-15. I . P . F . , Range 199, 
Vol. 73 : Aug. 6, 1852, Nos. 178-84. 

(37) I . P . F. , Range 197, Vol. 5 3 : J a n . 23, 1847, Nos. 2-8. 
(38) Ibid. , No. 9. 
(39) Despatches to Bengal and India , Vol. 60 : Feb . 21, 1849, p . 614. 
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For several years nothing more was heard of the matter. In 
1852 however Butterworth went on leave of absence for two years, 
and Blundell became Acting-Governor. He was far more in 
sympathy with Ali than his superior, and when he appealed to 
him for aid against the Temenggong, who was preventing him 
from securing any share in the revenue of Johore, Blundell on 
July 20, 1852 attempted to persuade the Indian Government to 
instal him as Sultan. He admitted that on grounds of expediency 
it would be advisable to refuse the request, but strongly urged 
Ali's claims for reasons of justice. 

" I cannot deny that it seems better for our interests tha t 
the rule over the country of Johore should remain as at 
present, wholly in the hands of the Temenggong (He) is 
undoubtedly superior to the young Sultan in the capacity to 
govern the country in subservience to British interests, I 
agree with the Resident Councillor (Church) in thinking that 
much confusion and trouble may ensue from recognizing him 
as the Sultan, but still I am impressed with the injustice of 
disregarding the claims of the son of the Prince from whom 
we obtained the island of Singapore, simply because it is les& 
troublesome and perhaps more advantageous to us that the 
rule should continue in the hands of a subordinate officer." (40) 

The Indian Government in its reply dismissed BlundelFs-
contention that justice demanded British intervention on the 
ground that the Treaties of 1819 and 1824 did not bind the 
Company to interfere in the internal affairs of Johore. On 
grounds of expediency it was clear from Blunde r s own despatch 
that intervention " might tend to involve the Supreme Govern
ment i n . . . .internal dissensions," and it therefore determined " to 
allow matters to remain as they are now." (41) 

Despite this rebuff Blundell returned to the charge with o 
despatch dated January 14, 1853. He induced Ali and the 
Temenggong to agree to a compromise. Ali was to promise never 
to interfere in the affairs of Johore, and to leave its government 
entirety in the hands of the Temenggong. In return the Temeng
gong was to instal him as Sultan, and to pay him half the revenues 
of the Country. The amount was fixed at $300 a month for three-
years, after which time it was to be revised. The Indian Govern-
ment was asked to confirm this arrangement solely on the grounds, 
of justice, since from motives of expediency there were no reasons, 
which could be urged.(42) 

The Indian Government was much annoyed at Blundell's 
action, and in its reply of March 4, 1853 it took him sharply to 
task for his "meddling measures . . . .directly in the face of its. 

(40) I. P. P., Range 199, Vol. 73: Aug. 6, 1852, Nos. 178-83. 
(41) Ibid., No. 184. 
(42) Ibid., Range 200, Vol. 29: May 27, 1853, No. 161. 
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instructions not to interfere." If however the Temenggong 
"" should be willing to purchase entire sovereignty by a sacrifice of 
revenue in favour of the Sultan I conceive the measure would be 
a beneficial one to all parties." (43) 

In spite of this grudging assent Blundell made no attempt 
to carry the arrangement into effect during the brief remainder 
of his period of office. In 1854 Governor Butterworth returned 
and instead of a friend Ali now found an opponent at the head of 
the administration. Negotiations were recommenced, and by 
December 22, 1854 a second agreement was arrived at, much more 
unfavourable to Ali than the former one. Ali appears to have 
consented because he felt that he must either take what was 
offered, or go without anything. Moreover he was in such extreme 
poverty that an immediate settlement was essential for him. The 
terms of the agreement were that Ali was to promise that he and 
his heirs would never interfere in the affairs of Johore. In return 
he was to be installed as Sultan, and his successors were also to 
receive the title. The Temenggong was to pay him $5000 at once, 
and $500 a month in perpetuity, whi'e the district of Muar in 
Johore was also to be given to Ali and his heirs. The territory 
was of small value, but was prized by him because some of his 
ancestors were buried there. I t is somewhat astonishing that in 
his despatch reporting this agreement Butterworth spoke of these 
terms as those sanctioned by India when Blundell proposed them 
in the previous year. As a matter of fact, they were entirely 
different. In Butterworth's agreement the monthly pension was 
never to be increased, while in that of 1853 it was to be revised 
after three years. This was a change of the utmost importance, 
since the revenues of Johore were rapidly increasing. The whole 
tone of the despatch shows however that the Governor's guiding 
principle was to make the terms as favourable to the Temenggong 
as possible.(44) The Indian Government sanctioned Butterworth's 
projected agreement.(45

) On March 10, 1855, a treaty embodying 
the foregoing terms was signed, and Ali was formally installed as 
Sultan—an empty honour, since by the agreement the full 
sovereignty over it had been ceded to the Temenggong and his 
heirs for ever.(46) 

The final extinction of the old reigning house of Johore 
occurred on the death of Sultan Ali in 1877. Sir Archibald Anson, 
the Lieutenant-Governor of the Straits and a firm friend of Abu-
bakar, Temenggong of Johore, was then Acting Governor of the 
Settlements. He at once placed Muar under the control of Abu-

(43) Ibid., Nos. 162-63. 
(44) Read, " P lay and P o l i t i c s , ' ' 15-18. I . P . F . , Range 201, Vol. 14: 

J a n . 19, 1855, Nos. 285-93. I . P . F . , Range 200, Vol. 52: Feb . 10, 1854, 
Nos. 178-83. 

(45) Ibid., No. 294. I . P . F . , Range 201. Vol. 20 : Apri l 27, 1855, 
Nos. 164-68. 

(46) Aitchison, " T r e a t i e s , " I , 432-33. 
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bakar, pending the Colonial Office's decision. His action was 
confirmed, although with some reluctance, and thus the ancient 
line of the Emperors of Johore which had once ruled over almost 
the whole of British Malaya, was deprived of the last shred of 
territory in the Peninsula.(47) Moreover the descendants of Sul
tan Ali never received the title of Sultan, although the Treaty of 
1855 had promised that this rank and the territory of Muar 
should be held by them. His son and grandson were known 
simply as " Tunku ", a title of princely rank and royal with not 
necessarily implying sovereignty. (48) Meanwhile in 1868, the 
Temenggong was raised to the rank of " Maharajah of the State 
and Territory of Johore " by the British Government. (40) As some 
compensation for the loss of Muar, Sir William Robinson, the new 
Governor, in 1877 induced Abubakar to raise the monthly pension 
from $500 to $1250 a month.(50) 

The Company's interference in the affairs of Johore was not 
inconsistent with its policy of non-intervention, although at first 
sight it might appear so. The proximity of Johore to Singapore,, 
and the presence of the two chieftains with their Malay followers 
in the city itself, meant that war between them would have im
mediate effects upon its trade. The despatches which have been 
quoted above frequently referred to the bitterness of the feud 
between the two factions, and the probability that it would end 
in bloodshed. Altogether apart from the considerations of justice 
which so influenced Blundell it was very natural that the Straits 
Government should be anxious to settle a dispute which contained 
the seeds of much future trouble. Since moreover both chieftains 
lived in Singapore, and drew a large part—in Ali's case, the 
whole—of their incomes from the Company's pensions, they were 
much more amenable to the Government's control than the Sultans 
of the other Malay States. 

Of the wisdom of the Company's Malayan policy it is difficult 
to speak with certainty. The ease with which British control was 
established after 1874 is too apt to lead critics to forget that 
warfare in an unmapped and almost pathless jungle against an 
enemy expert in guerilla fighting was much more difficult in the 
days of muzzle-loading cannon and the Brown Bess than when it 
became a case of sword and musket against the Martini Henry and 
modern artillery. Even so the experience of Rajah Brooke in 
Sarawak shows that the Directors greatly overrated the risk and 
expense of a forward policy. A certain amount of fighting would 
have been inevitable; but there seems no reason to suppose that 
it would have been very serious. Half the battle had already 

(47) Anson, "About Others and Myself." 353, 356-57. Read, 
" P l a y and Politics. ' ' 18-19. 

(48) Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya," 101. 
(49) Ibid., 101, and 114. Bead. " P l a y and Politics," 23. 
(50) Ibid., 19-23, Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya," 101. 
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been won; the British had established what may be described as 
a moral predominance over the Malays. The Malay rulers felt 
themselves " checked and to some extent overawed by the presence 
of a race the extent of whose pervasion they cannot estimate, and 
"whose civilization they cannot expect ever to attain to or even to 
imitate." (51) Regarding the question solely from the point of 
view of the Indian Government there was however much to be 
said for its attitude: the policy of non-intervention was the natural 
course to adopt towards a region in which it was so little in
terested as the Malay Peninsula. 

(51) J . I . A., I I I , 606. Colonel Low in 1847. 
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CHAPTER X. 

Trade and Agriculture in British Malaya. 

The Straits Settlements throughout their history have been 
the most important centre of British trade with Further Asia. 
Then, as since 1867, no local manufactures of importance existed, 
with the exception of the sago and (for some time after 1867) the 
tapioca factories; and Agriculture was always a minor, though not 
unimportant industry. The Straits Settlements then as now were 
essentially centres of exchange, and grew wealthy by their transit 
trade. Their prosperity was the result of two causes, their 
situation on the great trade-route through the Straits of Malacca, 
and their system of free trade. The manufactures of Europe and 
India were brought to the Straits Settlements, and above ail to 
Singapore, for transhipment to China, or for distribution through
out Indo-China and the East Indian Islands. Conversely, they 
were the great depot wrhere the products af Siam, the Malay 
Peninsula, and the Archipelago were collected, to be sent to Great 
Britain, India and China. The history of the Straits Settlements 
is in its essence the expansion of their commerce from Burma to 
Australia and from Java to China. 

Agriculture before 1867 was of much less importance than 
it has since become through the formation of rubber plantations 
in the Peninsula. During the earlier period it was largely confined 
to the cultivation of spices and gambier, although there was a 
large amount of rice-farming in Province Wellesley and Malacca. 
There were also some sugar and coconut plantations. About 1803 
the Directors hoped to make of Penang a second Moluccas, and 
so render themselves independent of the Spice Islands. For a 
few years the prospects were most encouraging.(1) Pepper was 
the staple product, the average annual output until about 1810 
being some 4,000,000 pounds while in quality it was superior to 
that of any other part of the East Indies. (2) The price obtainable 
decreased however, and the industry was gradually abandoned. 
By 1835 the amount produced had sunk to about 266,600 pounds, 
and by 1847 the growth of pepper had become unimportant.(a) 
The same lack of success attended the early attempts to grow 
cloves and nutmegs—principally, it would appear, because the 

(1) v. chapter on Penang. 
(2) Low, " A Dissertation on the Agriculture of Penang, Singapore 

and Malacca," p. 40. Crawfurd, History of the Indian Archipelago," 
II , 359. 

(3) Low, "Dissertation on Penang, ' ' 40; J . I. A., IV, 378, Low. 
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planters were ignorant of the proper methods of cultivation.(4) 

By 1818 the industry had in great measure been abandoned, and 
until about 1833 only a single planter, Brown of Glugor, made any 
serious attempts to continue the cultivation.(5) The refusal of 
the Company until 1841-45 to sell lands in perpetuity, or grant 
them on long leases, also hampered cultivation greatly. Spice-
cultivation required a heavy initial outlay, and since it was many 
years before the plants began to bear, capitalists were unwilling-
to spend large sums of money on lands which they could only 
obtain on short leases.(6) By 1833 Brown's efforts were at last 
successful, and there was an immediate and marked increase in 
the number of plantations.(7) By 1847 nutmegs and cloves had 
become the staple product of Penang. This continued until I860 
when a blight fell upon the spice-plants. At this time half the 
island was covered with spice plantations; but in a lew years the-
greater part of the trees were killed by disease.(8) 

The growth of sugar, began in Province Wellesley during the-
thirties of the last century, but did not become important until 
1846. The change was due to the reduction of the duty on Penang 
sugar imported into England to the same amount as that levied 
on sugar grown in Bengal. The granting of land in perpetuity 
instead of on lease, referred to above, also fostered the growth of 
the industry. From this time the area under sugar cultivation 
steadily increased.(9) 

The history of spice-cultivation at Malacca can be dismissed 
in a few words: there was none. The Malacca land question 
proved itself to be a veritable Old Man of the Sea, and success
fully strangled every attempt to foster agriculture. In spite of 
the excellence of the soil Malacca did not even produce sufficient 
rice to feed its own population. I t exported only a few coconuts 
and a little fruit. (10) 

In Singapore the cultivation of cloves, nutmegs and sugar 
was a complete failure, although for many years pepper and 
gambier yielded large returns. As early as 1824 Governor John 
Crawfurd, the encyclopaedic oracle on all matters Malayan, had 
predicted that this would be the case, since the soil, while well-

(4) Low "Dissertation on Penang," 16-17. 
(5) Ibid., 19-20; S. S. R., Vol. 67. Braddell, "Statistics of the 

British Possessions in the Straits of Malacca.'' 12. 
(6) Despatches to India and Bengal, Vol. 28; Sept. 1. 1841. B. Pub.,. 

Range 13. Vol. 33. April 8, 1840, No. 14-28. Ibid., Vol. 50. Oct. 30,1845, 
No. 35. Newbold, "Strai ts of Malacca;" I. 270-72. 

(7) Braddell, "Sta t i s t ics ," 13. Low, "Dissertation on Penang ." 
19-21. 

(8) Straits Settlements Annual Report, 1860-61," p. 20. Ibid. 
1861-62. p. 36. Braddell "Sta t i s t ics ." 13. P. P. H., of C. No. 259 of 
1862 p. 56 (Vol. XL). 

(9) Ibid., 13. J. I. A., IV, 378. Low. J. I. A., I I , 141. Balestier. 
(10) v. chapter on the Malacca Land Problem J . I. A., I I , 144-45,. 

745: IV, 379. Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary" 239-40. 
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suited to the pepper plant, was unsuitable for the more valuable 
spices. (11) His warnings were unheeded; and for over a generation 
much labour and money were wasted in the growth of cloves, nut
megs and sugar. Spice-cultivation had been introduced by Raffles 
in 1819, and for about twenty-five years the prospects of success 
appeared hopeful. Until 1841-1-5 the Company's land laws 
hindered cultivation as at Penang; but even after they were 
amended the natural unsuitability of the soil was an obstacle 
which no legislation could overcome. By 1847 the growth of 
cloves and nutmegs had failed. The sugar-plantations also were 
never of much importance. (12), 

Gambier and pepper however were for many years cultivated 
with much success. There were many large plantations which, 
as at Penang, were entirely owned and worked by Chinese. I t may 
be questioned however whether they were not in the long run an 
evil. Their sole object being to make money as rapidly as possible, 
they made no attempt to manure the soil, and in a few years 
exhausted its richness. As soon as their plantations became un
productive they abandoned them, moved further into the jungle, 
and recommenced the same process. Large areas on the island 
thus relapsed into wilderness, and could never again be used with
out a heavy expenditure to restore the soil. By 1840 the natural 
richness of the island had already begun to wane, and the Chinese 
planters in growing numbers abandoned it for the neighbouring 
mainland of Johore. where they commenced the same method of 
agriculture.(13) By 1860 only some 40 square miles out of an 
available area of about 225 were under cultivation, and the amount 
of pepper and gambier produced had greatly decreased.(14) 

The trade of Penang between 1786 and 1819 in the end proved 
as great a disappointment to the Directors as the cultivation of 
spices. After the British conquest of Malacca and other Dutch 
possessions in 1795, and above all when, with the capture of Java 
In 1811 the empire of Holland was annihilated, Penang had the 
most favourable of opportunities to show whether it could become 
as its penegyrists averred, the trading centre of the Archipelago. 
In this it failed signally. From 1786 to 1810 indeed commerce 
increased rapidly; but from 1810 to 132.1 it remained practically 
stationary. In 1821 the value of its trade was $6000,000, about 

(11) Crawf urd, " Embassy to Siam"  534. J . I . A., I I I . 508-10. 
(12) Newbold, " S t r a i t s of Malacca. " I , 269-72. Buckley, " S i n g a 

p o r e . " I . 306. Despatches to Ind ia and Bengal, Vol. 28 : Sept. 1, 1841. B . 
Pub. , Range 13, Yol. 3 3 ; April 8, 1840 Nos. 14-28. Ibid., Vol. 50 : Oct. 30, 
1845, No. 35. B r a d d e l , "S t a t i s t i c s , ' ' 16-18. J . I . A., I I , 145-53—Balestier , 
J . I . A., I I I , 509-10. J . I . A., IV. 102. Thomson. 

(13) Low. " Dissertation on P e n a n g , " ' 40-41, J . I . A. I I , 145. Balestier. 
Buckley " S ingapo re . ' ' I . 307, 335-37, 353, 362, 400, 405-6; II. 431, 487. 

(14) Braddell . " S t a t i s t i c s , " 7, 16. Newbold, " S t r a i t s of Malacca, " 
I . 270. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



188 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867 

one seventh of that of Singapore in 1851, thirty-five years after 
its foundation.(l5) 

The reason for the Directors' disappointment was not far 
to seek. Penang lay on the Western edge of the Eastern Archi
pelago, hundreds of miles from its centre. Moreover the Straits 
of Malacca swarmed with pirates, who did immense damage to the 
small and ill-armed praus (native craft). Furthermore Penang 
had two rivals whose position was much superior, Malacca, which 
lay 280 miles to the South Eastward, and Ehio, the great Bugis 
port near Singapore. The disadvantages more than counter
balanced the points in Penang's favour. These were the Malays' 
strong dislike of the Dutch and preference for the British, and 
the great attraction of the low customs duties at Penang as 
compared with the heavy dues levied at Dutch ports. The majority 
of the prans from the Eastern part of the Archipelago stopped 
at Ehio or Malacca, and only a comparatively small number made 
the long and dangerous journey to Penang. Apart from them, 
and a small but nourishing trade with Siam and China, the bulk 
of Penang's commerce was with the countries in its immediate 
neighbourhood. These were Burma, the Western coast of the 
Malay Peninsula, and above all Achin and the petty states of 
Nothern Sumatra. In 1867 Northern Sumatra was still the most 
important market, British and Indian manufactures being ex
changed for pepper. Northern Sumatra was in 1824 the most 
important pepper-producing country in the world, its output being 
about 58% of the total amount. (16) Raffles saw the position 
clearly, and pointed out again and again that the position of 
Penang was an insuperable obstacle; the only way to obtain an 
important share of the trade of the East Indian Islands was to 
establish a post near the Southern entrance of the Straits of 
Malacca. (17) 

The occupation of Singapore marked the beginning of a new 
chapter in the history of British trade with the Archipelago. 
Although fluctuations inevitably occurred, from the date of its 
foundation to the present day there has been on the whole a 
steady and phenomenal increase in the volume of commerce: The-
hostility of Holland, the partial closing of many markets, as for 
example in Indo-China owing to the French conquests, these and 
many other obstacles have been powerless to impede its progress. 

(15) S. S. R,, 102: July 16, 1825. Braddell  "Sta t i s t ics ." 6. The-
commercial year in, the Straits Settlements was from May 1 to April 30. 
(Earl. "Eastern Seas" 413): and all annual trade returns quoted in this 
chapter are based on this system of reckoning. 

(16) Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam. " 423. 
(17) Leith. "Prince of Wales Island," 47-48. Crawfurd, "Embassy 

to S i a m " 549. Lady Raffles, "Memoi r " 306-8. J . I. A., IV 113. Low. 
Boulger, "Raffles" 270-1, 295-96. Raffles "Statement of Services" 51 . 
S. S. R., 100, March 21, 1825. 
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The growth of Singapore's trade has few parallels in the history 
of commerce. 

The secret of its prosperity lies primarily in its position. At 
the Southern entrance of the Straits of Malacca, the island was 
designed by nature to be the centre of trade for the Malay Penin
sula, Sumatra, and the islands to the Eastwards. Within easy 
sail of Siam, Indo-China, and China, and lying on the shortest 
trade-route from Europe and Tndia to the Far East, Singapore 
inevitably became the centre where the merchants of Europe and 
the Orient came to exchange their manufactures for the products 
of the Archipelago. Singapore's position by itself, however, would 
not have sufficed. Its trade would have been far smaller had it 
been burdened with the heavy dues and vexatious regulations 
which in 1819 were in force in every Dutch port. The Bugis of 
Celebes, the principal traders of the East Indian Islands, would 
scarcely have sailed hundreds of miles out of their course for the-
privilege of paying heavy duties when so many Dutch ports lay 
at their very doors. Sir Stamford Raffles foresaw that a town 
where commerce was untaxed and harbour-regulations were almost 
non-existent would prove an irresistible attraction. His policy 
was soon justified: merchants flocked to Singapore from every part 
of the Archipelago and the Far East, and every effort of the Dutch 
to prevent them proved unavailing. By 1824-25 the total value-
of the exports and imports had already risen to $13,519,137, 
more than twice the trade of Penang, and eight times that of 
Malacca. (18) The merchants of Singapore, Chinese as well as 
European, always regarded Free Trade as the palladium of their 
city, and firmly, and on the whole successfully, resisted the 
periodical attempts of the Company to tamper with it. To its 
continuance, and to their spirit of daring enterprise, they owed 
their continued prosperity. 

Almost an immediate result of the foundation of Singapore 
was that the trade of Penang and Malacca began rapidly to decline. 
Writing in 1830 Governor Fullerton reported that Singapore had 
" annihilated " the declining trade of Malacca, and " bade fair to 
annihilate that of Penang also." (19) While the Governor was 
unduly pessimistic, the annual trade-returns show that he had 
good cause for uneasiness. 

From 1819 to 1821 the trade of Penang was apparently un
affected by Singapore, the value of the imports and exports in 
1822 about $6,500,000 being the highest yet attained.(20) In 1823 
however the decline began and by July 1825 Penang's commerce, 
had decreased to $5,265,902.(21) The trade for the following year, 
1825-26, showed a further decrease of over $300,000, the total 

(18) Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," 537. 
(19) S. S. R., 133: April 29, 1830. 
(20) Braddell, " Statistics' ' 6. S. S. R., 102: July 16, 1825. 
(21) Ibid. 
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value being only $4,964,1-41.(22) In subsequent years the decline 
"became more rapid than before, until in 1830 the trade of Penang 
amounted to only about $3,149,151 or £708,559.(23) This was 
little more than half what it had been in 1821. 

The decline of Penang's commerce was the inevitable result 
of the superior situation of Singapore. An analysis of the trade 
returns shows that after 1822 Singapore had captured almost all 
of the older settlement's trade except with Northern Sumatra and 
the West Coast of the Malay Peninsula—in short, the territory 
which lay much nearer to Penang than to Singapore. Even here 
the competition of Singapore was very keen. Penang also retain
ed an important trade with China, apparently because the island 
served as a depot for the collection of pepper, tin, birds nests, etc, 
from the adjacent countries, and it was found more convenient 
to ship the produce directly to China than to forward it to Singa
pore for transmission from there. But with these exceptions the 
trade of Penang had almost ceased to exist. Over three-quarters 
of its commerce with Siam had passed into the hands of Singapore, 
and apart from an insignificant amount of trade with Java, 
Penang had lost almost the whole of its former commerce with 
the islands east of the Straits of Malacca. Even in the trade-
area remaining to it Penang was becoming to some extent a 
commercial dependency of Singapore. The ships from Europe 
which formerly stopped there went on to Singapore without call
ing at Penang; and a large part of the European manufactures 
required for its trade no longer came to it directly, but were taken 
to Singapore, and sent back from there.(24) 

The remedy proposed by the Penang Council to restore the 
trade of Penang was to destroy the freedom of trade at Singapore, 
by extending to it the customs duties levied at Penang. Tho 
Council also urged that the same course should be followed at 
Malacca, which had also been a free port since its transfer to the 
Company. (25) The Directors consented, but the friends of Singa
pore in England brought up the matter in Parliament. The 
Cabinet not only forbade the imposition of customs duties, but 
also orderd the abolition of those at Penang.(26) With much 
chagrin the Directors obeyed, and in 1827 Penang became a free 
port.(27) Thus the unexpected result of the attempt to fetter the 

(22) S. S. R., 114. 
(23) Braddell, "Sta t i s t ics ." 6. 
(24) S.S.R., 102: July 16, 1825. S.S.R., 105: Dec. 17, 1825. S. S. E., 

114: S.S.R., 133: April 29, 1830. 
(25) S. S. B-., 86: Aug. 1 and 29, 1822. Ibid., 102: July 16, 1825. 

Ibid., 184: Feb. 1, 1826 and Jan. 25, 1827. 
(26) Crawfurd "Embassy to S i a m " 24. P. P., H. of C. No. 254 of 

1857-58, pp. 5-7. (Vol. XLI I I ) . 
(27) S. S.R., 112: Nov. 23, 1826, Ibid., 184: Jan. 25 and Nov. 

6, 1827. 
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trade of Singapore was to establish free trade throughout the 
Straits Settlements. 

If the effect of Singapore's competition on Penang was serious, 
upon Malacca it was disastrous. The town had already suffered 
severely from the occupation of Penang, which had deprived it of 
its trade to the Westward. A second blow had been struck during 
the first British occupation, when a partially successful attempt 
was made to destroy the town and divert its trade to Penang. 
Furthermore the harbour of Malacca was rapidly silting up. The 
foundation of Singapore however was a far more serious blow 
than any of the foregoing. By its position 120 miles to the South 
East of Malacca the new settlement had exactly the same ad
vantage over Malacca which that port had formerly held over 
Penang. Within a few years Malacca lost forever the whole of its 
commerce with the Archipelago and China. With rival ports on 
both sides, the trade of the ancient city became almost entirely 
confined to the neighbouring states of the Malay Peninsula and 
Sumatra. Malacca also retained a small direct trade with India 
and China: but on the whole it became a mere depot where the 
produce of the adjacent countries was collected for transmission 
to Penang and above all Singapore.(28) 

Most of the trade-returns for the early nineteenth century 
seem to have perished, but enough remain to show how complete was 
Malacca's downfall. In 1779 it was still very prosperous; but in 
1826 its commerce had fallen to $1,037,649, or about £200,000.(20) 
In 1829 its trade reached its lowest point, with a total value of 
£133,067.(30) Fullerton scarcely exaggerated when in 1830 he 
wrote that through the competition of Singapore its already 
declining commerce had been " annihilated." (31) As early as 
1828 Governor Fullerton saw that its days as a great trading 
centre were over, and that henceforth it must depend upon its 
agricultural resources. His attempts to develop them were defeat
ed by the Malacca Land Problem.(32) The city sank rapidly into 
a state of stagnation, a picturesque back-water to which the 
wealthy Chinese merchants of Singapore retired to spend their 
declining years. 

(28) S. .S. R., 172: July 5, 1827. S. & B., 133: April 29, 1830. 
Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dict ionary," 240. Newbold, "Stra i t s of Malacca," 
I. 145-50. J. I. A., IT, 749-50; Blundell. 

(29) Ibid., 749. S. S. R., 172, July 5, 1827. 
(30) Braddell, "'Statist ics ," 6. 
(31) S. S. R., 133: April 29, 1830. 
(32) v. chapter on Malacca Land Problem 
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The remarkable growth of t rade in the Strai ts Set t lements 
dur ing the period 1825 to 1864 is shown by the following table.(33) 

The t rade of Penang reached its lowest ebb in 1830, bu t 
after this date it rapidly recovered unt i l i t attained to about the 
same amount as in 1819. It then remained practically s tat ionary 
unt i l 1843. Thereaf ter commerce steadily increased, a l though to 
a far less degree than at Singapore, unt i l by 1S67 it was more 
than double what it had been in 1819. T h e trade-area of Penang 
cont inued to be limited to the West Coast of the Malay Peninsula , 
N o r t h e r n Sumatra , Siam, Burma , and to a small extent , J ava , 
China , and Borneo. The increase of t rade after 1843 was the 
resul t of developing t rade with the marke ts which P e n a n g had 
re ta ined after 1819, and was not due to acquiring any new fields 
of expansion. The most impor tant area from which Strai ts P ro 
duce, and especially pepper, was obtained, was Achin, and the 
States of Nor the rn Sumatra . Tha t the rate of increase was much 
slower t han it became after British intervention in the Malay 
States was largely due to the anarchic condition of the Peninsula , 
and to the very hamper ing effect upon t rade of the Company's 
policy of non-intervent ion in Malayan affairs even to protect 
Br i t i sh merchants . 

Penang continued to be what it had already become by 1830, 
a local t rading-centre where the produce of the adjacent countries 
was exchanged for the manufactures of Great Bri ta in and India. 
Commerce with China recovered, and became an impor tan t branch 
of the island's trade. The centre of the opium traffic had shifted 
to S ingapore ; but large quanti t ies of silks and other goods from 
China were imported and exchanged for Strai ts Produce. Strai ts 
Produce was the trade term for the typical products of the East 
Indian Islands and the Malay Peninsula , such as pepper and other 

(33) The figures for the years 1825, 1830, 1840 and 1850 are 
taken from Braddell " S t a t i s t i c s , " p. 6 ; for 1859 from P . P . H., of C. 
No. 259 of 1862, p. 44; for 1864 from the Tabular Statement of the Trade 
of the Strai ts Settlements, 1864-65." pp. 1-131. The figures for 1864 have 
been converted from rupees to pounds sterling at the then exchange value 
of two shillings to the rupee. Many of the t rade reports for the period are 
missing from the India Office archives; and of those which can be found, 
not all classify t rade under the same headings. Trade between the three 
Stra i ts Settlements, for example, is sometimes omitted, sometimes included 
in the t rade returns for each city, or at times put down in a lump sum so 
tha t it is impossible to apportion it among the three Settlements . 
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spices, gambier, tin, camphor, beeswax, coffee, ebony, antimony 
from Borneo, tortoise-shell, beche-de-mer, birds' nests, rattans,, 
gold-dust, pearls, sandal-wood. It is an interesting fact that an. 
important part of the island's trade with China was composed of 
sea slugs, birds' nests, and similar delicacies. To some extent 
Penang was a commercial dependency of Singapore; a great part 
of its trade was not carried on directly, but through the medium 
of Singapore. Much of the Straits Produce which it collected 
was not sent directly to Great Britain, India, and China, but was-
shipped to Singapore and forwarded from there. Similarly a great 
deal of the British and Indian manufactures which it required did 
not come to it by direct shipment, but was sent first to Singapore, 
and then transmitted to Penang.(34) 

The trade of Malacca remained in a moribund condition unti l 
1843. I t then began, to increase, and by 1865 was over six times 
as large as in 1829. No new markets were obtained, and the 
trade-area of Malacca continued to be confined almost entirely 
to the neighbouring states of the Malay Peninsula and the opposite-
coast of Sumatra. The trade with the Peninsula should have-
been far larger than it was, especially since from October to April 
the monsoons prevented vessels from calling at the ports on the 
East Coast. The anarchic condition of the Malay states however 
had almost closed the ancient overland trade-routes. Malacca had 
very little direct trade with China or India, and practically none 
with Great Britain, the supplies of British and Indian manu
factures which it required, coming to some extent from Penang, 
but in the main from Singapore. The Straits Produce collected, 
at Malacca was not sent directly to its destination, but was for
warded to Penang and Singapore for shipment. To a greater 
degree than Penang, Malacca was an outpost, a commercial, 
dependency of Singapore.(35) 

The trade of Singapore overshadowed that of Penang and  
Malacca so completely that a description of the commerce of the-
Straits Settlements is apt to assign to the two other ports even 
less importance than they deserved. The Straits Government of 
the period behaved in similar fashion: after a few pages devoted, 
to Penang and Malacca, officials hastened to plunge into folios of 
description of the marvellous growth of Singapore. So great was 

(34) S .S . R., 133: April 29, 1830. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 25: Nov.. 
1, 1837, Nos. 2-6. Ibid., Vol. 28, No. 9. Ibid., Vol. 36: May 5, 1841, Nos. 
3-4. Ibid., Vol. 64: April 7, 1847, No. 7. Ibid., Vol. 54: Aug. 27, 1845, N o . 
13. B. Pub., Range 14, Vol. 15: Sept. 10, 1851, Nos. 48-48 E. "Stra i t s 
Settlements Annual Report, 1860-61,'' pp. 31-33. Ibid., 1861-62, Appendix,, 
xvii. "Tabular Statement of straits Settlements' Trade, 1864-65." pp. 
1-131. Davidson, "Trade and Travel ," 98. Newbold, "Stra i t s of 
Malacca," I, 342-50. P. P., H. of C , No. 259 of 1862. p. 44. (Vol. X L ) . 
Braddell. " S t a t i s t i c s : " 6. 

(35), J. I. A., I I , 749-54. Blundell. Braddell, " S t a t i s t i c s . " 6 . 
v. references to Note 34. 
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their enthusiasm that' even reports of imports and exports read 
like paeans of praise. The Government of India itself, little 
given as it was to regard the Straits Settlements in a roseate light, 
joined in the chorus, soberly and with reserve, in general, as be
fitted its dignity. At times however the Governor-General and 
his Council were carried away by some astounding leap forward, 
and became almost lyrical in their satisfaction. 

From 1825 to 1867 Singapore was the centre of the British 
commerce with the East Indies, and, with 'Canton and Hongkong, 
the headquarters of the trade with China. The bulk of its import 
and export trade was with Great Britain and India, while the 
commerce with China was a good second. The principal imports 
from Britain were cotton and woollen cloths, "piece goods" as 
they were called, iron, and manufactured articles. From India 
came opium (one of the most important items of trade), Indian 
cloths, etc. Part of the imports from India and Great Britain 
were intended for the China trade. From Singapore they were 
either carried to their destination by European vessels from India, 
" country ships " as they were called, or were sold to the Chinese 
junks which every year came to the port in large numbers. The 
goods from Great Britain and India which were intended for the 
trade with the Archipelago were sold at Singapore to the native 
merchants who carried them far and wide over the East Indian 
Islands, and in return brought back Straits Produce. Few 
European vessels engaged in trade in the Archipelago itself. The 
exports of Singapore consisted of imports from China, such as tea, 
silks and cassia, and Straits Produce, collected from every part of 
the East Indian Islands. Half to two-thirds were sent to Great 
Britain and India. The amount of trade with Continental Europe 
and the United States was small, but increasing. The exports 
were the same as to Great Britain and India, while the imports 
were principally wines, piece goods, steel and iron. 

Next to the commerce with Great Britain and India, and 
rivalling it in importance, came the trade with China. For a 
thousand years or more Chinese junks had made regular voyages 
to the East Indies, and they very quickly appreciated the import
ance of Singapore. The island rapidly became the greatest trading 
centre in the Archipelago, and by 1860 its commerce amounted to 
£10,371,300, while that of the whole Dutch East Indian Empire 
was only £14,300,000,(36) moreover it was free from the duties 
and regulations of the Dutch ports. To it therefore they resorted 
in ever-increasing numbers, exchanging their cargoes of silk and 
tea for Straits Produce, opium and British manufactures. 

In addition to the trade with China, the basis of Singapore's 
prosperity was its trade with the East Indian Islands and the 
Malay Peninsula. Each year hundreds of praus thronged the 

(36) P . P . , H. of C. No. 259 of 1862, p . 44. (Vol. X L ) . 
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harbour, drawn from every part of the Archipelago, from Sumatra 
to New Guinea. The Dutch hampered this trade so far as they 
were able, especially in Sumatra; but despite all their efforts the 
native merchants preferred to risk long voyages through the 
pirate-infested waters of the Archipelago rather than take their 
wares to a Dutch harbour. Even when Holland finally brought 
herself to sacrifice revenue and created free ports she was unable 
to do more than capture part of the trade of the islands near them. 
Ehio, the old Bugis trading-centre near Singapore, was made a 
free port in 1834, but the move was a complete failure. The 
harbour remained almost deserted, and what little trade the island 
possessed was mainly with Singapore. Macassar in Celebes, 
which was created a free port in 1847, diverted to itself a consider
able amount of trade from the South-Eastern part of the Archi
pelago, but this was more than atoned for by gains elsewhere. I t 
may be observed in passing that the returns of trade with Borneo 
show a sudden and remarkably large increase after 1840, and thus 
bear eloquent testimony to the results of Rajah Brooke's work in 
Sarawak and against the Borneo pirates. 

Java and the other Dutch islands were one of the most 
important markets of Singapore. Holland restricted the commerce 
in many ways, and frequent complaints were made that in seeking 
to hamper it she was breaking the Treaty of 18.24. In spite of 
all her efforts however the trade with the Dutch colonies was 
always one of the most valuable branches of Singapore's commerce. 
The principal imports from them were European manufactures, 
tin, and Straits Produce, while the exports were British and 
Chinese piece goods in very large quantities, opium, silk, iron etc. 

Singapore also carried on a very flourishing  trade with Siam, 
and, to a lesser degree, Cochin-China. The exports were British 
manufactures, opium, and Straits Produce, "while  the imports were 
rice, ivory, salt, and most important of all, sugar. Towards the 
end of this period the French conquests greatly curtailed the trade 
with Cochin-China.(37) 

Owing to the subsequent extension of British power over the 
Malay Peninsula, special interest attaches to the commercial 

(37) S. S.R., Vol. 133: April 29, 1830. P . P . , H. of C , No. 644 of 
1830, pp. 311-12, and 353 (Vol. V ) . P . P . , H. of C. No. 259 of 1862 p . 
44, (Vol. X L ) . B . Pub . , Range 13. Vol. 25 : Nov. 1, 1837, Nos. 2-6. Ibid. , 
Vol. 28 : No. 9. Ibid., Vol. 36 : May 5, 1841, Nos. 3-4. Ibid. , Vol. 54 : Aug . 
27, 1845, No. 13. Ibid. , Vol. 64 : Apri l 7, 1847, Nos. 7-11: Apri l 28,1847, 
Nos. 15-21. B . Pub. , Range 14, Vol. 15 : Sept. 10, 1851, Nos. 48-48 E . 
" S t r a i t s Settlements Annual Report, 1860 -61 , " pp . 61-63. Ibid. , 1861-62, 
p . 40. " T a b u l a r Sta tement of S t ra i t s (Settlements Trade, 1864-65," pp . 
1-131. Crawfurd " E m b a s s y to Siam," 539, 543, Newbold. " S t r a i t s of 
Malacca, I , 290-364, 369. " M o n i t e u r des Indes Orientales, 1 8 4 8 - 4 9 : " Vol. 
I I , P t . ii, 28-29, Ibid. , 1846-47. I , 307-8. Cameron " M a l a y a n I n d i a , " 
175-86, 193. Davidson, " T r a d e and T r a v e l , " 74-75. Begbie, " M a l a y 
P e n i n s u l a , " 315-40. Crawfurd, " H i s t o r y of the Indian A r c h i p e l a g o . " 
I I , 503-21. 
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relations which existed at this period between the Straits Settle
ments and the Hinterland. The trade was of far less importance 
than it became after British intervention began in 1874. Penang 
had a valuable trade with the West Coast of the Peninsula, while 
Singapore had a small trade with the West, and an increasing 
commerce with the East Coast. From 1825 to 1865 Singapore's 
East Coast trade grew steadily in value, although it does not seem 
ever to have exceeded about £400,000 a year or 4% of the total 
commerce. The trade was due to the energy of native traders, 
especially Chinese, and was carried on in small native vessels. 
British and Indian piece goods, iron and opium were exchanged 
for Straits produce, especially gold-dust and tin. The greater 
part of the trade was with Pahang, where there were large colonies 
of Chinese miners. Up to 1836, and to a lesser degree lor about 
twenty years thereafter, the trade with the East Coast suffered 
severely at the hands of Malay, Chinese and Lanun pirates, against 
whom the small and ill-armed trading praus could make only a 
poor defence.(38) 

The question of how much was known in the Straits Settle
ments during this period of the resources of the Peninsula is of 
great importance. One of the principal reasons for the agitation 
which led to the severance from the control of India in 1867 was 
the strong dissatisfaction aroused by the Governments Malayan 
policy which greatly hampered trade with the Hinterland. I t is 
clear that while very little was known of the interior, it was 
realized that the Peninsula was exceedingly rich in natural re
sources, and that trade was capable of almost indefinite expansion. 
Thje existing commerce, small as it was, furnished ample proof 
of this. Furthermore the evidence from this source was supported 
by the information collected between 1820 and 1860 by officials 
and merchants in the Settlements. The investigations of Sir 
Stamford Raffles first aroused interest in the Peninsula. His 
example inspired others, and in the generation which followed his 
departure from the Straits several valuable works were written on 
the subjects. The most important was Lieutenant Newbold's 
" Straits of Malacca," a most painstaking compilation of all the 
information which he acquired during the years he served with 
his regiment in the Straits, either from personal investigation or 
the reports of natives. During the thirties and forties Newbold 
was the standard authority on the Malay Peninsula, and was 
frequently quoted by the Straits Government in its despatches. 
John Crawfurd, the ex-Resident of Singapore, wrote several very 
valuable books dealing in part with the Peninsula. During the 

(38) B. Pub., Range 12, Vol. 58: Feb. 1, 1831, No. 6. B. Pub., 
Range 13, Vol. 3: Aug. 19, 1833, No. 2. Ibid., Vol. 54: Aug. 27,1845, 
No. 13. Ibid., Vol. 64: April 7, 1847, Nos. 7-11. v. also references in 
Bengal Public Consultations and Straits Settlements Reports in Note 37. 
Newbold, "Stra i ts of Malacca'' I, 354 and passim; I I , 55-57. v. chapter 
on Piracy. 
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forties and fifties there appeared a very excellent review, the 
" Journal of the Indian Archipelago " edited by a group of Singa
poreans. I t is a mine of information on all matters relating to 
the Peninsula, and was supported by the Straits Government, the 
contributors including many of the leading officials in the Straits. 
While it is difficult to estimate how widely these works were read, 
it seems clear that the information which they contained was 
generally known. Much of it was supplied by the merchants of 
the Straits; and the local newspapers helped to diffuse it by 
publishing extracts. 

On reading these works, the salient fact which emerges is how 
little was known of the Peninsula, and yet at the same time how 
important the information was. Fairly accurate information was 
obtainable regarding the coasts and a belt of land extending a 
few miles inland; but the interior was practically a " terra in
cognita." Nevertheless it was clearly realized how rich a field the 
Peninsula was for commercial expansion. The merchants of the 
Straits Settlements were well aware that it was " a great magazine 
of tin, incomparably the greatest on the globe." (30) Pahang was 
believed to have large gold deposits, iron and coal had also been 
found in various places, and it was known that the rich soil of 
the Peninsula was well adapted for plantations of sugar, rice, etc. 
In short, the inhabitants of the Straits Settlements saw clearly 
that their Peninsula trade could be vastly expanded if the Indian 
government would intervene and put an end to the anarchy in the 
Malay States.(40) 

In concluding the account of the commerce of Singapore, a 
description of the type of vessels employed is of interest, if only 
as a record of conditions which have long since passed away. 
The steamship did not reach the Straits Settlements until 1845, 
and until then much of Singapore's trade with China, and 
practically the whole of that with the Archipelago, was carried on 
by vessels owned and manned by Asiatics. Every year when the 
North-East monsoon began to blow in November, the junks sailed 
from China on their annual voyage to Singapore, and arrived at 
the port after a passage of twenty to forty days. Not only the 
merchants on board, but also the officers, and crew, had each a 
stock of merchandise to dispose of. The junks did not leave until 
the winds changed and the South-West Monsoon began to blow, 
so that nearly eight months might be spent in making a single 

(39) Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary." 254. 
(40) Ibid., 195, 254-55, 435-36. Newbold. "S t ra i t s of Malacca," 

I. 399-418, 424-31 and passim. Begbie, "Malay Peninsula," 291, 387-427. 
Anderson, "Malay Peninsula," 117-204. Moor, "Notices of the Indian 
Archipelago." 24-54, 72-83. Clifford, "Fur ther Ind ia , " 323-30, Swet-
tenham, "British Malaya," 112-113. J . I. A., I I , 102-6: IV, 497-504; and 
passim. J . E. A. S. S. B., I, 2-4, 10, 52-57. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 55: 
Oct. 17, 1845, Nos. 5-11. 
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voyage to and from China.(41) By about 18-10 the number of 
junks which came annually to Singapore was between 150 and 250, 
of from 50 to 700 tons burden. The largest junks were 1200 
tons, the same size as the best ships of the East India Company 
1820.(42) The competition of steamers proved fatal to the junks, 
as to European sailing ships. By 1847 the number had already 
declined, and by 1865 it is said to have decreased to fifty. (43) 

The fleets of the Bugis have followed the Chinese junks into 
oblivion. Before the days of steamships, Singapore's trade 
with the East Indian Islands was very largely carried on by small 
native craft, varying in size from a few tons up to sixty. Many 
races were engaged in the traffic, but the most important were the 
Bugis of Celebes. The Phoenicians of the Archipelago, their 
ships were found on every sea, and colonies were established in all 
the important ports. Skilful and daring sailors, they were noted 
for their courage, and in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
Bugis mercenaries were often employed by the British and Dutch 
East India Companies. In spite of their bravery and seamanship 
the Bugis, strangely enough, did not as a rule take to piracy, a t 
least in the nineteenth century. Every year they came to Singa
pore to buy British piece goods, opium, iron, etc., in exchange for 
the Straits Produce they had collected. I t was largely owing to-
the Bugis that British manufactures were so widely disseminated 
throughout the East Indian Islands. In 1828 the number of 
Bugis praus which came annually to Singapore was over 100, and 
by 1840 it had increased to about 200. As steamers became more 
and more extensively used in the Archipelago the fleets of the 
Bugis gradually dwindled away. (44) 

(41) Buckley, "Singapore, ' ' I. 323. Newbold, "St ra i t s of Mai-
aeca," I, 352. 

(42) Davidson, "Trade and Travel ." 53-55: Crawfurd, "His to ry 
of the Indian Archipelaga," I I . 280. 

(43) J, D. Ross, "Capital of a Little Empire. ' ' 48. Buckley 
"Singapore ," I I , 723. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 64: April 7, 1847, No. 11.. 
Mundy, " B r o o k e " II , 340. Cameron "Malayan I n d i a " 40. 

(44) Crawfurd, "Embassy to Siam," 543, 549. Lady Raffles, 
" Memoir.'' Appendix, 10. Moor " Notices of the Indian Archipelago, " 
15, 41-43, 73-74. Earl "Eastern Seas," 327, 338-39, 389-91, 427, 430-31. 
Buckley, "Singapore ," I. 320, 324. I I , 579. Wilkes "Exploring Expe
dition," V, 424-25. Davidson, "Trade and Travel" 56-58. Cameron, 
"Malayan I n d i a " 44. Ross, "Capital of A Little Empire," 47, 48, 51-
Newbold, "St ra i t s of Malacca," I. 356-57. 
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CHAPTER XI. 

The Chinese in British Malaya. 

No account of the Straits Settlements could be complete 
which ignored the great part that the Chinese have played in their 
development. I t is no exaggeration to say that the prosperity of 
British Malaya is based upon the labour of the Chinese. The 
Europeans, never more than a handful, have been, almost without 
exception, officials, merchants, planters, sea-captains, or professional 
men. In other words, they have been the brains, the guiding and 
impelling force, in the development of the colony. Unaided how
ever they could never have created the prosperity and wealth which 
the Straits at present enjoy. British Malaya is in the main the 
product of British initiative and Chinese labour. Most of the 
mines are worked by Chinese, the plantations depend on them for 
much of their labour, while the artisans, small tradesman, and 
the employees of the great merchants are on the whole Chinese. I t 
is not in these subordinate positions alone however that they are 
found. Many professional men, and a large number of the 
wealthiest, most energetic and most influential merchants are of 
the same race. The Chinese can claim no small share of the credit 
for creating British Malaya as it exists to-day. 

Exaggerated as this description may seem, it is borne out by 
the testimony of every administrator of importance in the history 
of the Straits Settlements. Captain Light considered the Chinese 
to be " t h e most valuable part of our inhabitants."(1) Crawfurd 
reported to the Government of Bengal that the Chinese " form not 
only the largest, but the most industrious and useful portion of the 
Asiatic part of the population."(2) He considered them to be 
" next to Europeans, and indeed in many respects before them, the 
most active and valuable agents in developing the resources of the 
Peninsula." (3) Newbold regarded them as " by far the most useful 
class in the Straits Settlements."(4) Sir Frank Swettenham held 
that " their energy and enterprise have made the Malay States what 
they are today."(5) And finally, Sir Charles Lucas, considers that 
it is " impossible to overestimate the importance of their share in 
the development of the Straits."(6) 

(1) S. S. R., 6. 
(2) B. Pol., Range 123, Vol. 65: May 21, 1824, No. 26. 
(3) Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary," 96. 
(4) Newbold, "St ra i t s of Malacca.'' I. 8. 
(5) Swettenham, "Brit ish Malaya," 232. 
(6) Lucas, "Historical Geography.'' I . 219. 
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The reason for this is very simple: the Malays, cannot be in
duced to undertake hard and continuous work. As one writer has 
uncharitably but truthfully put it, they are " the most incorrigible 
loafers on the face of the earth."(7) I t is true that being a mari
time people, with an inborn aptitude for seamanship, the Malays 
formed the greater part of the crews of the Country ships. This 
however was almost the only calling in which they proved satis
factory, apart from intermittent work on their own farms or as 
fishermen. For all the other requirements of a great commercial 
and agricultural colony they were useless. (8) As in all tropical 
countries, it was impossible to use Europeans as manual workers, 
and recourse was therefore had to the Indians and the Chinese. 

The role which the Indian has played in the development of 
British Malaya is not a small one, but his contribution is far less 
important than that of the Chinese. Although many Indians are 
found in Singapore, the greater number have always been confined 
to Penang and Province Wellesley. In a lesser degree they have 
filled the same positions as the Chinese, the vast majority being 
servants, clerks, boatmen, artisans, petty traders and agricultural 
labourers. In all these callings however the Chinese have been 
better workmen and command higher wages. Moreover few Indians 
showed the characteristic Chinese energy and ability. I t is sig
nificant that Straits officials whose early training had been received 
in India, and who were rather predisposed to favour the Indian, 
always rated the Chinese as a much more valuable class of im
migrant. (9) 

How completely the Straits Settlements depended upon Chinese 
labourer is shown by the following quotation. " The Chinese are 
everything: they are actors, acrobats, artists, musicians, chemists 
and druggists, clerks, cashiers, engineers, architects, surveyors, 
missionaries, priests, doctors, school-masters, lodging-house keepers, 
butchers, pork-sellers, cultivators of pepper and gambier, cake-
sellers, cart and hackney carriage owners, cloth hawkers, distillers 
of spirits, eating-house keepers, fishmongers, fruit-sellers, ferrymen, 
grass-sellers, hawkers, merchants and agents, oil-sellers, opium shop
keepers, pawn-brokers, pig-dealers, and poulterers. They are rice-
dealers, ship-chandlers, shop-keepers, general dealers, spirit shop 
keepers, servants, timber-dealers, tobacconists, vegetable sellers, 
planters, market-gardeners, labourers, bakers, millers, barbers, black
smiths, boatmen, book-binders, boot and shoe-makers, brick-makers, 
carpenters, cabinet makers, carriage builders, cartwrights, cart and 
hackney carriage drivers, charcoal burners and sellers, coffinmakers, 
confectioners, contractors and builders, coopers, engine-drivers, and 

(7) Ireland, "Eastern Tropics." 137. 
(8) Cameron, "Malayan India," 134-35, 139. Lucas, "Historical 

Geography'' I, 219-20. 
(9) Lucas, "His t . Geog. I, 219. Crawfurd, "His t , of Ind. Arch . " 

I, 133-34. "Embassy to S i am" 20. P. P., H. of C, No. 644 of 1830, p . 
297 (Vol. V, Pt. i.). 
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fire-men, fishermen, goldsmiths, gunsmiths and locksmiths, lime-
burners, masons and bricklayers, mat, kajang and basket makers, 
oil manufacturers, and miners. To which we may add painters, 
paper lantern makers, porters, pea-grinders, printers, sago, sugar 
and gambier manufacturers, sawyers, seamen, ship and boat builders, 
soap boilers, stone cutters, sugar boilers, tailors, tanners, tin smiths 
and braziers, umbrella makers, undertakers and tomb-builders, 
wateh-makers, water-carriers, wood cutters and sellers, wood and 
ivory carvers, fortune-tellers, grocers, beggars, idle vagabonds o r 
"samsengs" and thieves." (10) 

The extension of British power over the Malay States after 
1874 was at once followed by a great increase in the number of 
Chinese there, until at the present day they are to be found in every 
part of the Peninsula, The passing years have not diminished, 
their importance: they have become more numerous, more in
dispensable, and more influential than ever. It is said that nearly 
the whole internal trade of British Malaya is in their hands.( l l) 
They work and own most of the mines, they include many of the 
leading shop-keepers, and they supply the bulk of the artisans, 
mechanics, petty shop-keepers, and a large percentage of the agri
cultural labourers. (12) In Sarawak, the Chinese have been equally 
important in the development of the country, although of course 
their work has 'been on a much smaller scale. The second Rajah, 
the successor of Sir James Brooke, said of them that " without the 
Chinese we can do nothing." (12) 

Nothing is more characteristic of the history of the Chinese in 
the Straits Settlements than the frequency with which the penniless 
immigrant of a generation ago has become the respected and in
fluential merchant prince of to-day. This tendency is not confined 
to British Malaya, but is found also in Burma, Hongkong, British 
Columbia, and California—wherever in fact the Chinese enjoy just 
government and protection. Many indeed from ill-fortune, gam
bling, or opium-smoking, after years of hard work filled paupers' 
graves; but a surprisingly large number achieved remarkable suc
cess. The explanation was to be found in the almost inhuman in
dustry, and the talent for business which are national characteristics. 
The average emigrant from China was a penniless labourer who 
had been allured by tales of the great riches to be won in Malaya. 
His ambition was to work hard for a few years, save a little money, 
and then return to his own home. The Chinese was a "b i rd of 
passage: " he did not regard the East Indies as his adopted country,, 
but merely as a place of exile to which grinding poverty had driven 
him. Very often he had not sufficient money to pay his passage on 
the junk which took him to Penang or Singapore, and it was 

(10) Vaughan, " Chinese.'' 16. 
(11) T. T. Soon, in "Noctes Orientals.' ' 195-96. 
(12) Ibid., 197. Lucas, "Historical Geography," I. 219. 
(13) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, "Sarawak," 426. 
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advanced to him by the captain. When such a junk arrived at the 
Straits the Chinese plantation and mine owners who wished to 
obtain labourers came on board, and the captain sold them the 
services of the coolies whose passage he had paid. The new-comers 
or Sjnkhehs, were then bound to work for their employer for one 
year, receiving in return board and lodging and a very small wage. 
This was the system which prevailed until after 1867 and naturally 
It afforded opportunities for oppressing the immigrant. The Straits 
Government took great pains to prevent this by supervising the 
proceedings, and making sure that the new arrivals were not ain-
fairly treated. At the conclusion of their year of service the 
Sinkhehs became their own masters, and scattered all over the 
Peninsula and the adjacent islands. Gradually they earned money, 
a part of which was regularly sent to their relatives in China. 
Many of the coolies finally attained their ambition: with a few 
thousand dollars, the fruit of years of hard work and frugal living, 
they returned home to live among their own people. A large 
number however remained in the Straits (Settlements. Many were 
too poor to leave, others too successful. After a few years the 
poverty-stricken labourer—if he escaped ruin at the gambling-table 
or the opium-den, and did mot cross the path of the pirates or of 
some rapacious Raja—had earned a few hundred dollars. He might 
then become the owner of a pepper-plantation or a tin-mine, or he 
might invest his little savings in trade. Frequently he fared forth 
into the anarchy-ridden Peninsula or the dangerous waters of the 
Archipelago. Between predatory Rajas on land and Lanun pirates 
a t sea it would be hard to say which course was the less perilous. 
Impelled however by their longing for wealth, thousands of Chinese 
faced the risk. Many found a nameless grave, while others gained 
a fortune. As their resources increased their ambitions grew, until 
amongst the wealthiest merchants of Singapore and Penang there 
were many who had landed on the docks with little beyond a thread
bare coat and trousers of blue cotton. Gradually too the wealthy 
Chinese abandoned the idea of returning to China, and came to 
look upon the Straits Settlements as their home. In the course of 
years a new class sprang up, the Straits Babas, as they were called. 
In 1865 this evolution was still apparently in its infancy; at the 
present time however the number of Chinese who regard the Straits 
as home is large and increasing. The movement was no doubt 
accelerated as the first generation died out and the sons—frequently 
the children of Malay mothers, born and brought up m the Settle
ments—succeeded to their fathers' businesses. (14) The same 

(14) J . I . A., I I , 284-89, Seah Eu Chin. J. I.A., N. 8. IV, 52, Sir 
Benson Maxwell. S. S. E., Vol. 115: Jan. 11, 1827. Cameron, "Malayan 
India ." 139-40. Buckley, "Singapore," I I , 658-60, 677. Vaughan, 
"Chinese," 4, 5, 71'. 11, 15. Newbold, "Stra i ts of Malacca" I. 11-12. 
Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary." 96. 
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tendency is observable in Sarawak,(15) and in cities like Vancouver 
and San Francisco where there has for years been a large Chinese-
population. 

Although on the whole law-abiding the Chinese had two cha
racteristics—a passion for gambling and for forming secret societies 
—which frequently brought them into collision with the Straits 
Government. A love of gambling seems to be ingrained in the 
race, and the mere fact that it was forbidden in the Straits Settle
ments appeared to them to be no reason why they should abstain 
from it. Attempts were continually made to evade the law, and 
often they were successful.(16) Moreover during the first forty 
years or so of the existence of Singapore, it was afflicted by a con
stant series of Chinese gang-robberies. Bands of from twenty to-
one hundred made frequent attacks at night on native and some
times isolated European houses. The thieves were not very braver 

and a determined resistance often frightened them away; but on 
many occasions they were successful, and for years the police were 
unable to prevent these attacks. (17) 

Gambling and robbery however faded into insignificance when 
compared with the activities of the Secret Societies. Although as a. 
rule the respectable Chinese were not members, the whole of Chinese 
society in the Straits was permeated by these covert and often danger
ous organizations. This state of affairs was not confined to British 
Malaya: in Sarawak, the Dutch East Indies, and in China itself 
the same conditions existed. A genius for combination is a pre
dominant characteristic of the Chinese: from one point of view 
China itself might almost be regarded as a congeries of associations 
for agriculture or commerce. The villages form agricultural 
societies in which each man has his part, so that farming may be 
more efficiently carried on; and merchants unite in associations for 
trade. Benevolent societies to provide for needy members and 
ensure their decent burial are also very numerous. I t need there
fore cause no surprise that societies were formed which, despite 
their ostensibly benevolent purposes, might be described with fair 
accuracy as the Pirates and Robbers Co-operative Association. 
Many of them tried to be an " imperium in imperio," to enjoy the 
benefits of British rule and at the same time ignore any laws which, 
did not suit their convenience. Moreover the societies were often 
bitterly hostile to one another, and their rivalries periodically cul
minated in bloody street-fights in which dozens of Chinese were-
sometimes killed. I t is noteworthy however that on these occasions 

(15) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, "Sarawak." 426. 
(16) Cavenagh, "Reminiscences'' 256. Straits Settlements, Adminis

tration Report, 1860-61, 3-11. Buckley, "Singapore ." passim. 
( l7) Cameron, "Malayan Ind ia . " 262-65. Thomson, "L i fe in the-

Far E a s t , " 203-5. Buckley, "Singapore ," I, 213-14, 224, 235-36, 274, 
374-75, 385; I I , 407, 424, 443-46, 470, B. Pub., Range 12, Vol. 59. April 12, 
1831; Ibid., Vol. 69: Oct. 30, 1832, Nos. 9 and 10. 
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no attempt was made to attack Europeans unless they interfered 
to stop the fighting. The rival mobs would suspend operations and 
allow them to pass through their midst unscathed. (18) 

Before dealing with the Secret Societies, it is necessary to 
refer to a peculiar form of protest indulged in by the Straits Chinese 
when they wished to obtain redress for grievances. If for example 
a law were passed which they did not understand, or of which they 
disapproved, they would close their shops and take to breaking one 
ranother's heads. Even on these occasions Europeans were very 
rarely molested, and the few exceptions appear to have been 
caused by the over-zealous attempts of the police and Volunteers to 
stop the fighting. These manoeuvres seem to have been merely a 
unique and forcible means of calling attention to grievances. I t 
more or less corresponded to writing to the " Times." There is 
evidence however to show that the Secret Societies played an im
portant part in instigating and organising these riots of protest. 
When explanations were given to the Chinese, or their grievance was 
redressed, the rioting ceased. In these cases the Government often 
found the services of the leading Chinese, men highly respected 
and with wide influence amongst their fellow countrymen, of the 
greatest service. (19) 

The genuine Hue riots in Singapore were of two kinds, those 
between the rival branches of the Thian Tai Hue and the quarrels 
of the Kongsis. Most of the 'Chinese in the Straits came from the 
maritime provinces of China where the inhabitants were notorious 
for their turbulence. A large number of the immigrants were 
criminals, the lowest and worst class of Canton and other cities. (20) 
Furthermore the people of the different provinces, and sometimes 
of the districts of the same province, hated one another 
bitterly, and for generations had carried on bloody feuds, 
The inhabitants of each province moreover were united in Kongsis, 
or associations. These were mutual benefit societies intended to 
assist needy members, carry out various religious rites, give aid 
in all disputes, etc. Unfortunately the Chinese who migrated to 
the Straits carried their ancestral feuds with them as well as their 
Kongsis. Turbulent, often criminal, and well-organized, every 
condition was favourable for carrying on in Penang or Singapore the 
quarrels in which they had engaged at home. Many of the riots 
in the Straits and notably the ten days' riot of 1854, the most 
"bloody of all, in which 400 Chinese were killed, were really pro
vincial faction fights. The Kongsis cut across the lines of the 
other secret societies, the branches of the Thian Tai Hue, which 
accepted members from every part of China. Many Chinese 

(18) Vaughan, " C h i n e s e . " 97. Reed, " P l a y and P o l i t i c s . " 114. 
(19) Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e . " I I . 644. Cameron, " M a l a y a n I n d i a , " 

268-70. " A m e r i c a n Historical Rev iew." J a n . 1899, p . 261, H. M. Stephens. 
(20) B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 5 3 : May 14, 1845, No. 3. J . R. A., 

S . S . R , J. 66 ; and I I I , 10. Pickering. Ibid. , X X I . 26-27. Treacher. 
Vaughan " C h i n e s e . " Read, " P l a y and P o l i t i c s . " 108-9. 
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belonged to both organisations, so that those who were brothers in 
the Thian Tai Society cut one another's throats with great zest as 
members of rival provincial Kongsis.(21) 

The most dangerous, as it was the best known of all the Secret 
Societies in the Straits, was the Thian Tai Hue. I t was known 
by various names, the White Lotus, the Heaven and Earth, or Hung 
League and the Triad Society. Its history is wrapped in obscurity, 
since it very successfully preserved secrecy by killing traitors and 
indiscreet seekers after information. The investigations of Schlegel 
and Pickering however, based on documents seized by the Dutch 
and British police, enable one to form a sufficiently accurate idea 
of it. The Triad Society originated in China, perhaps early in the 
Christian era, and in its ritual and teachings had many resemblances 
to free-masonry. I t was not a provincial organization like the 
Kongsi, but drew its members from every part of China. For 
many centuries it appears to have been a praiseworthy Society, 
following its motto of " Obey Heaven and Act Righteously." I t 
taught that all members were brothers, and must always aid and 
do good to one another. When however the last native dynasty, the 
Ming, was overthrown by the Manchus, the Tartar invaders of the 
seventeenth century, the Triad Society became in addition a re
volutionary organization. In its ritual and practice a new motto 
took its place beside the former lofty concept: " Destroy the Tsings 
(the Manchus), restore the Mings." For over two centuries the 

Triad Society worked zealously to this end. Its lodges were 
organized on military lines, under the supreme control of five 
Grand Masters, and several rebellions were engineered. They were 
crushed, but one at least, the great Taiping Revolt of 1849, shook 
the Manchu power to its foundations. The Emperors replied by 
persecuting the Society with great vigour: the penalty for being 
a member was death. Under these circumstances it is perhaps 
not surprising that the Triad Society degenerated. The old ritual 
with its exhortations to a righteous life was retained, but practice 
fell far short of theory. The Hung League became " a band of 
rebels and robbers that seemed to have lost every notion of the 
proper spirit of its association."(22) 

The Triad Society in the Straits Settlements retained the 
worst, and but few of the better features of the degenerate parent 
organization. How early it appeared in the East Indies is un
known, but in the nineteenth century it was spread broadcast over 
British Malaya, Sarawak, and the Dutch possessions. Wherever 
the Chinese coolie came the Hung League followed. I t was divided 
into local lodges each under its Master and Generals, while all were 

(21) Cameron "Malayan India ." 141-44, 265. Vaughan, "Chinese'' 
95, 98-99, 107, 109. J. R. A. S. S. B., XXI, 26-27. Treacher. I. Pub., Range 
188, Vol. 3 : June 16, 1854, No. 54. 

(22) Schlegel. "Thian Ti Hwui. Intro., xii-xl; 2-6. J . E. A. 
S. S. B., I, 64-65. Pickering. 
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affiliated with the headquarters in China. Where possible the 
lodge, with its elaborate buildings and defences, was erected in some 
inaccessible tract of jungle, and guards were stationed to keep off 
intruders. When this could not be done the meetings were held 
in the homes of the Lodge Masters. 

In the Straits Settlements the patriotic motive of the League— 
the overthrow of the Manchus—could find no expression, and the 
Hue therefore became a mutual benefit society of a peculiar kind. 
The age-old ritual with its exhortations to brotherly love and works 
of righteousness was retained, and the Thian Tai Hue did much 
good work in settling disputes between members and giving them 
assistance when necessary. A large number of the members how
ever were Chinese criminals of the lowest class, and the headmen 
were often unscrupulous. Many of the Chinese pirates and robbers 
who infested Singapore belonged to the League. The ritual con
tained an elaborate code of passwords whereby the other members 
could avoid molestations if they chanced upon their lodge-brethren 
in the discharge of their professional duties. 

The greatest emphasis was laid upon the solidarity of the 
order. Members were forbidden under severe penalties to submit 
their disputes to a court of justice: all quarrels were to be decided 
by the headmen of the lodge. Chinese who were not members but 
who had a dispute with a " brother " were also compelled to resort 
to the same tribunal. The statutes of the lodges contained elaborate 
provisions designed to defeat the ends of justice. When a member 
had committed a crime all other members were required to co
operate in his defence. Witnesses against him were bribed not to 
appear, and if necessary murdered; if the criminal had to fly the 
country his escape was provided for, while if he were fined, the 
amount was paid 'by the Society. Members were also forbidden to 
give any assistance whatever to the police, and were required to 
take part whenever a riot was determined on. The penalties for 
breaking these and the other laws were merciless floggings, muti
lation and death. 

The method by which new members were enrolled was equally 
criminal. The Triad Society was regarded with terror by the 
Chinese—for example blackmail collected from the brothels and 
small shop-keepers was a regular part of its income in the Straits— 
and there were very few who dared to disobey its orders. When a 
Sinkheh, or newly arrived coolie came to British Malaya, and the 
local headmen wished him to become a member, he was ordered to 
join the Society on pain of death. If he refused, he was executed. 
Abdullah Munshi, the protege of Raffles, who in disguise attended 
a meeting of the Hue about 1825 saw one man who remained ob
durate beheaded. (23) 

(23) J. I. A., VI, 550. 
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The secrecy of the society was no mere fiction: up to about 
1860 very little was known of its procedure, and still less of its 
actual members. One principal reason for this was that before 
1867 very few officials in the Straits Settlements could speak 
Chinese, or were intimately acquainted with their customs. Ab
dullah gleaned some information at the risk of his life, and the 
police from time to time secured a little more; but it was not until 
Schlegel's book, based on documents seized by the Dutch police, 
was published in 1866 that the governments obtained much authori
tative knowledge of it. No assistance could be obtained from 
Chinese who were not members, for to them it was an impalpable, 
ever-present menace. A man's own brother might be a member 
and he would never know it. The laws of the Society were no idle 
enactments: how many times their penalties were inflicted will 
never be known. I t is certain however that for many years after 
1819 the bodies of Chinese were found in Singapore and Penang 
with the mark of the Triad Society neatly carved upon them. The 
murderers were very rarely caught. Chinese who had suffered from 
the League dared not give evidence against it, or even complain 
of wrongs inflicted upon them. There are cases noted in the Straits 
Records where Chinese who had been robbed and nearly killed by 
members of the Society refused to prosecute so that the culprits 
escaped scot free.(24) English law, Pickering declared, proved to 
be ill-adapted for such a situation; and the Indian Government 
refused to follow the example of the Dutch and Spaniards by giving 
the police and the courts extraordinary powers to deal with the 
Hues.(25) 

As the century advanced the original Triad Society in the 
Straits became divided into about a dozen different Hues, all off
shoots of the parent organization, but bitterly hostile to one another. 
Their strength was unknown: in some cases it was a few hundreds, 
in others it extended into the thousands. Periodically the feuds 
between the rival Hues found vent in faction fights; and for a few 
hours or days the streets of British cities were filled with howling 
mobs of armed men. Eventually the police would subdue the 
rioters, bury the corpses, and all would be quiet—till the next time. 

The aim of the headmen of the Societies was to create an 
" imperium in imperio," to enjoy all the benefits of life in a British 
settlement, and at the same time be free to do as they 
chose, and govern the Chinese as they pleased, without any 
interference. In fact, they wished to ignore the constituted govern
ment altogether. As a rule they were prosperous and eminently 
respectable individuals who took no overt part in proceedings, but 
gave their orders and left it to their gangs of ruffians to carry them 
out. Whatever happened, they had an unimpeachable alibi. I t 

(24) e. g. S. S. R,, Vol. 133, May 31, and June 8, 1830. 
(25) J. R. A. S. S. B., I I I . 11-Pickering. Schlegel. "Thian Ti Hwui . " 

XL. 
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was an intolerable situation, yet one which it was extraordinarily 
difficult to alter. (26) 

The problem of the Chinese Secret Societies arose only a few 
years after the foundation of Penang. In 1799 several of them 
were already established there, and giving trouble to the Resident; 
while as time advanced the question became more serious. Daring-
robberies, frequent murders, constant interference with the course-
of justice, all were traced to the Hues. And there the matter 
ended: it was known that powerful and criminal associations were 
at work; but to convict the members or seriously to hamper their 
activities was usually found impossible. Then, from about 1846 
to 1885, came a series of riots in Penang, Malacca, and Singapore. 
In all there were about twelve serious outbreaks. Some of them 
assumed very large proportions, as for example the Kongsi riots at 
Singapore in 1854, when 400 Chinese were killed, and for ten days 
the whole island was the scene of pitched battles between the rival 
factions. The police finally subdued the rioters and no attack 
was made upon the European quarter of the city. How serious 
the situation might have become was shown in Sarawak in 1857. 
In that year the local branch of the Triad Society terrorized the 
whole Chinese population of 4000 into revolting, sacked the capital,, 
and nearly murdered Raja Brooke and his staff. The Hue had 
been encouraged to rise by the belief that the Raja was in disgrace 
with the British Government, and that no retribution would follow 
his murder. In their mad venture however the Chinese had quite-
failed to take into account the Orang Laut, the Sea-Dayaks who 
had now become the faithful allies of the Raja. In a few days 
they were assailed by 10,000 of the dreaded ex-pirates, and a mere 
handful of the rebels escaped into Dutch territory. (27) As the 
number of Chinese in the Straits increased the riots 'became bloodier 
and more frequent. (28) 

(26) The account of the Thian Tai Hue is based upon the following 
sources: S. S. R., Vol. 101: May-June 1825, passim. Ibid., 129: Ju ly 7, 
1829, Ibid., 132: J a n . 26, 1830. Schlegel, " T h i a n Ti H w u i , " 20-180. 
J . R. A. S. S. B., I , 63-66: I I I , 1-6, 11 Pickering. Vaughan, " Chinese." 
94-108. J . I . A., VI , 545-54. Abdullah Munshi. Low "Disse r t ion on 
Prince of Wales I s l a n d . " 245-47. Thomson, " L i f e in F a r E a s t . " 203-5. 
Newbold, " S t r a i t s of Ma lacca . " I : 12-14. Cavenagh. " R e m i n i s c e n c e s " 
256. Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e . " I I . 537, 569-70, St. John " B r o o k e . " 291. 

(27) St. John, " B r o o k e , " 291-95, 312-13. Mundy, " B r o o k e . " I. 
289. Keppel. " M a e a n d e r . " I I , 126, McDougall, " S a r a w a k . " 129-56. 
Baring-Gould and Bampfylde, " S a r a w a k " 185-91. 

(28) S. S. R., Vol. 101 : May-June, 1825, passim. Ibid., 129: J u l y 
7, 1329, Ibid., 132: J a n . 26, 1830. Ibid., 133: May 31 and J u n e 8,1830. 
I . Pub. , Range 188, Vol. 3 : June 16, 1854, Nos 50-57. Ibid., Vol. 4 : J u l y 
21, 1854, Nos. 40-41. Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e . " I , 365-66; 386: I I , 443-46, 
463-64, 537, 542-46, 569-70, 584-95, 706. J . I . A., I I I , 617. Low. Read r 

" P l a y and P o l i t i c s " 91-104. " S t r a i t s Settlements Administrat ion Report , 
1860-61 . " 3-11. Ibid., 1861-62, p . 3. Ibid., 1862-63, pp. 2, 3, 10. Anson, 
" A b o u t Myself and O t h e r s . " 278-83. 
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Colonel Cavenagh, the Governor of the Straits from 1859 to 
1867, managed to abate the Singapore riots by a very in
genious device. I t was known though it could not be proved that 
these fights were always engineered by the Lodge-Masters of the 
Societies, and therefore, whenever one broke out, these headmen 
were sworn in as special constables. They were sent out to patrol 
the streets, with a guard of police to see that they did not weary 
in well-doing. Most of these gentlemen were portly and well-
nourished, accustomed to an easy life, and by no means in training 
to enjoy hours of walking in hot streets under a blazing sun. So 
after a brief taste of this unwonted exercise the riot would suddenly 
come to an end. (29) 

The problem of dealing with the Societies was not finally 
solved until their suppression in 1889, during the governorship of 
Sir Cecil Smith. Fourteen years before that time it had been 
deemed impossible to destroy the Hues,(30) and it was therefore 
decided to bring them under the control of the Government. In 
1877 a new branch of the administration, the Chinese Protec
torate, was formed, with officials well acquainted with the Chinese 
language and customs. The Government was very fortunate in 
securing as the first head of the department W. A. Pickering who 
not only knew the Chinese well, but also had their confidence to a 
remarkable degree. To his influence the rapid success of the 
Chinese Protectorate was due: so great was his prestige that the 
Chinese called it the " Pek-ki-lin," i.e. Pickering. (31) The duties 
of the department were to protect the Chinese from any injustice, 
and by explaining to them the meaning of new laws by which they 
felt themselves aggrieved, to prevent the former riots of protest. 
The Secret Societies were compelled to give a list of their members, 
and afford information as to their actions. Strict surveillance was 
kept over their proceedings: Pickering himself for example some
times attended lodge meetings. The Hues were no longer pro
tected by the abysmal ignorance of the administration and its in
ability to secure information. In a few years their power for ill 
had greatly diminished, and the evil practices which had formerly 
characterized them were largely abandoned. By 1878 members of 
the same Hue dared to appear as witnesses in the law courts against 
one another, and offenders were handed over to the police bv their 
Lodge-Masters. The Hues and Kongsis became of real assistance 
to the authorities in keeping the Chinese under control. Pickering 
considered that by 1878 the headmen honestly tried to prevent 
their men from breaking the laws and thus involving them in 
trouble with the Government. The presidents of the rival lodges 

(29) Cavenagh, "Reminiscences" 256. Read, "P l ay and Poli t ics" 
105-6. "St ra i t s Settlements Administration Report, 1861-62.'' 3. Ibid., 
1862-63, p. 2. Vaughan, "Chinese," 106. 

(30) Schlegel, "Thian Ti Hwui ," XL, and 6. J . R. A. S. S. B., I I I , 
10. Pickering. 

(31) J . R. A. S. S. B., XLII, 144-45. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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also co-operated with one another, and settled thousands of petty 
disputes which would otherwise have encumbered the work of the 
law-courts. They also prevented many riots, from becoming 
serious. (32) 

Apart from the Hues and from gambling however the Chinese 
were a remarkably law-abiding and peaceful race, easy to control. 
They did not run amok or make treacherous attacks like the Malays, 
or assault Europeans and indulge in religious riots like the Hindus 
and Mohammedans in India. They paid their taxes, and attended 
to their own affairs. Schlegel put the whole case in a nutshell 
when he wrote: " Whenever due regard is paid to the prejudices of 
the nation, and when care is taken to explain to them the necessity 
or expediency of a new law or regulation, the Chinese, the most 
reasonable and cool of all Eastern races, will remain at ease, and the 
existence of their secret society will not endanger in the least their 
quietness." (33) So far as gambling and their Hues were concerned 
the Chinese did indeed offend grievously against the law; but they 
regarded these matters as their own private concerns, and looked 
upon the interference of Government as merely another inexplicable 
trait of the Western barbarians among whom their lot was cast. 
The Chinese formed two-thirds of the population of the Straits 
Settlements; but they were never a menace to their security. I t 
is a fact of the utmost significance that during the worst riots the 
bulk of the garrison at Singapore was usually left in barracks: the 
Governors realised that the danger to Europeans was slight, and 
that only the police were required to restore order. I t is true that 
if the reins of authority were relaxed the Chinese were apt to get out 
of hand, but even then they confined themselves to fighting amongst 
themselves. A comment parsed by the Governor-General of India 
on the riots 1854 aptly described the whole attitude of the Chinese 
towards the British Government: " There was in this peculiar case 
an outrageous violation of all laws, with little if any resistance to 
constituted authority." (84) 

In concluding one cannot forbear from commenting upon the 
strong partiality which the Chinese have shown for British rule. 
The date of their first arrival in the East Indies is unknown, al
though it is probable that they visited trading-posts established 
there—on the Isthmus of Kra, for example—over a thousand years 
before Penang was founded. Long before the arrival of the Por
tuguese, their junks carried on regular intercourse with Malacca,. 

(32) J . R. A. S. S. B., I , 64 : I I I , 1, 6, 9-17. Vaughan, " Chinese " 
106-7. 

(33) Schlegel " T h i a n Ti H w u i . " XL. 
(34) I . Pub. , Range, 188, Vol. 3 : J u n e 16, 1854, No. 56. Cavenagh, 

" R e m i n i s c e n c e s . " 255. St. John " B r o o k e . ' ' 313. J . R; A. S. S. B., XXI , . 
25-27, Treacher. I reland, " E a s t e r n T r o p i c s . " 137. Read, " P l a y and 
Po l i t i c s . ' ' 114. 
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Johore, Kelantan and Pahang.(33) Their number in the East 
Indies was probably small; in 1830 Crawfurd estimated that there 
were only about 255,000.(36) 

The establishment of the Straits Settlements was immediately 
followed by a great influx of Chinese. They keenly appreciated 
the security, justice and freedom from molestation which they en
joyed in British territory. This seems to be proved by a study of 
the history of Chinese immigration in the Malay Peninsula. In 
the Hinterland of the Peninsula wealth could often be gained much 
more quickly;—there was practically no tin or gold within British 
territory for example—but the merchant and the miner were never 
sure when they might lose not only their savings, but even life 
itself. For this reason few of them settled permanently in the 
native states before 1874; and although many went there as traders 
or miners, they did so with the intention of remaining only a few 
years. As a rule moreover they formed little settlements at the 
tin-mines or the native ports, and did not venture to live alone 
among the Malays. Even so, a large number were killed. These 
small colonies were found in almost every state of the Peninsula, 
most of the trade and mining of the country being in their 
hands. (37) Their number is unknown, but all the evidence seems 
to show that it was not large. Crawfurd in 1830 estimated it as 
40,000 ;(36) a few years later Colonel Low, a reliable authority, 
put it at 16,000 or 20,000. (39) In both cases the figures were 
"based on information obtained from native traders. 

When compared with the number in the Straits Settlements, 
at that time, the difference is almost startling. In the whole of the 
peninsula, the Chinese were about 20,000, perhaps one tenth of the 
diminishing Malay population; in the tiny Straits Settlements 
only a few hundred square miles in area, they were far more 
numerous that all the other races put together, and increased 
by thousands every year. The number in the Malay States did 
not increase in anything like the same proportion. The following 
table shows the number of Europeans, Chinese, Malays, and Indians, 

(35) Grbeneveldt in " Essays on Indo-China,'' series I I , Vol. I, 
126-262. 

(36) P. P., H. of C, No. 644 of 1830, p. 297, (Vol. V) . 
(37) J. I. A., IX, 117. J. R. A. S.S. B., XV, 10, 32. Swettenham. 

Crawfurd, "History of the Indian Archipelago,'' I, 137. "Descriptive 
Dictionary." 97, 195. Moor, "Notices of the Indian Archipelago.' 77-78. 
Begbie "Malay Peninsula." 291. Newbold, "St ra i t s of Malacca.'' passim 
and I, 10; I I , 56, 169. St. John, "Li fe in the Far Eas t , " I I , 314-15. 
Graham, "Ke lan tan , " 102-4. Earl, "Eastern Seas ," 429. 

(38) P. P., H. of C, No. 644 of 1830, p. 297, (Vol. V, Pt. i ) . 
(39) Low, "Dissertation on Prince of Wales Island," 128, 167. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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It will he observed that in both Penang and Singapore the 
Chinese formed the bulk of the population; and that it was only 
at Malacca and Province Wellesley, agricultural districts with a 
large number of Malay raayats, that they were in a minority. The 
final proof of this contention that—to paraphrase the proverb—the 
Chinese followed the fray, is shown by this, that as soon as British 
power was extended over the Western Malay States, thousands of 

(40) Lady Raffles " M e m o i r . " Appendix, 10. Newbold, " S t r a i t s 
of Malacca. I. 279. 

(41) Ibid., 283. 
(42) B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 42 ; J an . 25, 1843, No. 2. 
(43) J . I. A., IV, 106. 
(44) P . P. , H. of C. No. 259 of 1862, p . 56, (Vol. X L ) . 
(45) S. S. R., Vol. 67: Oct. 7, 1818. 
(46) Braddell, " S t a t i s t i c s ' ' 2. 
(47) S. S. R., Vol. 169. Nov. 3, 1829. 
(48) B r a d d e l l , " S t a t i s t i c s . " 2. Many of the census reports a re 

missing from the archives. The figures for Europeans are also unreliable,. 
Eurasians being sometimes included. There were never more than a few 
hundred Europeans at each Settlements. 
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the most important races in the Straits Settlements, between 1817 
and 1860. 

Singapore 

1819—20 
1830— 
1840— 
1850— 
1860— 

Malays. Europeans. Indians . Chinese. Total Pop 

Penang. 

1818— 
1830— 
1842— 
1851 — 
1860— 

Province Wellesley. 

1820— 
1833— 
1844— 
1851— 
I860— 

Malacca 

1817— 
1829— 
1842— 
1852— 
1860— 
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Chinese poured into them unti l in a generation, from being a small 
minori ty they formed about two-thirds of the total population. (4 9) 

The testimony of the Chinese themselves bears out the t ru th of 
this theory. So five from irksome restrictions was British rule 
tha t they almost forgot they were in a foreign country, and looked 
upon Penang and Singapore as Chinese cities, the adminis t ra t ion 
of which was left in British hand.(50) W i t h no desire to assume-
the wearisome task of governing themselves, and indifferent to who-
ruled them so long as their business was not interfered with, they 
regarded the British as inexplicable philanthropists who lor some 
quite undiscoverable motive took all the burdens of adminis t ra t ion 
off their shoulders, and left them at full liberty to make as much 
money as they chose, (51) 

Before 1874 the greatest desire of the Chinese was tha t Great 
Bri ta in should extend her rule over the whole Peninsula , and so 
enable them to make yet more money in perfect safety. (52) When 
the Treaty of Pangkor was being drawn up in 1874 a headman of 
one of the Kongsis in Perak was heard to e x c l a i m : — " W h e n the 
British flag is seen over Perak, and Larut, every Chinaman will go 
down on his knees and bless God."(53 ) One does not associate 
religion with the chief of a Secret Society, but if the words are 
apocryphal the sentiment is probably genuine. Whether the 
Chinese felt any democratic fervour at the thought of Bri t ish 
liberty is dubious, but that they appreciated its solid advantages is 
beyond doubt : Their a t t i tude may perhaps be summed up in the 
words of a Penang boatman :—-" Empress good : coolie get money— 
keep it."(54) 

(49) "Colonial Office List, 1922" 397-410. 
(50) J. H. A. S. S. B., XXVIII, 49. Kruvt. 
(51) Lucas, "British Empire." 194. 
(52) Cavenagh, "Reminiscences," 293. Maxwell, "Malay Con

quests," 110. J. R. A. S. S. B., XIX, 114. 
(53) "Ibid., XXVIII, 31. Kruyt. 
(54) Bird, "Golden Chersonese," 255. 
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Piracy and the S t r a i t s S e t t l e m e n t s . 

No feature in the history of British Malaya has so impressed 
the popular mind as piracy. Mention a Malay to the average 
person and he at once conjures up a picture of a treacherous, blood
th i rs ty ruffian armed with a long wavy " k r i s . " His favourite 
occupation was piracy, varied occasionally by runn ing amok; and 
Europeans sailed the Eastern seas at the peril of their lives. 

This conception is very Far wide of the mark. I t is t rue t h a t 
one hundred years ago piracy was r ampan t throughout the Archi
pelago, and hundreds of ships were sunk. The vessels which 
suffered however were almost always the praus or native t rad ing-
boats : European ships were rarely molested. 

The explanation of this is simple. The pirate was first and 
foremost a man of business: he wanted plunder and slaves, and 
preferred to win them with as little risk as possible. His vessel 
was generally a small low galley, while his guns were usually 
clumsy and of no grea t size. European merchantmen were many 
times his tonnge : much higher out of the water, and heavily armed. 
Moreover they always put up a desperate resistance. The pirates 
knew that an attack on a merchantman meant a very heavy death-roll 
with no certainty of capture at the end of it. Such a prize was 
worth many native p r a u s : but the pirates wanted plunder, and 
not hard knocks. A European ship was rarely attacked unless she 
were wrecked, or becalmed, or surprised in harbour. If the wind 
failed her off a pirate coast a fleet would gather as if by magic 
and then, unless a favourable breeze sprang up, her fate was usually 
sealed. The pirates would overpower her by weight of numbers , 
and would usually carry her by boarding after a long battle, when 
they were sure from the silence of her guns that she had no powder 
left. Many ships were also captured in native ports when the crew 
were off their guard, by pirates who had come aboard disguised as 
merchants . Apart from these cases however European vessels were 
rarely attacked unless they were so small as to promise an easy 
capture. Malay praus and the smaller Chinese junks were the 
ships usually attacked. In many cases their size was not greater 
than tha t of a large pirate galley, they were not well armed, and 
their crews rarely resisted so well as Europeans . ( 1 ) 

(1) J . I. A., I I I , 256-60. S. St. John. J . T. A., I I I . 581-88; 629-36; IV, 
45-53; 144-162; 400-10; 617-28; 734-46. Anon. B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 14: 
Sept. 23, 1835, No. 0. B . Pub. , Range 12, Vol. 58 ; Feb. 1, 1831, No 12. 
B. Pub. , Range 123, Vol.. 59: March 5, 1824, No. 49. 
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From this it must not be concluded that the pirates were 
cowards: there are far too many instances of the desperate courage 
with which they fought when escape was impossible. Moreover 
they frequently attacked small European warships, and on several 
occasions captured Spanish and Dutch gunboats; while more than 
one British and Dutch war-schooner barely made good her escape. (2) 
Out of many cases two typical instances may be quoted. In 1807 
the small British sloop of war " Victor," 18 guns and 114 men, met 
three large Lanun pirates off the Java coast at sunset and ordered 
them to come alongside her. They obeyed, and a small guard of 
sailors was placed on two of them while their crews and cargo were 
being transferred to the war-ship. The Lanuns had been disarmed 
and about 120 brought on board when it was noticed that the third 
prau was beginning to draw away. A stern-gun on the " Victor " 
was fired at her, and sparks from the discharge ignited a large 
heap of loose powder from one of the captured praus which had been 
thrown on the deck nearby. The whole stern of the warship was 
blown up, and the ship caught fire. The sailors guarding the 
Lanuns on the " Victor " dropped their muskets and sprang for 
the hoses. The pirates promptly seized the muskets and their own 
weapons, which were lying on the deck, and fell upon the crew. At 
the same time the Lanuns still on the two captured galleys over
powered the prize-crews and then began to climb on board the 
warship. Seeing what was going on the third galley rowed back 
and opened fire. For the next thirty minutes the British had 
a very busy time of it, putting out the fire, working the guns, and 
trying to clear their decks of the pirates. There was a desperate 
hand-to-hand fight, cutlass and clubbed musket against spear and 
kris. At last the pirates were driven overboard, leaving 80 dead or 
" in a most mangled s ta te" on the decks. The " Victor" lost 
nearly 30 killed or mortally wounded. One of the praus was sunk, 
the other two escaped. The " V i c t o r " had so nrany casualties 
and was so severely damaged that she seems to have lost all interest 
in Lanuns, and instead came limping into port for repairs.(3) 
The second instance was the defeat of a squadron of eleven Balanini 
galleys by the H. C.(4) steamer "Nemesis" in 1847. The Balanini 
galleys were long, low open boats, something like the Viking ships, 
and carried 350 men in all. They were returning home after a 
successful voyage around Borneo when their ill-fortune brought 
them across the track of the " Nemesis," 103 men and four heavy 
guns. I t was the first time the Balanini had seen a steamship, and" 
they tried to escape. The steamer overhauled them, and the 
pirates took up their position in a ibay close to shore. The action 
began at one in the afternoon, and for five hours the " Nemesis " 
steamed slowly up and down their line, pouring in broadsides of 

(2) J. I. A., I I , 256-59 S. St. John. 
(3) United Service Journal, Part. I I I , Sept. 1835, pp. 38-39. 
(4) H. C. i. e. "Honourable Company's," the letters always prefixed! 

to the names of ships in the East India Company's navy. 
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grape and canister at only two hundred yards range. Captain 
Mundy, who heard the story from the officers of the " Nemesis " 
wrote that the pirates fought with splendid courage. Eventually, 
six of their galleys heat off a boat attack supported hy the steamer's 
fire and about 9 p.m. escaped in the gather ing dusk. Five were 
taken, and the six which got away had been so 'battered that three 
foundered before they reached home. (5) 

Malay piracy—to use a well-known but somewhat misleading 
term—was in 1825 a wide-spread and very honourable calling. I t 
was the profession not merely of outlaws, but of merchants , noble
men, and even Sultans. Its origin is lost in antiquity, but there is 
evidence tha t before the arrival of the Portuguese in the East it was 
a recognised th ing for needy rajas to replenish their treasury bv 
piratical raids. (6) The geography of the East Indian Islands is 
so peculiarly suitable for piracy tha t the surpris ing th ing would 
have been if it had not existed. The whole of the vast Archipelago 
is a maze of islands divided by straits and gulfs, some of them of 
great size, and others so narrow as to he barely navigable. The 
coasts are lined with dense mangrove swamps, through which in
numerable creeks and rivers afford easy passage into the interior. 
A more suitable field of operations cannot he conceived. The 
Malays were a race of skilled seamen and while their boats were 
rather crude, the numberless islands offered secure refuge in case 
of storms. The mangrove swamps and rivers, and the countless 
intricate passages between the islands served alike as hiding-places 
while waiting for their prey and safe refuges in case of defeat. The 
seas of the Archipelago abound in shoals and reefs close inshore, 
and while the pirate galleys always light in draught and knowing 
every foot of the way, negotiated them and disappeared in the creeks 
and swamps, their heavy European pursuers either ran aground or 
found the water so shallow that they had to give up the chase. 

Once the pirate had reached the shelter of the swamps he was 
safe, for the warship's boats soon lost all trace of him in the maze 
of waterways. Little help was to be had from the inhabitants of 
the country, since most of them were pirates when occasion 
served.(7) An interest ing comparison can be drawn between the 
Malays and the Greeks of the Homeric period. In each case the 
same geographical features—an archipelago abounding in good har
bours and safe lurking places—produced the same result. 

The advent of Europeans probably gave a great impetus to 
piracy. The subject has never been properly investigated, but it is 
known tha t the Portuguese, and above all the Dutch, totally dis
organized the very flourishing native commerce which had existed 

(5) Mundy. " B r o o k e , " IT, 359-67. For other evidence of the p i r a t e s ' 
courage v. J . I. A., III, 252. St. John. 

(6) v. " S e j a r a h M a l a y u , " passim. 
(7) Keppel, " M a e a n d e r . " I, 281. Temminck, "Possess ions Neer-

l a n d a i s e s , " I I , 225. Crawfurd, "Descr ip t ive D i c t i o n a r y , " 353 and 
v. infra. 
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for centuries. In order to gain a monopoly, the Dutch forbade 
many of the islands to carry on any trade while others were allowed 
to bring their merchandise only to certain ports. By this means 
Malays must have been ruined. The Rajas too lost a large part of 
their revenues, for then as later the chiefs were merchants as well 
as rulers. I t was natural that a race of seamen should try to make 
good their losses by a means so congenial to their adventurous dis
positions.(8) By the nineteenth century there were few Rajas who 
did not covertly support the pirates, and give them arms and shelter 
in return for a share of their plunder, "so that a pirate prau is 
too commonly more welcome in their harbours than a fair trader." 
Many went further, and openly sent piratical fleets to sea. (9) 
Another contributing factor was the universal decay of the Malay 
governments, which by 1825 was going on with alarming rapidity. 
Even if the Sultan wished to check piracy, he was often too feeble 
to do so. The petty chief of a few river-villages set up as an in
dependent ruler and his suzerain was too weak to control him. 
To keep up his train of ragged followers required money, and since 
a Malay was too proud and indolent to work hard, revenue was 
obtained by the easy means of piracy. (10) 

So deeply engrained was piracy in the native character that 
any sea-ooaist Malay would engage in it if the opportunity seemed 
favourable. The ordinary Malay trader was merchant and pirate 
by turns, as opportunity served. (11) In this as in so many other 
respects the semi-feudal conditions prevailing in Malaya in the 
nineteenth century strongly resembled those of Europe in the 
Middle Ages. There is a very interesting parallel between the 
native merchants of the Archipelago and the English, French 
and Flemish traders of the Channel ports six hundred years ago. 
No stigma attached to the career of piracy: it was an honourable 
profession, hallowed by antiquity (12) and patronized by the 
bluest blood of the East Indian Islands. The native attitude to
wards it was perfectly expressed by the views of Datu Laut, an 
important Lanun chieftain of North West Borneo about 1850. 
" In his own view he was no criminal; his ancestors from genera
tion to generation had followed the same profession. In fact, 
the Lamms consider cruising as the most honourable of professions, 
the only one which a gentleman and a chief could pursue, and 
would be deeply offended if told that they were but robbers on a 
larger scale Notwithstanding his profession, Laut was 

(8) v. Chapter I, J . I. A., I I . N. S., 328-35. Lady Raffles, "Memoir of 
Raffles." Appendix 10. 

(9) Keppell, "Maeander ," I. 282-83. Ibid., 48, Hill. MS. S 811. 
Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary" 254. 

(10) Low " P e n a n g " 216. W. E. Maxwell," Piracy in Straits of 
Malacca" in "Ocean Highways,' ' Jan. 1873, p. 312-14. 

(11) W. E. Maxwell, "Ocean Highways," Jan. 1873, pp. 312-14. 
Lady Raffles, "Memoi r " 48. Templer, Brooke's Let ters ," I. 277. and v. 
infra. 

(12) B. Pub., Range, 13. Vol. 14. Sept. 23, 1835, No. 9. 
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a gentleman." (13) Precisely the sentiments which one would 
have expected from a Norman baron of the reign of Stephen. 

By 1825 piracy had become so firmly established that it could 
truly be described as " a great and blighting curse," " a very 
formidable and frightful system," " a n evil so extensive and for
midable that it can be put down by the strong hand alone. (14) 
From Penang to New Guinea, and from Java to the Philippines,, 
fleets of galleys scoured the seas in search of plunder and slaves. 
As with the Mediterranean pirates whom Pompey crushed, captives 
were as valuable a prize as merchandise. In Sulu, Brunei,. 
Sumatra and other places were great depots where the pirates sold 
their loot and bought supplies. (15) 

By far the most formidable wore the Lamms of Mindanao, in 
the Philippines, the dreaded " Pirates of the Lagoon." The 
Balanini, who lived in a cluster of islands in the Sulu Sea, were 
almost equally dangerous. They appear to have been less numerous 
and warlike, and for this reason their ravages were not so extensive. 
With this qualification the following description is equally true of 
both races. The Lanuns lived on a large lagoon-like bay on the 
island of Mindanao, surrounded by impenetrable mangrove-swamps, 
pierced by numerous runways over which their galleys could be 
drawn to escape pursuer's. The lagoon was defended by many heavy 
batteries, and there were also a large number of slips for the 
construction of galleys. Raffles astimated the number of their 
warriors at 10,000. The Lanuns also had settlements in North West 
Borneo, at Tantoli in Celebes, in Sulu and at Indragiri in Sumatra, , 
at the Southern end of the Straits of Malacca. 

Their boats were long and narrow, propelled by oars and sails, 
and very swift. Attached to each fleet were often a number of light, 
fast spy-boats, to scour the seas and bring back news of approaching 
prizes. The galleys varied from 40 to 100 tons burden and carried 
from 40 to 60 men. The crew was protected by a breastwork of 
thick planks, and at times by la deck of split rattans. Their largest 
galleys were often over 100 feet long, and carried 150 men. Admiral 
Hunter, who vaccompanied the Lanuns on a cruise in 1847 disguised 
as a Malay, wrote that the flagship, on which he sailed was 95 
feet long, with 90 oars, double-banked. She had 56 righting men,, 
and was armed with twelve lelas (a light gun of native manufac
ture, more noisy than effective), and a Spanish eighteen-pounder. 
(16) Each galley was armed in somewhat similar" fashion, and also 
carried muskets, swords, spears, and shields. The oars were rowed 
by captives, who were treated with great cruelty. They were fed 
principally on rotten rice and bad water, and when worn out were 

(13) Hunter , "Adven tu re s of a Naval Officer.' ' 83. 
(14) J . I . A., I I I , 252, 257, 260. S. St . John. 
(15) Ibid., 258. Forrest , " V o y a g e to New G u i n e a , " 303. Keppel 

" Maeander , ' ' I , 284. v. infra. 
(16) Hunter , "Adven tu re s of a Naval Officer." 60. 
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thrown over-board. They were forced to row for hours at a time, 
and when they became exhausted the Lamms kept them awake by 
Tubbing cayenne pepper into their eyes. 

The Lanuns had several hundred galleys, and sent out fleets 
every year under the command of an Admiral. Each ship had a 
captain and three officer's, and the loot was divided according to a 
recognised scale. As a rule the fleets sailed first to Tampassuk, 
their principal settlement in North-West-Borneo. There they 
divided into squadrons, which between them covered the whole of 
the Eastern seas. Some circumnavigated Borneo and visited 
Celebes and New Guinea; others ravaged the coasts of Bengal and 
Java: yet others sailed to the East Coast of the Malay Peninsula 
and the Gulf of Siam; while every year, in August, September and 
October, the " pirates' wind" brought Lanun squadrons to the 
Straits of. Malacca. There they lay in wait for the praus sailing 
to Singapore, and did immense damage. The Rhio-Linggtai Archi
pelago was ravaged with mathematical regularity, and until about 
1835 Lanun squadrons sailing through the Stoats of Malacca 
visited Penang and Kedah. Their ships were even met as far to 
the North as Rangoon. These cruises often lasted several years, 
and the pirates carried them out according to a definite schedule, 
visiting each part of the East Indies at a recognised time. So 
thoroughly was this the case that the Government in its reports 
referred as a matter of course to the events of the Lanun season. 
The Philippines, which lay [nearest to Mindanao, perhaps suffered 
even more severely than other parts of the Archipelago. Since 1589 
the Spaniards had fought a number of wars with the Lanuns and 
had generally got the worst of it. They claimed suzerainty how
ever over them, apparently on the ground that Spain had formally 
annexed them, and therefore " ipso dicto " they were conquered. 
The Lanuns unfortunately declined to see the logic of this position, 
and having great contempt for the Spaniards, constantly raided 
even into the harbour of Manilla itself. 

The damage done by the Lanuns and Balanini was incal
culable. To estimate it is impossible, since they acted on the 
principle of "spurlos versenkt." A prau would disappear. Per
haps years later one of the crew might escape from slavery and 
eventually tell this tale in Batavia or Singapore; but in most cases 
not a single soul of the whole ship's company would ever be seen 
again. Villages near the coast were also raided, and all the 
inhabitants killed or carried into slavery. Whole islands in the 
Rhio-Lingga Archipelago were depopulated in this way. Like 
all the other pirates, the Lanuns avoided European merchantmen 
and warships, although quite a few traders, especially Spaniards, 
fell victims to them. They 'had the utmost contempt for the Dutch 
gunboats which protected the coasts of Borneo, Java and. the other 
possessions of Holland. They seem rather to have enjoyed a fight 
with them, and captured a fair number. As late as 1844, Sambas, 
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the principal Dutch. port in Western Borneo, was constantly block
aded by Lanun squadrons. 

Had the Balanini and Lanuns made common cause with the 
Malay pirates they would have been even more of a menace than 
they actually were. Fortunately however they were the bitter 
enemies of the pirates of the Rhio-Lingga Archipelago, the head
quarters of Malay piracy. So intense was their hatred that if 
either were attacking a merchantman and these rivals hove in sight, 
the trader was abandoned while the pirates hastened to engage one 
another. (17) 

Near Mindanao lies a cluster of islands known as the Sulu 
Archipelago. Sulu, (the principal town, was a line of houses 
straggling along the shores of a harbour. This was the commercial 
headquarters of the Lanuns and Balanini, the greatest slave-mart 
and thieves' market in the whole East Indian islands. Here the pirate 
fleets returned after their long cruises to sell their slaves and 
booty and buy supplies from the Chinese and Bugis merchants 
who came to it. A few venturesome Europeans also traded there. 
There appears to be some doubt as to whether the Sulus actually 
engaged in piracy themselves, or whether they merely aided and 
profited by their friends and allies the Lanuns. The best authori
ties seem to argue that the latter was the ease. Hunt, who made 
a long report on the Sulus to Raffles in 1815, lived for six months 
on the islands. He contrived to win the friendship of the leading 
Datus, or chiefs, and had excellent opportunities for gaining infor
mation. He reported that the Sulus were arrant cowards, and 
while refraining from piracy themselves, equipped the Lanun 
squadrons, receiving in return 25 per cent of the booty. Sulu 
" is the nucleus of all the piratical hordes in the seas, the heart's 
blood that nourishes the whole, and sets in motion its most distant 
members." Hunt gave a very graphic picture of the keen activity 
which prevailed in this den of thieves. " Not a day passes without 
the arrival or departure of at least twelve to fifteen praus." During 
the six months he was there he heard of the capture of twenty-

(17) J . I . A., S. St. John, 251-54, J . I . A., I I I , 581-88; 629.36; I V , 
45-53; 144-62; 400-10; 617-28; 734-46. Anon. S. S t . John , " L i f e in the 
Forests of the F a r E a s t , " I , 239: I I , 239-40. Lady Raffles, " M e m o i r . ' ' 
63. Crawfurd, "Desc r ip t ive D i c t i o n a r y , " 214, 354-55. Belcher, " C r u i s e 
of the S a m a r a n g , " I , 135-45, 262-70, and passim. H . St . John , " I n d i a n 
Arch ipe lago . " I I , 111-12, 116-33, 136-42. Hunter " A d v e n t u r e s of a Naval 
Officer." 60. and passim. Moor. " N o t i c e s of the Indian Arch ipe lago . " 98. 
Command Paper (1351) of 1851, pp. 12-18, Vol. L V I , P a r t 1. Brooke ' s 
report on Pi racy endorsed by Keppel in the highest terms (Keppel , " D i d o , " 
I I , 134-51.ed.of 1847). J . Hunt , " R e p o r t on Sulu, 1 8 1 5 " in Malayan 
Miscel lanies ," I , 73-83. Ear l . " E a s t e r n S e a s " 312-14. S. S. R., Vol. 159, 
J a n . 30, 1829. Long and valuable repor t by Presgrave, Resident Councillor 
of Singapore B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 14: Sept. 23, 1835, Nos. 6-13. Com
mand Pape r [1976] of 1854-55, pp . 142-50. (Vol. X X I X ) . 
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seven or twenty-eight (ships, including a Spanish brig, the kidnap
ping of 1000 natives from the Philippines, and sundry murders and 
minor piracies. (18) 

After the Lanuns and Balanini the most important pirates were 
the Malays. Formerly they had been the most dreaded pirates 
of the Archipelago; but in the nineteenth century they had sadly 
degenerated from the lofty tradition of their ancestors. (19) The 
great centres of Malay piracy were within the Dutch sphere of 
influence. They were the Carimon I lands, the Rhio-Lingga Archi
pelago, near the Southern entrance of the Straits of Malacca, and 
Gakng. Galang, an island to the South of the Straits of Singapore, 
was a miniature Sulu, the Malays' principal market for the sale 
of slaves and booty. Pirate settlements were also scattered all 
along the Sumatran coast as far as Achin, and in every state of the 
Peninsulia from Treugganu on the East to Kedah on the West. 

The Lingga Sultan (the Dutch protege who ruled the island 
portion of the Empire of Johore) was strongly suspected both 
by the Dutch and British of tacitly encouraging piracy, even if he 
did not share in the spoils. His great court-officials openly support
ed it, equipping the Malay fleets in return for 1.00 per cent profit 
on their outlay. The Sultans of the different states of Sumatra 
and the Peninsula also aided the pirates in return for a share of 
their booty, the most notorious offender in the British sphere 
being the Bugis Sultan of Selangor. The Singapore Sultan, 
Raffles' nominee, and the Temenggong of Johore were strongly 
suspected both by British and Dutch officials of being deeply 
implicated. This was the Temenggong who in 1843-48 rendered 
great services to the British in suppressing piracy, and was warmly 
defended by Governor Butterworth against the aspersions cast 
upon his character. Possibly he was a much maligned man, perhaps 
he ihad seen the error of his ways; in the thirties at any rate offi
cials and merchants alike strongly suspected him, although they 
oould never obtain definite proof. 

There seems some reason to believe that pirate praus were 
fitted out in Singapore itself, and that many pirates were accustomed 
to visit it when not engaged in professional duties. Little could 
be done to prevent this, as Singapore was a free port, and had 
not the elaborate system of registration mid control which enabled 
the Dutch officials to ascertain fairly accurately the real character 
of trading-praus. I t is probable that arms and supplies were 
sometimes obtained at Singapore, and that the pirates had spies 
in the port who sent them information when a rich prize was about 
to sail. Many respectable traders moreover could not resist the 

(18) "Malayan Miscellanies.'' J . Hunt, "Report to Raffles on Sulu, 
1815, I, 16-83. Moor Notices of the Indian Archipelago." Appendix, 30-5. 
Dalrymple, "Oriental Repeortory," I, 499-577. Hunter, "Adventures of 
a Naval Officer" 224-26. 

(19) Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary." 354. 
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temptation to capture another prau if they saw a favourable oppor
tunity. Since the cargo was then sold as their own, and no incon
venient witnesses were left, it was very difficult to convict them of 
piracy. 

I t was believed that the Malay pirates had between 300 and 400 
praus. Their boats were smaller and usually carried fewer men 
than the Lanun galleys; but they were sufficiently powerful to 
overcome most native traders except the large Chinese junks. The 
praus were generally of from six to twenty tons, propelled by oars 
and sails and armed with lelas (native cannon), or swivel-guns, 
usually of small calibre, muskets, swords, and spears. The crews 
varied from thirty or less to eighty or a hundred; and each vessel 
was under the command of a Panglima (fighting-man) and 
two mates. The spoil was divided between the crew and the Raja 
who had lent money to finance the cruise according to a recognised 
schedule. The galleys were extremely fast, and attached to each 
squadron were a number of smaller and faster spy-boats carrying 
only a few men apiece. The Malay praus were less dangerous than 
the Lanun galleys, and the Malays themselves were neither so 
brave nor so daring as the " Pirates of the Lagoon." 

Occasionally a warship would burn a few Malay villages, or 
would happen upon a pirate squadron too far off-shore to make good 
its escape. Such incidents however did little more than give a 
pleasurable zest to a very profitable occupation. The Malays carried 
on their piracy in accordance with a well-arranged schedule. A 
few montlhs were spent in fishing and repairing the galleys; but 
when the season of favourable winds arrived, each island and river 
sent out its ships. I n squadrons of ten to twenty praus they cruised 
along the whole coast of the Malay Peninsula from Trengganu to 
Kedah, and also visited Bangka and Java. The Dinding Islands, 
in the Straits of Malacca, were a favourite resort. 

Peaiang received annual attention from the date of its founda
tion, and the pirates built villages on the neighbouring islands, 
and in Kedah and Perak. Penang's trade suffered severely, and 
in 1826 raids were still frequently made into the harbour at night 
to capture prisoners for sale at Galang. As late as 1830 the pirate 
squadrons on their return home from their annual cruise were 
accustomed to sail through the middle of the harbour, between 
Penang and Province Wellesley. I t saved them the trouble of 
rowing around the island. 

The foundation of Singapore eventually caused the downfall 
of the Malay pirates, but for many years it actually increased their 
prosperity. The island was so conveniently situated in the midst 
of their settlements that no long and toilsome voyages were neces
sary before they reached the scene of operations; and the war
ships at the disposal of the Straits Government were so few and 
ineffective that they could afford little protection to the trading 
praus. Native traders generally sailed by themselves, or in groups 
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of three or four, so that they were easily overpowered by the 
pirates, whose squadrons were made up of ten or twenty, and 
sometimes double that number of praus. Large fleets of Malay, 
Balanini and Lanun pirates swarmed in the Straits, or lay in wait 
at Point Rumenia and other places close to Singapore. As late 
as 1835 attacks were actually made by daylight on boats plying 
between the shore and ships lying at anchor at the mouth of the 
harbour. Many vessels were captured when barely out of sight of 
the town. The native merchants suffered immense loss, and the 
situation grew steadily worse as the years passed. Many praus were 
afraid to visit Singapore because of the danger; and by 1830 the 
Straits Government seriously feared that the native trade must 
eventually become extinct. (20) A Malay of Singapore could not 
" set out on a voyage to the back of the Island (of S ingapore ) . . . . 
without risk of being robbed and killed."(21) 

After about 1840 the native trade of the Straits Settlements 
began to surfer from a new enemy, the Chinese. Before this date 
only isolated cases occurred; but at the very time when the Lanun 
and Malay pirates were being suppressed, the attacks of the 
Chinese rapidly increased. While they usually confined their 
operations to their own coast or to the Gulf of Siam, they were 
frequently met with as far South as the neighbourhood of Singapore. 
After 1860 their attacks gradually ceased. 

The Chinese were more dangerous to native traders than 
the Malays or Lamuns, although in point of courage they were 
much inferior. Their ships were much larger, however, and carried 
heavier guns and stronger crews. The typical pirate junk was 
from 70 to 150 tons, with anything up to 25 cannon, and 100 to 
200 men. Their largest boats were of 200 tons. Many renegade 
European seamen served as gunners and officers, whereas with 
scarcely a single exception the Lanun and Malay galleys were 
manned entirely by natives. Owing to these advantages the Chinese 
captured not only native traders, but even many European vessels. 
(22) 

(20) S. S.R., Vol. III: Sept. 8, 1826. S. S. R., Vol. 125: Nov. 3, 
1828. S .S .R. , Vol. 159: Jan. 20, 1829. B. Pub., Range 12, Vol. 55: Oct. 
19, 1830, Nos. 2-9. B. Pub., Range 12, Vol. 58: Feb. 1, 1831, Nos. 3-21. 
Ibid., Vol. 59. April 12, 1831, No. 6. B. Pub., Range 13. Vol. 14: Sept. 23, 
1835, Nos. 6-13. B. Pub., Range 13, Vol. 20: Oct. 19, 1836, No. 40. 
"Moniteur des Indes Orientales," 1846-47, Vol. I, 195-97, 231, 268-76, 330. 
De Groot. Lady Raffles, "Memoir" 48. Begbie, "Malay Peninsula" 
263-68, 273. J. I. A., II , 315-25. Horsfield: *622 J. R. Logan. Ibid., I I I , 
581-85. Anon. Moor, "Not ices of the Indian Archipelago.'' 243, 259, 272. 
Anderson "Malay Peninsula," 174-75. Wilkinson, "Malay Papers: 
History of the Peninsula." 64. Osborn " Q u e d a h . " 86. Earl, "Eastern 
S e a s " 384-85. 

(21) J. I. A., III, 464. Anon. 
(22) "Chinese Repository," I I I , 68-82. Crawfurd "Descriptive 

Dict ionary" 355. India Political and Foreign Consultations, Range, 200, 
Vol. 40: Oct. 7, 1853, Nos. 137-42, and v. references to Note 23. 
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The suppression of Chinese piracy belongs to the history of 
Hongkong rather than to that of the Straits Settlements. Although 
the coast of China had been notorious for piracy from time im
memorial, it was not until the nineteenth century that European 
governments paid much attention to it. The change was due 
to the increase of their commerce with the Orient. Great 
Britain was the power mainly responsible for the suppression of 
Chinese piracy. Her trade with China was much larger than that 
of any other nation, and the commerce of Hongkong suffered 
severely from Chinese pirates in the early years of its history. 
Fleets of from 20 to 100 junks infested the neighbouring waters. 
From about 1849 onwards the British China squadron made constant 
expeditions against the pirates and destroyed several hundred 
vessels. Owing to these attacks Chinese piracy was finally sup
pressed, although even at the present day isolated cases are not un
known. With the destruction of the pirates' fortresses and fleets 
their squadrons gradually ceased to appear in the waters of the 
Archipelago. (23) 

Piracy was also carried on in many other parts of the 
Archipelago, the Moluccas, Celebes and New Guinea, for example. 
The West Coast of Borneo was notorious in the early part of the 
nineteenth century. By 1835 however Holland had brought under 
her control Sambas and all the other West Coast states except 
Brunei, and within her sphere piracy was practically at an end. 
(24) The natives of these islands confined their operations largely 
to their own neighbourhood, and their depredations affected British 
trade only in a minor degree. The principal sufferer from them 
was Holland, so that in a history of the Straits Settlements they 
can be ignored. During the period 1824 to 1867 the five races 
of pirates with whom the British came in contact were the Lanuns, 
and Balanini the Malays, the Chinese, and the Sea-Dayaks of 
Brunei in North West Borneo. The latter were local pirates of 
a peculiarly dangerous kind, and are dealt with in the chapter 
on the work of Rajah Brooke. 

Some difference of opinion exists whether the Bugis of Celebes 
were pirates during the nineteenth century. At an earlier date 
they certainly were so, and Crawfurd considered that they still 
practised it.(25) His opinion is supported by a. few isolated cases 
in the Straits Settlements archives, and by the account of Dalton, 

(23) P . P . , H . of C. No. 739 of 1850, p . 2. (Vol. L V ) . P . P . , H. of 
C , No. 449 of 1851, pp. 2-3, (Vol. L V I , p t . 1 ) . Chinese Reposi tory: passim, 
and especially I , 159, 248, 3 8 1 : I I I , 62-68: IV , 522: V , 338, 384: X, 291, 
516: X I , 184: X I I , 56, 355 : XV, 326, 400: X V I , 208, 462, 509 ,514: X V I I , 
320, 372, 544, 6 5 1 : X V I I I , 558-60, 611-13. X I X , 162-65. Temminck, 
"Possess ions N e e r l a n d a i s e s : ' ' I I , 443-44. Hunter , " E a r l i e r A d v e n t u r e s " 
130, 138. Hill MS. S. 29, 865, 901-33. Keppel, " A Sai lor ' s L i f e " I I , 114. 

(24) Crawfurd, "Desc r ip t ive D i c t i o n a r y " 354. H . S t . John, " I n d i a n 
Arch ipe lago , " passim. Temminck, "Possess ions Neer l anda i ses . " I I I , 67, 
241-43. Moor, " N o t i c e s of the Ind ian Arch ipe l ago , " 23-28, 101. 

(25) Crawfurd, "Desc r ip t ive D i c t i o n a r y . " 75. 
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an Englishman who spent some time in their settlements on the 
Eastern Coast of Borneo in 1828-2'9.(20). Crawfurd however was 
speaking from hearsay, and the government of the Straits after 
examination of Dalton appears rather to have doubted the truth 
of his story. (27) Furthermore the various books written by 
Europeans living in the East Indian Islands never spoke of the 
Bugis as pirates. Moreover, Earl, who from his various voyages in 
the Archipelago, knew them well, warmly defended them against 
the charge. (28) From the evidence which is available it would seem 
that during the period 1824 to 1867 the Bugis did not engage in 
piracy. Instead they devoted themselves to trade, and were the 
most important native merchants in the whole East Indian Islands. 

Until after 1835 the total suppression of piracy was regarded 
by many well-informed authorities as impossible. In spite of 
every effort, it was actually on the increase. Yet within twenty-
five years, between 1835 and 1860, Malay piracy was almost ended, 
while even the Lanuns and Balanini were far less of a scourge 
than they had been. The problem was solved by two means-the 
use of steamships and the repeated destruction of the pirate strong
holds. In the days of sailing ships the suppression of piracy was 
almost impossible, for ships of the line, frigates, etc., were of little 
use. Their great height and towering masts made them visible 
long before they sighted the long, low galleys of their quarry, 
and sent every pirate for miles scurrying for shelter amongst the 
islands and swamps. Only if they chanced upon a prau too far 
from land to reach it had they much chance of capturing it. Even 
then, if the wind fell, the galley often escaped by rowing, while the 
men-of-wars' boats were left toiling hopelessly astern. On many 
occasion the pirates attacked and plundered traders in full view 
of a warship, helplessly becalmed and unable to assist. As to the 
small, swift gunboats which were used extensively by Spain, Holland 
and Great Britain, in too many cases they seem to have been 
ornamental incompetents. They had sails, and occasionally oars, 
and were armed with one or two heavy guns. The crews were 
generally natives—sometimes ex-pirates—although the captain was 
often a European. In proportion to their number and cost they 
were singularly ineffective, because their native crews could not 
be depended on to fight well.(30) 

(26) Moor, "Notices of the Indian Archipelago." 15-29. 
(27) B. Pub., Range 12, Vol. 58: Feb. 1, 1831, Nos. 3, 4, 24-26. 
(28) Earl, "Eastern Seas ." 389-91. 
(29) Ibid., Crawfurd, "Descriptive Dictionary," 75. v. chapter 

on Trade. 
(30) I t is difficult to give exact references for this opinion, but it is 

the general impression which one obtains from the countless reports in the 
Straits Settlements Records, the Bengal Public and Political Consultations, 
and the works of Keppel, Brooke, De Groot, etc., e. g. Osborn, " Q u e d a h " 
20. J . I. A., IV, 160-61, 401-2. Anon. 
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With the advent of the steamship in 1833-37 a new era began, 
for it was small and inconspicuous, and no longer at the mercy 
of a favourable wind. Within a few years there was a marked 
decline in the number of piracies committed. Brooke expressed 
the situation exactly when he wrote:—" A small steamier 
would do more towards the suppression of piracy than half-a-dozen 
sloops of war."(31) 

I t was also found essential to exercise a steady, remorseless 
pressure upon the pirates by constantly destroying their strongholds 
and ravaging their country. The sinking of a few praus, or the 
occasional burning of a village, had no lasting effects. The houses 
—built of palm-logs and branches—could be rebuilt almost as 
quickly as they were burned; and when the pirates found that a 
repetition of the offence brought no renewal of the punishment, 
they soon recovered their old audacity. When however a recurrence 
of piracy brought repeated and wholesale destruction upon them 
they soon decided that freebooting was too dangerous to be continu
ed. A perfect example of the application of this principle was the 
success of Brooke and the British navy in destroying Lanun and 
Sea-Dayak piracy in Borneo. (32) With all his humanity Rajah 
Brooke was convinced that the suppression of piracy, could be 
brought about " only by steadily acting against every pirate 
hold. Without a continued and determined series of operations 
of this sort, it is my conviction that even the most sanguinary and 
fatal onslaughts will achieve nothing beyond a present and temporary 
good. The impression on the native m.nd is not sufficiently lasting. 
Their old impulses and habits return with fresh force; they forget 
their heavy retribution; and in two or three years the memory 
of them is almost entirely effaced. Till piracy be completely sup
pressed, there must be no relaxation."(33) "When these com
munities lose more than they gain by piracy, and feel piracy is 
like sitting on a barrel of gunpowder with a lighted match in the 
hand, then, and then only, they will discontinue it. Heretofore 
the efforts to put down piracy have been desultory and ineffec
tive." (84) 

The suppression of piracy in the East India Islands was due to 
the British, Dutch and Spanish. The Spaniards may be d smissed 
in a few words. Their efforts were confined to protecting the 
Philippines against the Lanuns, a task in which they were fairly 
successful. (35) They also scored several notable successes. In 
1848 they expelled the Balanini from their islands although this 

(31) P. P., Borneo, 1846. " A Selection from Papers Relating to 
Borneo.' ' p. 61. 

(32) v. chapter on Brooke, and for the statement of the principle, 
De Groot, "Moniteur des Indes," 1846-47. I. 271-276. 

(33) Keppel, " D i d o , " II , 230. 
(34) Templer, "Brooke's Letters. ' ' I I , 110. 
(35) Keppel, " L i f e , " II, 108. 
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victory was to a considerable extent nullified by the feet that many 
of them went elsewhere and for many years continued their raids, 
( 3 6 ) 

A few years later the Spaniards captured Sulu, and there
upon announced that they bad conquered the whole Sulu Archi
pelago. In point of fact their conquest appears to have been 
limited practically to the town itself, since the Sultan and his 
followers retreated to the hills, and for many years continued their 
resistance. As late as about 1880 the Spanish soldiers did not dare 
to stray outside the walls of their fortress. I t was however a great 
blow to the Lanuns that they no longer possessed a trading-centre 
where they could sell their booty and obtain supplies. Gradually 
moreover the Spaniards extended their sway over the Sulu Archi
pelago and Mindanao and the Lanun raids dwindled away into 
insignificance. (37) 

The work of the Dutch was much more important, and on 
the whole they seem to have done more towards the suppression 
of piracy in the East Indian Islands than any other nation. Their 
efforts were directed mainly towards the protection of their own 
commerce, a duty which they performed much more systematically 
and efficiently than the British. (38) They had always far more 
warships in the Archipelago than Great Britain. Between 1819 
and 1830 the government of the Straits Settlements had only a few 
gunboats and schooners, with occasionally a larger ship from the 
Company's or the Royal navy. Between 1830 and 1840 the Straits 
marine was increased: a steamship was sent out in 1837, and sh'p3 
from the China squadron made periodical cruises. In 1841 the 
British Government finally realised that piracy could only be put 
down if warships made regular, instead of occasional voyages in the 
Archipelago. From this time at least one and sometimes several 
men-of-war were stationed there, along with one or more of the 
Company's steamships. There were occasions however when these 
ships had to be withdrawn for service in China, and the Straits 
Settlements were left with only a few gunboats to protect their 
trade. (39) Dutch commerce on the other hand was always protect
ed by a large flotilla of gunboats and small schooners which patrol
led the coasts of their possessions, as well as by a powerful squadron 
a larger vessels. In 1848 for example when the British had about 
two steamers and two sailing ships in the Archipelago the Dutch 
had nine of the former and twenty-four of the latter. (40) 

(36) I. P. F., Range, 198, Vol. 32: Aug. 12, l848," No. 204," B. Pub., 
Range, 13, Vol. 69: April 12, 1848, No. 22, and v. infra. 

(37) St. John, "L i fe in the Far Eas t , " I I , 242. J . R. A. S. S. B., 
XXI, 96. Treacher. Pryer, "Decade in Borneo. , , 113, 120. . 

(38) Keppel, " L i f e , " I I , 108. S. S. R., 159: Jan. 20, 1829. 
(39) "American Historical Review." Jan. 1899, pp. 256, 260-61, 

H. M. Stephens, v. infra. 
(40) "Moniteur des Indes ." 1846-47, Vol. I, 240, 267, 319. De Groot. 

Ibid.,1848-49. I I , Pt. ii, p. 1. 
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The reasons for the disparity between the fleets of Great 
Britain and Holland is easy to understand. The East India 
Company was unwilling to incur heavy expense for a settlement 
from which after 1833 it derived no revenue. The Royal Navy had 
so many calls upon it that it could not spare enough ships to 
police a distant and by no means the most important field of 
British interests. Holland on the contrary had few colonial posses
sions of importance outside the East Indian Islands, and it wais 
therefore natural that the greater part of her navy on overseas 
service should be concentrated there. Considering the vast extent 
of her empire in the Archipelago, the astonishing thing is not 
that she had so many warships, but so few. 

The Dutch methods for combatting piracy were four in number. 
They kept up a fairly regular patrol of their coasts, and sometimes 
protected praus by forming them into convoys under a guard of 
warships. They compelled native rulers to sign treaties promising 
not to give aid to pirates; but they found that it was far easier 
to obtain these agreements than to compel their observance. The 
Dutch also enforced an elaborate code of regulations prescribing the 
size, build, armament and crews of praus, to prevent pirates from 
masquerading as traders. Lastly, the Dutch made periodical al
though somewhat desultory expeditions against the pirate settle
ments within the limits of their empire. They rarely attacked 
piratical areas outside their own sphere of influence. Especially 
before 1843 the number of expeditions made by Holland greatly 
exceeded those of the British. By these means piracy was gradually 
put down in Celebes, the Moluccas, Dutch Borneo, the Rhio-Lingga 
Archipelago, and Sumatra. In the two last-mentioned places a 
large share of the credit belongs to the British. (41) There was 
however, never any effectual co-operation between the British and 
Dutch navies, although the Treaty of 1824 had intended that they 
should work together. Despite several efforts to carry it out there 
was no common plan of operations, and the British and Dutch 
attacks on the pirates were independent of one another. (42) 

Great Britain was entirely responsible for the destruction of 
piracy in the Malay Peninsula, while she also deserves a very large 
share of the credit for its suppression in the Rhio-Lingga Archi
pelago and the Sumatran states bordering on the Straits of 
Malacca. Through the efforts of Brooke and the navy Sea-Dayak 
piracy in Brunei was entirely put down, and the Lanuns of North-
West Borneo were driven out and reduced to insignificance. More
over such heavy punishment was inflicted upon roving squadrons 

(41) " M o n i t e u r des Indes Or i en t a t e s , " 1846-47: Vol. I , 159-61, 196-
204, 230-41, 319-20, 330: De Groot. Ibid., 1847-48: I , 15, 32-43—De Groot. 
J . I . A„ I I I , 629-36: IV, 45-53; 144-62; 400-10; 617-28; 734-46: Anon. 
St . J o i n " I n d i a n Arch ipe lago . " I I , 186-88; 195, 204, 213. S. S. K., 
132: Feb . 13, 1830. B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 44 : Dec. 4, 1843, Nos. 11-13. 

(42) Keppel, "Maeande r . ' ' I , 252-53. " M o n i t e u r des Indes Orien
t a t e s , " 1846-47: I , 235, 238. De Groot. 
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of Lanuns and Balanini that they gave up cruising near the Malay 
Peninsula. And finally, Great Britain, far more than any other 
nation, was responsible for the suppression of Chinese piracy. 

In 1835 however no one could have foreseen that within a 
generation piracy would sink into insignificance. The Straits of 
Malacca swarmed with pirates, Malay, Lanun and Balanini, and 
their fleets infested the waters near Malacca, Singapore and Penang. 
There were pirates in fleets, and in single praus, pirates in big 
hundred-oared galleys, pirates in small galleys, pirates in row-boats, 
and solitary pirates in tiny skiffs. The great pirate mart at Galang 
did a flourishing trade in booty and captives, many of whom had 
been kidnapped from Penang. The Southern part of Province 
Wellesley was uninhabited because no man dared to live there 
lest he should be captured and sold into slavery. Praus were 
constantly taken almost within sight of port, and the pirates were 
very rarely captured. In 1826, for example, the Resident Councillor 
of Singapore reported that he received " constant accounts" of 
the loss of trading-praus. " The shores and islands between this 
and Malacca are infested with piratical p r a u s . . . . . . as soon as a 
native sail appears they assail their prey, which is seldom able to 
make any effectual resistance." (43) The records of Penang and 
Malacca are full of similar reports. (44) 

The Government of the Straits Settlements was quite unable 
to protect native trade or, except in very rare cases, to capture the 
pirates, owing to the ridiculous inadequacy of its naval force. In 
1824 the largest warship at Penang was a small schooner, the 
" Jessy," unfit for further service, and the Council therefore asked 
the Supreme Government to send it a warship and four gunboats. 
(45) The gunboats did not arrive for over a year.(40) The experi
ment was made at Singapore in 1826 of arming a few fast praus, 
but the attempt to check piracy by this means was a failure. (47) 
The H. C. Cruiser " Hastings " was stationed in the Straits from 
1826 to 1828, when it was replaced until 1831 by the yacht 

(43) S.S.R., 111: Sept. 8, 1826. 
(44) S. S.R., 67: Oct. 7, 1818. Ibid., 77, Nov. 16, 1820. Ibid. 

S3: Sept. 21, 1818. Ibid., 86: July 11 and Aug. 29, 1822. Ibid., 94: April 
15 and May 27, 1824. Ibid.. 95: June 14, 1824. Ibid., 96: Dee. 16. 1824. 
Ibid., 99: Jan. 12, Feb. 16, March 5, March 15, 1825. Ibid., 101: May 5, 
1825. Ibid., 102: June and July 29, 1825. Ibid., 104: Oct. 19, 1825. Ibid., 
105: Dec. 10, 1825. Ibid., 108: Feb. 2, March and April 21, 1826. Ibid., 
111. Sept. 14, 1826. Ibid., 112: Dec. 4, 1826. Ibid., 115: Jan. 2 and Jan. 
17, 1827. Ibid., 118: Sept. 20, 1827. Ibid., 119: Nov. 15, 1827. Ibid., 
144: Sept. 3, 1828 and passim. Ibid., 157: Aug. 30, Sept. 3, and Dec. 
11, 1828. Ibid., 169: March 11, 1829. Ibid., 184: April 21, 1829. B. Pol., 
Range 123, Vol. 59: March 5, 1824. No. 49. The above are only a few of the 
entries in the Straits Settlements Records referring to piracy during this 
period. 

(45) B. S. and P., Nov. 19, 1824 . 
(46) S. S. R,, 100: Jan. 28, 1825. Ibid., 112: Sept., 21, 1826. Ibid., 

123: July 21, 1828 . 
(47) S.S.R., 112: Dec. 7, 1826. Idid., 195: June 17, 1829. 
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" Nereide."(48) The records make no mention of any captures 
made by these vessels. In 1831 the Straits Settlements had only 
three small ships for the protection of trade, the largest, the 
schooner " Zephyr," being only 84 tons.(49) The Straits Govern
ment in its despatches to India frankly admitted its powerlessness-
In 1828 for example it spoke of the marine as " totally inefficient" 
for the protection of trade. (50) In 1830 Murchison, the Resident 
Councillor of Singapore, pointed out that the navy in the Straits 
had always been too weak to do more than protect the harbours and 
the waters immediately adjacent. (51) 

The most striking characteristic of the despatches of the Straits-
Government before about 1835 is their tone of hopelessness. I t 
was taken for granted that to extirpate piracy, or even effectually 
to check it, was utterly hopeless except at an expense which the 
Company would never sanction. Piracy was rapidly increasing, 
and by 1829 the Straits Government was afraid that the native trade-
of Singapore would eventually become extinct, because praus would 
be afraid to take the risk of sailing to it. The seven years between 
1828 and 1835 were the zenith of Malay and Lanun piracy in the 
Straits of Malacca. (52) 

Before dealing with the attacks on the pirates between 1830 
and 1840 reference must be made to the occupation of the Binding 
Islands in 1826. The district now known collectively as The 
Dindings is composed of Pangkor and some smaller islands in 
the Straits of Malacca, and a tract of land on the mainland of 
Perak opposite. The islands had long been notorious as " the 
chief haunt of all the pirates who come from the Southward," and 
a favourite hiding-place while waiting for their prey. (53) The 
nominal ruler, the Sultan of Perak, was powerless to suppress 
the pirates, who were doing great damage to his trade, and in 1826 
he voluntarily offered to cede the islands to the Company. He 
asked it to place a garrison there, and drive out the pirates. The 
Burney Treaty with Siam had established Perak as an independent 
state and there was no question ias to the Sultan's right to grant 
the territory. The Company therefore accepted his offer; but no 
British force was stationed on the islands until after the Treaty 
of Pangkor in 1874.(54) 

(48) Ibid., 112: Sept. 21, 1826. B. Pub. , Range 12, Vol. 37 : Ju ly 
31 , 1828. Ibid. Vol 59 : Apri l 12, 1831, No. 6. 

(49) Ibid. 
(50) S. S .B. , 157: Sept. 3, 1828. 
(51) B. Pub. , Range 12, Vol. 5 5 : Oct. 19, 1830, Nos. 2-9. 
(52) S. S.R., 157: Sept. 3, 1828. Ibid. , 159: J a n . 20, 1829. B . Pub . , 

Range 12, Vol. 5 5 : Oct. 19, 1830, Nos 2-9. Ibid. , Vol. 59: April 12, 1831,. 
No. 6. 

(53) 6 . S.R., 8 3 : passim. Ibid., 103: Sept . 15, 1825. Ibid., 108: 
Apri l 10 and 21, 1826. Ibid., 139: Nov. 2, 1826. 

(54) Ibid. , 103: Sept. 15, 1825. Ibid. , 139: Nov. 2 and 13, 1826,. 
Aitchison, " T r e a t i e s . " 1. 407. 
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Tn 1830 the British navy at last appeared in Malayan waters. 
H. M. S. " Southampton " cruised in the Straits of Malacca, and 
her boats together with the Straits gunboat " Diamond" routed 
a fleet of some thirty pirate praus after several hours fighting. (55) 
In 1833 H. M. S. " H a r r i e r " destroyed a notorious pirate settle
ment at Durian, an island south of the Straits of Singapore.(56) 
With these two exceptions no effective measures were taken by 
the government until 1835. In 1831 the Bugis merchants of 
Singapore complained to the Resident Councillor of the supine-
ness of the Company, as compared with Holland, pointing out 
that a fleet of twenty-two large galleys, then cruising off the 
Johore coast, had in a few days captured seven praus. They in
formed him that unless there were a change of policy they would 
be compelled to abandon their voyages to Singapore.(57) The 
records for 1832 are full of accounts of praus being captured. In 
August of that year pirates chased a trading prau into the very-
entrance of Singapore harbour.(58) The Chinese of Singapore 
suffered some heavy losses, and in May 1832 the government allowed 
them to fit out at their own expense four large boats to attack the 
pirates lurking outside the harbour. They succeeded in sinking 
a pirate prau. (59) 

In 1833 the same conditions prevailed. Pirate fleets roamed 
the seas with impunity, and twenty of their praus, meeting the 
Company's gunboat " Hawk" near Penang, attacked and forced 
it to retreat. (60) The most amazing event of the year occurred 
in April. A small fleet of Chinese traders, carrying a cargo 
valued at over $200,000, was blockaded by pirates at Pahang. 
The Government at Singapore had no ship available to tassist 
them, and the Chinese escaped only by good luck, and the assistance 
of a Malay ruler. (61) In consequence of this event the Chinese 
merchants of Singapore petitioned the Company to afford them 
effectual protection. They pointed out that they had built up a 
valuable trade, worth over $1,000,000 a year, with the East Coast 
of the Malay Peninsula, with the result that they were affording 
a very comfortable and regular income to some forty or fifty pirate 
galleys who prayed upon it with impunity. The Chinese estimated 
their" annual loss a t $15,000 to $20,000. (62) During 1834 condi
tions remained unaltered; but in 1835 a new series of remonstrances 
finally roused the Indian Government to action. Petitions were 
submitted to Parliament and to the Supreme Government by the 
European and Chinese merchants of Singapore, and the Bengal 

(55) B. Pub. , Range, 12, Vol. 5 8 : Feb. 1, 1831. No. 3. J . I . A., IV , 
144-45. Anon. 

(56) " O n e Hundred Years of S ingapore , ' ' I , 293. T. E . Brooke. 
(57) J . I . A., IV, 146. Anon. 
( 5 8 ; Ibid., 147. 
(59) Ibid., 147. B . Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 3. Aug. 19, 1833, No. 2. 
(60) J . I . A., IV, 152 Anon. 
(61) B . Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 3 : Aug. 19, 1833, No. 2. 
(62) Ibid. 
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Chamber of Commerce, urging that effective measures should be 
taken against piracy. Of late years it had increased rapidly, and 
it " threatened the extinction of the native maritime trade of the 
Eastern Settlements," on which the prosperity of Singapore " in 
great measure" depended. The Singapore petitions also asked 
that Admiralty jurisdiction should be given to the Recorder's 
Court. Bonham, the Governor of the Straits Settlements, strongly 
supported the petitions. (63) 

The lack of Admiralty jurisdiction prevented the Straits Court 
from trying prisoners accused of piracy, so that they had to be 
sent to Calcutta for trial, together with the necessary witnesses. 
In practice the result was that men charged with this crime were 
often released because it was not within the competency of the 
Straits Recorder to deal with them. Even when sent to Calcutta 
they frequently escaped from lack of evidence, because many of 
the witnesses were poor native traders who could not afford so 
expensive a journey. (64) The question was referred to the Directors, 
and in 1837 they secured the passage of an Act of Parliament 
granting Admiralty jurisdiction to the Recorder's Court. (65) 

Meanwhile the petitions submitted in 1835 resulted in the 
despatch of H.M.S. " Andromache," Captain Chads, to the Straits 
of Malacca. In 1836 the Supreme Government appointed Chads 
and Bonham, the Governor of the Straits Settlements, Joint 
Commissioners for the suppression of Malay piracy. They were 
given very extensive powers, and the Straits marine—increased 
by three new gunboats—was placed under their control. Two 
other warships, H.M.S. " Wolf" and " Raleigh," were also sent 
to the Straits and did good work. During 1836 the ships cruised 
in the Straits of Malacca and along the East Coast of the Peninsula,, 
and destroyed many pirate settlements both in the British and 
Dutch spheres of influence, including the notorious trading-centre 
on Galang Island. Chads also defeated several pirate squadrons 
with very heavy loss by disguising his ships as traders, and thus 
inducing the Malays to attack him. Malay piracy received a blow 
from which it never recovered. (66) 

(63) Ibid., Vol. 13 : J u n e 24, 1835, Nos. 10-17. Ibid. , Vol. 14: Sept . 
23, 1835, Nos. 6-13. 

(64) J . I . A., IV, 160. Let ters Received from India and Bengal, Vol. 
4 : Sept. 2, 1835. B. Pub. , Range 12, Vol. 5 8 : Feb . 1, 1831, No. 12. B. Pub. , 
Range 13, Vol. 1 3 : June 24, 1835, Nos. 10-17. Ibid., Vol. 14: Aug. 3, and 
Sept. 23, 1835. 

(65) Ibid., Vol. 15 : Sept, 23, 1835, No. 13. Despatches to India and 
Bengal, Vol. 10: March 3, 1837. 

(66) Let ters Received from India and Bengal, Vol. 8: Aug. 3. 1836. 
Ibid., 1 1 : May 31, 1837. Despatches to I n d i a and Bengal, Vol. 19: J a n . 
4, 1839. B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 20: Oct. 19, 1836, Nos. 6-10. J . I . A., 
IV . 404-9. Anon. James , " A Midshipman in Search of P r o m o t i o n , ' ' 261-66. 
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H. M. S. " Wolf" remained in the Strai ts from 1836 to 1838, 
and inflicted heavy losses upon the pirates. Much of her success 
was due to her habit of disguising herself as ia t r ader carrying-
tropical animals. To quote one of her officers:—" Baboons flew 
playfully at your legs, a loathsome orang-outang, . . . .crawled up to 
shake h a n d s . . . .pigs and peccaries, sheep, fowls, a honey bear, 
and a black panther " made her " a perfect floating menagerie."(67) 
Dur ing 1837 and 1839 the Dutch were also very active in the Khio-
Lingga Archipelago and other islands near Singapore.(68) 

The Government of India decided in 1837 permanent ly to 
increase the naval force in the Stra i ts , so t h a t the pirates migh t 
not forget the lesson taught them in 1836. Un t i l conditions 
improved so far aa to warran t a reduction, i t was to consist of twa 
ships of the royal navy and five gunboats . The Supreme Govern
ment also decided to station in the St ra i t s the " D i a n a , " a small 
s teamer of 168 tons. H e r speed was five knots an hour, and she 
carried two nine-pounder guns and twenty-five men.(69) The 
despatch of the " D i a n a " was due to the strong representations of 
the St ra i t s Government and the Admira l commanding the Indian 
Squadron. They were at one in disserting t h a t piracy could never 
be suppressed by sailing-ships and gunboats, and tha t the only 
effective weapon against it was the steamer.(70) The arrival 
of the steamship in the East Indian Islands was a turn ing-poin t 
in the history of piracy. The advent of a vessel which was inde
pendent of favourable winds destroyed the galleys' comparative 
immuni ty , and in a few years many even of the Lanuns gave u p 
piracy. (71) 

The first engagement of the " D i a n a " in 1837 was a painful 
surprise for the pirates. Six L a n u n galleys were p lunder ing a 
Chinese junk off the Trengganu coast when they sighted her. 
Never having seen a steamer, they decided from her smoke that 
she was sail ing ship on fire, and bore down on her at full speed, 
ant ic ipat ing on easy capture. To their horror , the " Diana " came 
up to them against the wind, and then, suddenly s topping opposite 
each prau, poured in her broadsides a t pistol-shot range. One prau 
was sunk, 90 Lanuns were killeel, 150 wounded, and 30 taken. 
The other five galleys escaped in a shat tered condition, " b a l i n g 
out apparent ly noth ing but blood, a n d . . . . scarce a m a n a t the 
oars ." Three of them foundered before they reached home. ( 7 2 ) 

(67) Ibid., 261-66. Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , " I , 280. " O n e Hundred 
Years of S ingapo re , ' ' I , 296. Brooke. 

(68) J . I . A., IV, 619, 625. Anon. 
(69) Let ters Received from India and Bengal, Vol. 1 1 : May 31, 

1837. Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e " : I . 281. B . Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 22: March 
1, 1837, Nos. 6A and 6B. 

(70) Ibid., Vol. 17: J a n . 27, 1836. Nos. 1-2: and Feb . 3, 1836. Nos. 
3-4. Ibid., Vol. 18 : April 27 and May 1, 1836, No. 1, Ibid. Vo l .19 : Ju ly 
6, 1836, No. 14. 

(71) Hunter " A d v e n t u r e s of a Naval Officer" 84-85, 93-94 and v . 
infra. 

(72) Osborn, " Q u e d a h , " 20-21. J . I . A., IV . 620-21: Anon. 
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As a result of the navy's attacks from 1836 to 1839, and 
especially of Chads' cruise of 1836 and the " Diana's " fight of 
1837, piracy in the Straits greatly decreased for several years. 
"Very few praus were attacked, and the native traders had never 
been so safe. (73) About 1843 there was a recrudescence of Mialay 
and Lanun piracy in the Straits of Malacca and along the East 
Coast of the Peninsula. I t continued until 1849, and many 
trading-praus were captured, some of them very close to Singapore. 
Conditions however never became nearly as serious as they had been 
before 1836.(74) The Government of the Straits Settlements, 
with the assistance of the China squadron, and the Temenggong 
of Johore, managed to cope with the situation fairly well. I t 
was greatly hampered however because the fleet was unanble to 
spare sufficient ships to police so wide an area. (75) Gradually 
Mfalay piracy waned under the British and Dutch attacks, and 
after 1849 it dwindled into insignificance.(76) 

For many years however piracy continued to exist on a petty 
scale in the neighbourhood of the Straits Settlements. It usually 
took the form of attacks by a few Malays on row-boats or small 
praus, although occasionally a junk or a fairly large prau was 
taken. (77) Such incidents grew steadily rarer, even though the 
Straits marine was not really effective. Sailing were not replaced 
by steam gunboats until 1861. Moreover the " Hooghly," the 
largest steamer, was very old and frequently disabled, as her 
boilers were nearly worn out. She was quite unable to catch a 
fast pirate galley. In 1862 she was replaced by a more powerful 
iron steamship, the " Pluto "(7 8) The Straits marine was much 
improved by the addition about the same time of a new steam 
guniboat, the " Avon," a Large and fairly fast ship with twenty 
and sixty-hour pounder" guns. (79) Even at the present day, 
instances of Malay piracy occasionally occur. The most notorious 
was the Selangor incident in 1871 which led to British intervention 
in the state. (80) In 1884 and 1909 Chinese merchantmen were 

(73) Ibid., 626-27, B. Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 25 : Nov. 1, 1837 No. 3. 
Command Paper [1976] of 1854-55, p . 150 (Vol. X X I X ) . 

(74) J . I . A., IV, 735-38. Anon. J . I . A., VI , 470-87. J . T. 
Thomson. Command Paper [1976] of 1854-55, p. 150 (Vol. X X I X ) . 
B . Pub. , Range 13, Vol. 4 3 : June 19, 1843. No. 18. 

(75) Ibid., Vol. 54. Aug. 27, 1845, Nos. 12-13. 
(76) B. Pub . Range 13, Vol. 64: April 7, 1847, No. 7. I . P . F. , Range 

200, Vol. 40 : Oct. 7, 1853, Nos. 137-42. Ibid., Vol. 59: April 28, 1854, No. 
182. ' 'Ocean H i g h w a y s , " J an . 1873, pp. 312-14, W. E. Maxwell. 

(77) Cameron, " M a l a y a n I n d i a . " 30. McNair, "Convic t s Their 
own W a r d e r s , " 120-22. Strai ts Settlements Administration Report, 1860-
61, pp. 1-2. Ibid., 1861-62, pp. 25 and 30. Ibid., 1862-63, pp. 6, 22, and 26. 

(78) Ibid., 1861-62, p . 25. Ibid., 1862-63, p . 22. P . P. , H. of C. No. 
259 of 1862, p . 67 (Vol. X L ) . Cameron, " M a l a y a n I n d i a , " 251-52. 

(79) Hill MS, § 942. 
(80) Swettenham, " B r i t i s h M a l a y a , " 115. Anson " A b o u t Others 

a n d Myself ," 306-11. 
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attacked by Malay pirates near Singapore.( 8 1) Speaking broadly 
however, one may say that Malay piracy has been ext inct for 
over forty years. 

In addition to crushing Malay piracy the Bri t i sh navy also 
made many attacks on the L a m m s and Balanini . D u r i n g the 
thir t ies their fleets suffered heavy losses, as for example in the 
" Diana 's " engagement of 1837; bu t unt i l 1845 no serious a t tempt 
was made to at tack their set t lements. In 1845 and 1846 the 
Bri t ish navy, assisted by Rajah Brooke and his Malays, destroyed 
the Lanun set t lements in North-West Borneo, and piracy there 
came to an end. This result was achieved very largely th rough 
the te r ror inspired by the s teamships. (82) In 1847 the H. C. 
steamer " N e m e s i s " inflicted a very severe defeat on a Balanini 
squadron near Labuan . The pirates suffered so heavily that for 
fifteen years they carefully avoided the coast of Brune i . ( 8 3 ) The 
Dutch were also very active at th is t ime in destroying L a n u n 
se t t lements ; and the Spaniards dealt the Lanuns and Balanin i 
two heavy blows by the capture of Sulu and the Balanini Is lands 
in 1848 and 1851.( 8 4 ) 

The L a n u n s and Balanini cont inued their annua l cruises 
for many years after 1851, bu t the i r power gradually decreased 
un t i l they sank into insignificance. The i r decline was due par t ly 
to the growth of Spanish power, bu t in much larger degree to 
the terror inspired by s teamships . ( 8 0 ) By 1854 the S t ra i t s Sett le
ments had for some years been almost free from L a n u n at tacks. 
Soon afterwards the names of both the Lanuns and Balanini 
disappeared forever from the St ra i t s records. I n 1862 there 
occurred what proved to be a lmost the last fight between the 
Br i t i sh and the Lanuns . A squadron re tu rn ing home from a success
ful cruise on the Eas t Coast of the Malay Peninsula rashly ventured 
into Sarawak waters. I t was at tacked and almost wiped out off 
B in tu lu in Brunei by Rajah Brooke's t iny steam gunboat after 
a desperate fight in which the pirates showed all their ancient 
courage.(86) Long after the Strai ts Set t lements were free from 
their ravages the Dutch, and especially the Spaniards , were com
pelled to send periodical expeditions against the L a n u n s and 
Balanini . (87) 

(81) " O n e Hundred Years of S i n g a p o r e , " I , 299. Brooke. 
(82) Command Paper f l 4 2 1 ] of 1851, p . 320, (Vol. X X X I V ) . 

Hunter , " A d v e n t u r e s : " 84-85, 93-94, and passim, v. chapter on Rajah 
and Borneo Pi racy for a fuller account. 

(83) I . P . F . , Range 198, Vol. 2 : Oct. 23, 1847, Nos. 74-79. St . John, 
" B r o o k e " 121. A description of the bat t le was given in the opening pages 
of this chapter. 

(84) J . I . A., V, 382. Anon. St. John, " L i f e in the F a r E a s t . " 
11, 242. 

(85) Ibid. , I , 292: I I , 235, 240. 
(86) McDougall, " S a r a w a k , " 204-14. London, " T i m e s , " Ju ly 16,. 

1862. 
(87) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, " S a r a w a k , " 277-78. 
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When the British North Borneo Company was founded, its 
officials discovered that Lamm and Balanini colonies had been 
established on the East coast of Borneo. Tunku, the principal 
settlement was founded by Lanuns from North-West Borneo after 
the destruction of their strongholds there by the British navy in 
1845 and 1846.(88) The pirates had only a shadow of their 
former power, but in 1878 they still carried on raids iagainst 
the natives of Borneo and the Philippines. Tunku was destroyed 
by H. M. S.  " K e s t r e l " in 1879, and in 1886 two villages were 
bombarded by a British warship because of various small acts of 
piracy. As a result of this punishment, and the firm rule of 
the Borneo Company, the last embers of Lanun and Balanini 
piracy in the island were stamped out. By the combined efforts 
of the British, Dutch and Spaniards the most famous pirates of 
the Archipelago were at last compelled to abandon their raids. 
( S O ) 

At the very time when Malay and Lanun. piracy was coming 
to an end, the Chinese pirates suddenly rose into prominence. 
The worst period seems to have been from about 1848 to 1855, 
although attacks were made until the seventies. The principal 
sufferers were junks from Cochin-China; and from the inadequacy 
of its marine the Government of the Straits Settlements could 
do little to protect them. The main theatre of Chinese operations 
was the Gulf of Siam, although many vessels were captured near 
Singapore. The attacks gradually died away as the China squadron 
destroyed the fleets and fortresses of the pirates in China. (90) 

No one who studies the history of piracy in the East Indian 
Islands can fail to be impressed by its resemblance to that of 
the Barbary Coast. In each case piracy was fostered by a peculiar
ly favourable environment. How important this influence was in 
the development of piracy in the Archipelago has already been 
shown. The coast of North Africa was equally suitable. I t is 
a " series of natural harbours, often backed by lagoons which 
offer every facility f o r . . . . escape." There are "endless creeks, 
shallow harbours and lagoons where the Corsairs' galleys (which 
never drew more than six feet of water) could take refuge," and 
much of the coast is protected by shifting sand-banks. (91) More
over in both cases the pirates' country lay alongside some of the 
most important of the world's trade-routes. 

In Africa as in the Eastern Archipelago the actions of 
European nations greatly stimulated the piracy which already 
existed. What the destruction of the native trade-routes was to 

(88) Ibid., 124. 
(89) Ibid., 278. J . E. A. S. S. B., X X I , 96-101, 112 Treacher. Pryer , 

"Decade in B o r n e o " 9. 14. 31, 41-42, 55, and passim. 
(90) I . P . P. , Range '200 , Vol. 40 : Oct. 7, 1853, Nos. 137-42. Ibid. , 

Vol. 59: April 28, 1854, Nos. 180-87. J . P . F. , Range 201, Vol. 29: Sept. 
14, 1855, Nos. 86-97. " O n e Hundred Years of S i n g a p o r e , " I , 297. Brooke 
J . I . A., VI , 470-84. Thomson. 

(91) Lane-Poole, " B a r b a r y Corsa i r s , " 16-21, 186-91. 
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the Malays, the expulsion of the Moors from Spain was to the 
Corsairs. The Pirates of Northern Africa were not a very serious 
menace until their numbers were greatly increased towards the 
end of the fifteenth century by a swarm of refugees from Spain, 
filled with a burning sense of their wrongs, and determined to 
avenge the cruelties they had suffered at Christian hands. (92) 
The Corsairs also resembled the pirates of the Archipelago in 
that they were slavers as much as robbers: one of the principal 
objects of their cruises was to make captives for the slave-
markets. With the possible exception of the Lanuns however none 
of the East Indian pirates seem to have treated their slaves with 
such callous cruelty as the Moons. (93) The last point of resemb
lance is that in both cases neither the ships nor the forts of the 
pirates were very formidable to European warships. They were a 
terror only to merchantmen. (94) 

Apart from these points of similarity however the two races 
of pirates were radically different. Except in rare cases the 
Malays and Lanuns were never a menace to European merchant
men; while the Corsairs were the terror of every trader that 
passed their harbours. The reason for this was threefold, the 
assistance of Turkey, the encouragement of the great European 
powers, and the use of European renegades. From about 1518, 
when Charles V began to make serious attempts to crush them, 
u n t l 1571 the Barbary Corsairs were under the protection of 
Turkey. The Janissaries, the flower of the Sultan's army, were 
sent to sail on their raids, and the pirate galleys formed part 
of the Turkish navy. Barbarossa and the other great leaders of 
the pirates commanded the whole Turkish fleet, and assisted the 
Sultans in their campaigns. Until the battle of Lepanto in 1571 
the Turkish fleet had the command of the Mediterranean; and 
the Corsairs were protected and enabled to grow strong in the 
early years of their power when they could most easily have been 
crushed. (95) 

Leptanto deprived the pirates of this protection, and they 
ceased to be robbers on the grand scale. The great powers of 
Europe could easily have crushed them ; yet in the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries their ravages were more extensive than 
ever before. Hundreds of European merchantmen and thousands 
of captives fell into their hands, the Mediterranean seaboard 
was constantly pillaged, and even villages in England and Ireland 
were destroyed. The pirates arrogated to themselves the right 
to war on every nation of Europe which did not buy their forbearance 
by tribute. Moreover they constantly broke the treaties which they 

(92 )P lay fa i r , "Scourge of Christendom, " 1-3. Lane-Poole, " B a r 
bary Corsairs," 7-13, 22-27. 

(93) Playfai r , " Scourge of Chirstendom," 6, 20, and passim. 
(94) Ibid., 8-13, and passim. 
(95) Ibid., passim. Lane-Poole, " C o r s a i r s ' ' 13-181. Currey, " S e a 

Wolves of the Mediterranean," 177-78. 
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were bribed to sign, and renewed their ravages. Yet, apart from 
a few sporadic attacks never pushed home, the great powers replied 
by fresh gifts of money, new treaties, and more stores and munitions. 
The truth was that England, France and the other powers found 
the Corsairs too useful as a means of injuring one another's 
trade to allow them to be destroyed. While attempting to buy 
immunity for their own merchants by lavish gifts, they were 
constantly trying to bribe the pirates to attack their rivals. (96) 
The position was rather like that of Turkey and the Concert of 
Europe during the last seventy years, when the attempts to secure 
just government for the Sultans' Christian subjects failed because 
the mutual jealousy and distrust of the great powers made effective 
action impossible. 

Finally, much of the power of the Corsairs was due to their 
employment of Christian renegades. Their gunners, many of the 
commanders of their galleys, and some even of their rulers, were 
renegades. Renegades generally guided them on their voyages, 
and formed the most daring part of their crews. In 1630 there 
were 8000 in Algiers alone. The abandonment of the galley for 
the sailing-ship at the beginning of the seventeenth century was 
due to a Fleming, Simon Dander, who taught the pirates how to 
build ships on the European model. Owing to the great superiority 
of their new type of vessel the Corsairs were able to extend their 
cruises into the Atlantic, and ravage the coasts of England and 
Ireland. (97) 

The Malays and Lanuns on the contrary had none of these 
advantages. No European power protected or assisted them with 
arms and money as a means of injuring its rivals' trade. Thai 
they flourished so long was due not to the encouragement but to 
the indifference of Europe. Moreover the pirates of the Archipe
lago were not joined by European renegades. There appears to 
be only one case, in 1820, where a European commanded a 
Malay squadron,, and even here there is no certain proof, but 
merely strong suspicion. (98) The Malays and Lanuns were there
fore greatly inferior to the Corsairs in their types of vessel, their 
armament, and their skill in gunnery. For these reasons they were 
rarely a danger to European merchantmen, but only to the ill-
armed native trading praus. So far as enthusiasm for their 
chosen profession went, the pirates of the Archipelago were fully 
the equals of the Corsairs. Had circumstances been favourable, 
they might have been as great a scourge to Europeans as the 
Moors: it was their misfortune, and not their fault, that they 
were comparatively innocuous. 

(96) Playfair , " S c o u r g e of Christendom," 4-6, 34-55. Lane- Poole 
" B a r b a r y Cor sa i r s , " 182. Taffarel, " L ' A l g e r i e , " 30-33, and passim. 

(97) Playfair , " S c o u r g e of Chr is tendom, ' ' 4, 20, 53. Lane-Poole, 
" B a r b a r y Cor sa i r s , " 200-1, 224-34. 

(98) Hill, " E p i s o d e s of P i r a c y " S 25. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

Rajah Brooke of Sarawak and the Suppression of Piracy in 
Brunei. 

No history of the Straits Settlements would be complete which 
did not refer to the work accomplished by Sir James Brooke in 
Sarawak. In 1839 the North-West Coast of Borneo was one of 
the most notorious pirate strongholds in the whole Archipelago; 
by 1850 their power was broken, and by 1860 even the Lanuns 
gave the coasts of Brunei a wide berth. To Rajah Brooke, far 
more than to anyone else, belongs the credit for this great achieve
ment. 

Brunei, the seme of his success, was a decadent Malayan 
state in the North-West part of Borneo. When the Portuguese first 
visited it in the sixteenth century it was a large and powerful 
kingdom; but in the course of three hundred years it had decayed 
until its power was but a shadow, and only a fraction of its 
former territory remained. At the present day its area has dec
reased to a small district surrounding Brunei Town, the Capital; 
but in 1839 it included the present state of Sarawak. The popula
tion was composed of several elements. There were first the 
Malays, a small minority, but the dominant race, comprising the 
Sultan, his nobles, and their followers, who lived either in the 
capital, Brunei Town, or near the mouths of the rivers. The 
mass of the population was of a somewhat different race, and 
had been conquered by the Malayan invaders. I t was divided 
into several tribes, the Kayans, very numerous and warlike, the 
Dayaks, and others. The Dyaks were of two kinds, Land and Sea 
Dayaks. The inhabitants of Sarawak were in the main land 
Dayaks, a kindly and unwarlike race, not much given to fighting, 
though not without somewhat of a predilection for head-hunt :ng. 
The Sea Dayaks, or Orang Laut, were of altogether different calibre. 
Their villages were near Sarawak, on the banks of the Batang 
Lupar, Serebas, and Kaluka Rivers. They were excellent seamen, 
pirates to a man, and notorious all along the West Coast of Borneo 
for their fearlessness and ferocity. Between the Orang Laut and 
Brunei Town on the Rajang and Igan Rivers lived several peace
ful Dayak tribes who manufactured sago in the intervals between 
the raids of the sea Dayaks. Northwards of Brunei Town the 
country was a stronghold of the Lanun pirates, who had fortified 
towns at Tampassuk, Pandassan, and other places. 

The whole state was nominally under the government of 
the Sultans of Brunei, but in point of fact their dependencies 
were rapidly slipping from their grasp. The rule of the Malays 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



240 B R I T I S H MALAYA 1824-1867 

was as weak as it was cruel and oppressive; individually brave, 
they were unable to prevent their state from crumbling to pieces 
before their eyes, Rajah Brooke's " J o u r n a l s " show that when 
he first went to Sarawak he hoped to revivify the ancient dynasty 
of Brunei , but after many a t tempts he discovered that the task-
was hopeless. The Malay nobles appear to have divided, their t ime 
between intr igue and dissipation at Brunei Town, and the oppres
sion of their Dayak subjects the Land Dayaks, be it well unders tood; 
no one had courage enough to tyrannize over the Orang Laut . 

The oppression to which the Land Dayaks were subjected 
would he incredible if i t were not attested by the accounts of such 
unimpeachable eye-witnesses as Spenser St. John , Sir H u g h Low r 

and Admiral Keppel . A Malay noble for example would send 
a bar of iron or some other article worth a few dollars to. 
a Dayak village and compel the inhabi tants to buy it for ten 
times its value. If they were unable to pay the price, he and 
his followers would sack the village and carry off the young men 
and woman as slaves. I t also frequently happened tha t a Malay 
would see ia Dayak boat which he fancied, and, if he did not carry 
it off at once, would pu t a mark on it as a sign tha t it was his. 
Very often four or five marks would be set on a boat before some 
Malay would take it away with him. The Dayak owner was then 
compelled to visit all the other Malays who had placed their mark 
on his boat, and pay each of them its full value to recompense 
them for their disappointment . (1) 

Besides p lunder ing the Dayaks, the Malays also engaged 
in piracy. About 1800 Brunei Town was so notorious for th is 
t h a t the former flourishing t r ade wi th Engl i sh merchantmen 
ceased altogether, since several large ships had been taken and 
their crews murdered. The cessation of this t rade in the end 
helped to br ing about the downfall of Brunei , since the Malays 
had been greatly enriched by it. I n 1839 the more far-sighted 
nobles were therefore anxious to renew it. By this t ime Brunei 
Town itself had given up actual piracy, but the Sul tans and 
their Da tus (Malay nobles) protected pdnates and received a 
share of their plunder . The town was a harbour of refuge where 
the pira te praus aasne to sell their slaves and booty, and to buy 
suppl ies . ( 2 ) Other parte of Brunei however more than made 
u p for the backsliding of the capital . The L a m m s sent out 
squadrons from their fortified bases on the North-West and Nor th -

(1) The above account is drawn from the following sources:—Mundy: 
" J o u r n a l s of Rajah B r o o k e , " passim. St. John, " L i f e in the Fores ts 
of the F a r E a s t , " passim and especially I I , 106, 245-79, 292-304. Brooke, 
" V i n d i c a t i o n " I I , 49-50. Baring-Gould & Bampfylde " S a r a w a k , " 54-58, 
Sir Hugh Low, " S a r a w a k , " 189-90 and passim. Templer, " P r i v a t e Let ters 
of Sir James B r o o k e . " passim Keppel. " E x p e d i t i o n to Borneo of H. M. S. 
" D i d o , " I I , 203 and passim. 

(2) Ranee of Sarawak. " M y Life in S a r a w a k " xvii. Low, " S a r a 
w a k , " 128. J . LA., I I , 512. J . R. Logan. J . Hunt , Report on Borneo to 
Raffles, in " M a l a y a n Miscel lanies ," I , 37-58. 
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ern coasts, and ravaged the seas for hundreds of miles. These 
Lanuns were immigrants from the great pirate stronghold on 
Mindanao in tihe Philippines, and were in league with their 
kinsmen. (3) 

Another race which played an important role in Borneo 
piracy was the Arab. The Malays have always shown great venera-
tion for the Arabs, since it was from them that they received 
Mohammedanism. This, joined with their mental superiority to 
the Malays iaaid Dayaks, gave them great ascendancy over the 
natives of the Archipelago. While there were no Arab colonies 
in Borneo, quite a few individuals had established themselves 
amongst the Lanuns and the Sea-Dayaks, and combined with 
great success the roles of holy men, pirate chieftains, and slavers. 
Typical of the class were Sharif Osman of Marudu Bay, and 
Sharifs Mular, Sahap and Masahor in the Orang Laut country. 
Frequently the Arabs did not lead the pirate raids in person, but 
confined themselves to the safer task of building strongly forti
fied towns, from which they sent out fleets manned by their 
Malayan or Sea-Dayak followers. When the squadrons returned 
after1 a successful cruise, the Arab Sharifs took a goodly share 
of the profits. The influence of the Arabs upon the Malays was 
denounced by authorities like Brooke, St. John, Low, and Raffles 
as most pernicious. They prostituted their intellectual superiority 
and the superstitious veneration in which they were held to 
foster in their followers their inborn love of piracy. (4) 

The piratical tribes with whom Brooke was brought most 
closely in contatct were the Sea-Dayaks, whose villages were scat
tered along the banks of the Batang Lupar, Sadong, serebas and 
Kaluka Rivers. ' When in 1849 the Radical Party in Great 
Britain opened its attack upon Rajah Brooke, it contended that 
these notorious marauders were peaceable farmers and fishermen, 
of inoffensive and loveable disposition. In point of fact, the 
evidence of their depredations fills many stout volumes; and it was 
only from force of circumstances and not through any fault of 
their own that they were not as great a scourge as the Lanuns. 
Originally they had been agriculturists who differed from the 
Land Dayaks only in their stronger partiality for human heads, 
amd because they were so brave and warlike that to oppress them 
was out of the question. I t therefore appealed to the Malays and 
the Arab Sharifs as an excellent idea that such splendid fighting 
material should be diverted from the toilsome and comparatively 

(3) Mundy "Brooke" II , 189-96. Low " S a r a w a k " 128-29. S. St. 
John " L i f e in the Far E a s t , " I 239; II , 239-40. H. St. John, "Indian 
Archipelago," II, 132, 136-42. Earl. "Eastern S e a s " 312-15. P. P., H. 
o f C , No. 55 of 1852-53, pp. 2-9, (Vol. L X I ) . 

(4) Low, "Sarawak ," 123-25, 191. Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, 
" S a r a w a k , " 52. Mundy, " B r o o k e , " I, 362-66, 370-77. St. John, 
" B r o o k e " 160-61. Earl, "Eastern S e a s , " 66-69. Keppel. " D i d o , " 
I I , 145 (1847 ed.) . Moor, "Not ices of the Indian Archipelago" 31. 
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unproductive work of farming to piracy for the benefit of their 
mentors. So apt were the Orang Laut in a short time they were 
the scourge of the West Coast of Borneo. They became excellent 
seamen, and their naturally blood-thirsty instincts were greatly 
stimulated. The Malays and Arabs found their passion for heads 
of the utmost service, for when a capture was made the Orang 
Laut were quite content to leave all the booty to their leaders and 
take as their share the heads of the slain or of any captives too 
weak to be sold as slaves. 

When Brooke arrived in Sarawak they were at the height of 
their power. They were divided into two tribes, the Serebas and 
Sakarran, and could put into the field 20,000 warriors, armed with 
spears, long heavy swords with a razor-like edge, and large shields 
ornamented with dyed human hair. Trained to the sea from in
fancy, they were adepts at managing their small" craft. In rough 
weather, when their boats were almost filled with water, they 
were accustomed to learp overboard and, clinging to the gunwale 
with one hand, swim until the storm was over. Their galleys 
were long and low, propelled with oars and sails, and extra
ordinarily swift. They were made of long planks lashed together, 
so that when hard pressed by men-of-war's boats, they could run 
ashore and quickly cutting the lashings, carry them away piece
meal into the jungle, to be put together again at leisure. Since 
the boats of the Orang Laut were frailer than the big Lanun 
galleys, and hence less adapted for long sea-voyages, they confined 
their depredations to the Borneo Coasts, and did not wander far 
afield, although at times they allied themselves with the Lanuns. 
For this reason also the Orang Laut did not attack European 
merchantmen, but confined their attention to native trading-praus. 
The Sea-Dayaks also laboured under the great disadvantage that 
they had no fire-arms, and were somewhat afraid of them. The 
towns of the Arab Sharif's however were provided with cannon 
and musket and the Malays who usually accompanied the Orang 
Laut expeditions took their fire-arms with them. Under these 
circumstances the character of the Sea Dayaks was far better 
known to the Dutch than to the British Government. At the 
inquiry held on Brooked attacks upon them in 1854 a Dutch naval 
officer gave most important testimony regarding their ravages on 
the Dutch possessions on the West Coast of Borneo. (5) 

(5) Low. " Sarawak, " 165-194, 221-25. Bar ing-Gould & Bampfylde-
" S a r a w a k , " 52-54. Earl , " E a s t e r n S e a s ' ' 312-14. Mundy " B r o o k e " 
I , 297-316, 351, 362-66, 370-77. Keppel, " M a e a n d e r , " I , 126-134, 201. 
St. John, " L i f e in the F a r E a s t , " I, 67 : I I , 239. St . John, " B r o o k e ; " 
154-56, 159-211. Hunter , " E a r l i e r Adventures of a Naval Officer," 38 ff., 
90, 160, 148-234. " T h e Borneo Q u e s t i o n " 12-14. Command Paper 
[1197] of 1850, pp. 4-12, ( L V ) . Command Paper [1976] of 1854-55, 
( X X I X ) , the report of the Commission of Inquiry, 1854, which conclusively 
proved that the Sea-Dayaks were pirates. P . P. , H. of C , No. 4 of 1852-53, 
pp . 3-7, (Vol. L X I ) . J . I . A., I I I , 254-55. S. St. John, " M o n i t e u r des-
Indes O r i e n t a l s ' ' 1847-48, I , 20. De Groot. 
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Such was the situation in Brunei when in 1839 James Brooke 
sailed into the Sarawak River with his small schooner, the 
" Royalist," and a crew of some twenty picked Englishmen. 
Brooke had come to the East to fulfil the dream of his life, a 
voyage of exploration and scientific research in the Archipelago. (6) 
The visit to Borneo was only an incident in his travels, and if 
anyone had told him that in less than twenty years he would be 
the ruler of the greater part of Brunei, he would have scouted 
the idea as preposterous. 

Sarawak at this time was in revolt against the Sultan of 
Brunei. So unprecedented had been the tyranny of Makota, the 
Sultan's governor of the province, that he had actually succeeded 
in uniting against him the Land Dayaks and their hereditary 
enemies the Malays. Pangeran Muda Hashim, the Regent of 
Brunei, had been sent to suppress the rebellion, but owing to the 
cowardice and incapacity of his officers he had completely failed. 
The war promised to drag on indefinitely, and meanwhile Hashim's 
enemies at the capital were undermining his influence with Omar, 
the incapable and almost imbecile Sultan. Muda Hashim was 
therefore anxious to return to Brunei Town as quickly as possible. 
He welcomed Brooke warmly and a strong friendship quickly grew 
up between them. While somewhat weak, Hashim had many ex
cellent qualities. His treatment of the Dayaks was comparatively 
just, and he wished to suppress piracy, and to re-establish trade 
with the British. With proper guidance he would have made a 
satisfactory ruler; and his claim to the throne was as good as the 
Sultan's. In point of character he was infinitely preferable to 
Omar, whose guiding principles were plunder, women, and dis
sipation. Moreover the Sultan was as weak as he was worthless, 
and always followed the advice of his latest councillor. His most 
congenial advisers were Hashim's enemies, who led by Pangeran 
Usop, were the patrons of piracy, and the slave trade, land were 
notorious even in Brunei for their oppression of the Dayaks. (7) 

After a few months Brooke sailed to Celebes, but in 1840 
he returned to Sarawak. Hashim had become convinced that the 
rebellion could only be suppressed by Brooke's assistance, land in 
return he offered him the Governorship of Sarawak. Brooke 
accepted, not from any hope of personal gain, but solely because 
he saw in the offer an opportunity of ending the intolerable oppres
sion of the Dayaks. He suppressed the revolt, and treated the 
Malays and Dayaks with such kindness and justice that in a few 
months he completely won their allegiance. Makota, the Governor 
of Sarawak whose oppression had caused the revolt, and a notorious 
patron of the pirates, saw that Brooke's appointment would ruin 

(6) Templer, "Private Letters of Sir James Brooke," I, 4-9, 11-14, 
16-33, 76-77, 80. 

( 7) St. John, " Brooke, " 13-26. Keppel, " Cruise of the Maeander, " 
I I , 117. Brooke, " Vindication'' 39. Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, 
" Sarawak, 65-69. Low " Sarawak, " 106-9. 
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his opportunit ies for extortion, tand therefore persuaded Hash im 
to pu t off instal l ing him in office. Several months thus elapsed, 
unt i l finally Makota made a futile a t tempt to poison Brooke. 
The Rajah cleared his ship for action, and demanded that Hash im 
should fulfil his promise. The Da yaks, and the majori ty of the 
Malays at once joined Brooke; and Muda Hash im proclaimed him 
Governor of Sarawak, on September 24, 1841. I n 1842 the 
Sul tan confirmed his appointment . (8 ) 

When the English .Radicals attacked Rajah Brooke in 1849 
they accused h im of being an unscrupulous adventurer , who extorted 
from a powerless Sul tan the rule of a rich province in order 
to amass wealth by exploiting the natives. To anyone who has 
studied the history of Brooke's career the. charge is so grotesque 
as to seem unworthy of refutation. I t has been denied, not only 
by the Bajah 's followers, but also by authori t ies of such un im
peachable integri ty as Low, St . John , and Swettenham.(9) 
Noth ing however proves the falsity of the accusation so completely 
as the bare facts of Brooke's adminis t ra t ion. An adventurer who 
washed to grow wealthy would not impoverish himself by spend
ing the greater par t of his small fortune in restoring prosperity 
to a poverty-stricken country, while consistently refusing to enrich 
himself by exploiting its resources. Rajah Brooke obtained the 
Governorship of Sarawak from no desire for power or wealth, but 
solely in order to rescue the inhabitants from intolerable oppression-
H e never fell short of his high ideal, and his whole life is a 
t r iumphan t refutation of the charges levelled against him. 

The history of Rajah Brooke's rule in Sarawak lies outside 
the scope of this thesis. Suffice it to say that for twenty-five 
years his life was one long battle against Brunei misrule . 
Gradually he restored order and prosperity in Sarawak, and buil t 
up his system of administrat ion, He won the enthusiastic devotion 
of his Malays and Dayaks; and the inhabi tants of the o ther 
provinces of Brunei sent embassies begging h im to extend his rule 
over them. Brooke was eager to pu t an end to piracy and the 
tyranny of the Malay nobles; and the Sul tan for his par t was 
quite willing to extend his province. The Malay Governors of his 
dependencies had made themselves practically independent, and 
only sent h im t r ibute when the spiri t moved them. Sul tan O m a r 
cared noth ing for the misrule of Dayaks ; but he keenly appreciated 
a governor who kept his word and regularly sent him the t r ibu te 
agreed on. So the area of Sarawak gradually increased, unt i l by 

(8) Templer, " B r o o k e ' s L e t t e r s ; " T, 93-103, 116-18. Mundy, 
' " B r o o k e , " I , 177-271. St. John, " B r o o k e " 27-71. 

(9) Ibid., passim. Low " S a r a w a k " 93-123. Swettenham, preface,. 
p . vii, in " M y Life in S a r a w a k " by the Ranee of Sarawak. 
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1860 it extended from Cape Tanjong Datu to beyond Cape Tanjong 
Sirik.(10) 

Soon after 1840 Brooke began his attempt to interest the 
British Government in Brunei. His own means were insufficient 
to destroy piracy and restore prosperity in Sarawak, without con
tinuing the extortionate taxes of the Malays, and this he refused 
to do. Still less was he able unaided to put an end to the appal
ling misrule in Brunei. Furthermore, to establish British influence 
in Brunei would not only benefit British trade, since the country 
was rich in natural resources, but it would strike a blow at Holland. 
Like most other Englishmen in the Eastern Archipelago the Rajah 
throughly detested the Dutch because of their harsh" treatment of 
the natives, and their constant attempts to monopolise the trade 
of the island. Brunei' was the only native state in Borneo which 
was still independent, and the Dutch had for long been casting 
longing eyes upon it. So far they had found no excuse for inter
vention; but the anarchy and misrule which was rapidly converting 
the country into a congeries of piratical principalities was certain 
to give them their opportunity within a very short time. More
over excellent coal had been discovered in Brunei and Labuan, 
an island off the North-West Coast of Brunei, near the capital; 
and Britain needed a coaling station for the China squadron, and 
for steamships in the China trade. The situation of Labuan, almost 
on the trade-route to China, and in a central position, 707 miles 
from Singapore, and 1009 from Hongkong, made it peculiarly 
suitable. The influence which Brooke bad obtained in Brunei was 
so great that he could obtain for the British Government whatever 
it wanted. The Sultan was too weak to prevent his governors 
from setting up as independent chiefs, and was willing to cede 
large tracts of territory in return for a small payment and British 
protection. 

Brooke therefore urged the British government to proclaim 
a protectorate over Brunei and Sarawak and annex Labuan. 
While he would have preferred to be retained as Governor of 
Sarawak, he offered to allow his own province to be annexed 
without any post being given him. Far from wishing to destroy 
the power of the Sultan he wished to preserve and revivify it, and 
sweep away misrule by means of a British Resident who should 
advise the Sultan, as was done in the Malay States of the Peninsula 
after 1874. In this connection it is of interest to note that the 
Residential System by which the British Government at present 
controls the Sultans of the Malay States has been greatly influenced 
by the form of administration evolved in Sarawak by Rajah Brooke. 
Sir Hugh Low, who in 1877 was appointed Resident of Perak, 

(10) St. John, "Life in the Forests of the Far East, "II,"289-304". 
Low, "Sa rawak" 110-12, and passim. Mundy, "Brooke ," I, 324, 357. 
Templer, "Brooke's Let ters" vols. I. and II , passim. Brooke, "Vindi
cation" 49-50. Baring-Gould and Bampfylde, "Sarawak ," 110-11. St. 
John, "Brooke ," preface, XV. 
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formerly served under Brooke; and the methods of government 
which he adopted were modelled very largely upon those of the 
Rajah. (11) The ins t rument whom Brooke designated for the 
regeneration of Brunei was his faithful friend, the Regent, Muda 
Hashim. Properly controlled, he could be depended on to suppress 
misrule, pu t down piracy, and foster t rade. Not tha t Brooke 
-advocated the deposition of Sul tan O m a r : provided he ceased to 
protect pirates and gave up oppressing his subjects, i t was better 
tha t he should be left undisturbed. B u t Omar 's two sons were both 
i l legitimate, and Hashim's claim to the throne was as good as his 
master 's . There was every reason why he should succeed Omar 
either on his death, or sooner, if ever it became necessary to depose 
him. (12) The murder of Hassim and all his supporters by Sul tan 
O m a r in 1845 ruined the plan, since it left no one who had the 
desire and the ability to reform the government. The decay of 
Brunei therefore went on faster than ever. 

Through the medium of his friends and relatives in London 
Brooke laid his proposals before the Cabinet. About 1842 he was 
introduced to Wise, an able bu t as events proved unscrupulous 
man of business in London. Wise cared noth ing whatever for 
Brooke's humani ta r ian projects ; but he saw clearly the great 
financial profit which he could make by exploiting Brunei . For 
some years he successfully deceived Brooke as to his real motives, 
and gained his entire confidence. I n the end this alliance nearly 
ruined the Rajah, for when he discovered Wise's real intentions 
he severed connections with him. In revenge Wise by his slanders 
d id much to instigate the Radical attack on Brooke.(13) Between 
1842 and 1846 however, as the Rajah's London agent, he seems 
to have done much useful work in interest ing the public in Brooke's 
projects, and in persuading the Cabinet to annex Labuan. 

The Government was very unwil l ing to accept Brooke's pro
posals—it rather inclined to the belief t ha t to lose colonies was 
more blessed than to obtain t hem—but it was anxious to secure 
the coal, if it were proved to be of good quality. Negotiat ions 
were carried on for several years unt i l the Cabinet was finally 
convinced by the reports of officers sent to inspect Labuan tha t the 
island would be valuable both as a. coaling-station and as a centre 
for t rade with Brunei and Sulu Archipelago. By 1846 the Govern
ment had decided to accept. Sul tan Omar 's offer of 1844 to cede 
Labuan and give a concession to work the Brunei coal-field. The 
formal offer, together with a request tha t the Bri t ish would sup-

(11) St. J o h n : " B r o o k e , ' ' preface XV. 
(12) Keppel, " D i d o . " IT, 159-61. Mundy, " B r o o k e , " I , 275-76, 

312-13, 323, 339-44, 356, 373, 380-82: I I , 25-26. Templer, " B r o o k e ' s 
L e t t e r s , " I, 137, 171, 224, 227. P . P. , " A Selection from the Papers 
Relat ing to Borneo, 1 8 4 6 : " 1-6, 9-16, 27-28, 31-38, 43-48, 51-54, 72-77. 
Brooke, " L e t t e r from B o r n e o " 6-40. 

(13) Templer, " B r o o k e ' s L e t t e r s , " I I , 172-207, and Vols. I and 
I I , passim. 
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press piracy, had been made through Brooked influence. At 
the same time it wtais decided not to proclaim a protectorate over 
Sarawak and Brunei, nor to interfere in any way with the Sultan's 
government. (14) 

Meanwhile in 1844 Muda Hashim had been re-established in 
his rightful position in Brunei Town as Regent. The following 
year he defeated an attack by the piratical faction of the Malay 
noblea, led by Pangeran Usop, who was captured and executed. 
Usop was the Sultan's favourite, and was notorious even in Brunei 
for his plundering of the Dayaks, and his protection of pirates 
He had also enslaved two shipwrecked British lascars. At last it 
seemed that Brooke's policy was near to success. Only a few 
months later the unbelievable happened. One night early in 
1846 by the Sultan's orders the homes of Muda Hashim, his 
brother Badrudin, and all their friends and relations were attacked. 
With hardly a single exception the whole of his party was wiped 
out. With, them fell all hope of reforming Brunei through its 
native rulers. (15) St. John considered that Brooke was mistaken 
in believing that the murders were caused by Hashim's fidelity to 
him and by his resolve to put down piracy: the real reason was 
that the Regent was seen to be aiming at the throne. Therefore 
the Sultan's advisers, " a set of scoundrels inferior to none in 
villainy," together with the remains of the piratical faction, 
persuaded him to destroy Hashim and his party root and branch-
(16) 

The Sultan also attempted to murder Brooke, and to cap
ture by treachery a British naval officer, Admiral Cochrane, 
whose squadron, with Brooke on board, sailed for Brunei Town. 
While filled with indignation at the massacre, the admiral felt 
that if it were purely a palace conspiracy he could not interfere, 
since Omar was an independent ruler. If however he had broken 
his agreement with the British Government made in 1844, then 
the situation was changed. (17) On arriving at the mouth of 
the river on which Brunei Town is built a message was sent to 
the Sultan asking him if he meant to adhere to his engagements. 
He replied with studied discourtesy; and after waiting several 
days the fleet ascended the river to the capital, first informing the 
Sultan that there would be no attack unless he began it. Omar 
had strongly fortified the town, and opened fire on the leading 
ships. After a short but hot fight, Brunei was token, and the 
Sultan fled to the country. The Admiral now sailed for China,. 

(14) P. P., "Borneo, 1846." 7, 16, 54-55, 64-65, 34. P . P., H. of 
C. No. 266 of 1852-53, pp. 15-17, (Vol. LXI) . Belcher, "Voyage of the-
Samarang" I, 176-77, 186. Brooke, "Vindication, ' ' 40-42. 

(15) Brooke, " Vindication," 42-45. P . P., H. of C, No. 81 of 1852-
53, pp. 1-3, (Vol. LXI ) . 

(16) St. John, "Brooke ," 106-12. Templer, "Brooke's Let ters ," 
I I , 133-35, 137-41. 

(17) St. John. "Brooke . " 42ff. Mundy, "Brooke ," II , 87-94, P . P. 
H. of C. No. 266 of 1852-53, pp. 10-14. (Vol. LXI) . 
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leaving Captain Mundy to effect a settlement. I t was decided to 
let the Sultan retain his throne, and he returned to the capital. 
He made a treaty with Brooke ceding him Sarawak in perpetuity 
with full rights of sovereignty, without the payment of the annual 
tribute hitherto sent. 

Soon afterwards Palmerston's despatch to Brooke arrived, 
instructing him to accept the offer of Labuan and make a com
mercial treaty. Treaties were accordingly made in 1846 ceding 
Labuan and pledging the Sultan to do all in his power to sup
press piracy, and the slave-trade, and to protect shipwrecked 
crews from pillage or enslavement. Most favoured nation treat
ment was granted to British commerce. The Sultan also promised 
never to alienate any part of his dominions to any foreign power 
without the consent of the British Government. (18) The subse
quent history of Labuan is not given, since its government was 
entirely separate from that of the Straits Settlements until 1905. 

Brooke now returned to England where he found himself feted 
and lionised. He was knighted, and appointed Governor of Labuan, 
and Commissioner and Consul-General to the Sultan and in
dependent chiefs of Borneo. He found however that the adminis
tration of Sarawak left him no time properly to carry out his duties 
at Labuan, and he resigned his post as Governor in 1852. In 1854 
he also resigned the Consul-Generalship. (19) 

The annexation of Labuan, and indeed the whole of Brooke's 
career evoked strong remonstrances from Holland. In 1845-46 
there was an exchange of somewhat pungent notes between the 
British and Dutch Governments. After attacking Brooke as an 
intriguer who was interfering in Holland's preserves, the Dutch 
went on to contend that the British actions in Brunei were a breach 
of the Treaty of 1824. In support of their charges they advanced 
an interpretation of the Treaty which meant that, wherever Holland 
had a post, however small, on any island in the Archipelago, the 
British must not establish themselves in any other state of the 
island, even though it were independent. Since the Dutch had 
station on almost every island of importance, their claims would 
practically have confined the British to the Malay Peninsula. The 
British Government warmly defended Brooke against the attacks, 
and denied that by any conceivable ingenuity could this interpre
tation of the Treaty be read into it. The Cabinet also seized the 
favourable opportunity to remind Holland of her continual viola
tions of the commercial provisions of the Treaty. A long list of her 
transgressions was appended, and it was suggested that greater 

(18) Command Paper [ 1 0 1 4 ] , 1849, pp. 3-6, (Vol. L V I ) . St. John, 
" B r o o k e " 114-118. Brooke "Vindica t ion ." 45. Mundy, " B r o o k e . " 112. 
314, 324-25. Baring-Gould & Bampfylde " S a r a w a k " 121-26. 

(19) Ibid. , 130-31. Templer, " B r o o k e ' s L e t t e r s , " I I , 306-7. St. 
John , " B r o o k e " 242. P . P. , H. of C , No. 434 of 1850, p . 2. ( X X X I I I ) . 
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respect for treaty-obligations would go far to improve the relations 
of the two powers. (20) 

During the years in which Brooke was trying to establish 
British influence in Brunei, he was also carrying on active warfare 
against the Orang Laut and the Lanuns. The Sea-Dayaks had 
long been accustomed to make raids on Sarawak, and at first they 
quite failed to understand why the appointment of an English 
Governor should interfere with their habits. For a time they 
continued to ravage his province as of old. Brooke made careful 
inquiries as to their character from " Nakhodas" (captains of 
native traders), fishermen, and others; and from their evidence and 
from what he saw with his own eyes in Sarawak he became 
convinced that both tribes of the Orang Laut, the Seribas and the 
"Sekarrans, were, as a Dutch official later described them, " the 
scourge and terror of the West Coast. (21) 

Brooked first step was to free his own province from their 
attacks. On several occasions when they raided Sarawak he pur
sued them with a handful of his fatithful Malays. Spme of the 
pirates were killed, and others who were captured were tried and 
executed. After a few experiences of this sort the Sea-Dayaks 
gave Sarawak a wide berth; but Brooke's resources were too limited 
to make them abandon piracy altogether. The Rajah soon saw 
that this could only be brought about by means of the British 
navy.(22) 

Meanwhile the Sea-Dayaks were preparing to attack him. The 
leaders of the plot were four Arab Sharifs, Sahap, Japar, Mular 
and Masahor. They were the Sultan's Governors of the Orang 
Laut, and at the same time the principal pirate chiefs and slavers 
in the country. Pangeran Usop, the Sultan's favourite minister, 
who was executed by Muda Hashim in 1845, was secretly in league 
with them. They had also been joined by Makota, the ex-Governor 
of Sarawak whose oppression had caused the rebellion there, and 
whom Brooke had driven out of the province in 1843. (23) The 
threatened attack never materialised, beause of the events about 
to be described. 

In 1843 a new chapter began in the history of Borneo piracy. 
The Governor of the Straits Settlements had complained of the 
numerous attacks on Singapore praus made off the Brunei Cpast, 
and Captain Iveppel, H. M. S. " Dido," sailed to investigate.(24) 
He called at Sarawak and met Brooke. From this meeting arose a 
warm friendship which lasted until the end of the Rajah's life. 

(20) Command Paper [1771] of 1854. pp. 35-65, (Vol. LXXII) . 
(21) Templer, "Brooke's Letters," I. 74, 131, 161, 172-73. Mundy, 

" B r o o k e " I, 297-316. 
(22) Templer, "Brooke's Let ters ," I, 180, 193-95, 197, 219: IT, 28. 
(23) Ibid., I, 194, 197, 216-19. Mundy, "Brooke ," I, 362-66, 370-77. 

Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, "Sarawak ," 74-87. 
(24) Keppel, " D i d o , " 20. 
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Brooke told Keppel of the enormities of the Saribas and Sekarran 
Dayaks, and asked him to attack them. Before doing so the 
Captain carefully assured himself that they were pirates. " I made 
every necessary inquiry I collected such a .mass of testimony 
from numerous persons of various nations," both native land 
English, " as left no doubt whatever of the extensive and systematic 
depredation carried on by these pirates." (25) Furthermore before 
taking action Keppel referred the matter to Muda Hashim, the 
Regent of Brunei, who in reply wrote him a letter describing the 
piratical character of the 'Seribas land Sekarran and asking him 
to punish them. (26) A similar letter was obtained by Keppel from 
Hashim before his attack on the Sekarran in 184-1. (27) These 
details are of importance since as will he seen a few years later 
Hume, Cobden and others said that the attack had been made with
out preliminary investigation, merely on Brooke's allegations. 

Finally convinced, Keppel sailed to the rivers; occupied hy 
the Seribas Dayaks, accompanied (by Brooke and a flotilla manned 
by the Sarawak Malays. The Seribas had considered their strong
holds impregnable, hut the British captured them and ascending 
their rivers for one hundred miles ravaged the country. Keppel 
had intended to continue his work by defeating the Sekarran; but 
the " D i d o " was ordered to China.(28) In 1844 however he was 
back again, and with Brooke's Malay auxiliaries sailed to attack 
the Sekarran. They were, if possible, more blood-thirsty than the 
Seribas and were led by Sharif Sahap, the most powerful and 
dangerous of the local Arab chiefs. The same success attended the 
expedition. The pirates' strongholds were destroyed, their country 
ravaged, and Sahap's power was broken. Soon afterwards he died 
of a broken heart. (20) 

The complete success of Keppel's two expeditions terrified the 
pirates, and for almost three years their raids greatly diminished 
in number. Both Brooke and Keppel warned the Government 
however that a single lesson was not enough permanently to dis
courage them, an that a steamship should be sent to the coast perio
dically to punish any recrudescence of piracy. If this step were 
taken the Sea Dayaks would realize that the good old days were 
gone forever if not, Keppel's work would have to be done all over 
again. The advice was not followed, with the result that the 
prediction was absolutely fulfilled. As the Orang Laut found that 
their tentative expeditions did not bring a British warship into 

(25) Keppel , " M a e a n d e r , " I , 133. 
(23) Keppel, " D i d o , " 295-96. S t . John, " B r o o k e , ' ' 165. 
(27) Ibid., 167-68. 
(28) P . P . , H . of C. No. 4 of 1852-53, pp.3-7. (Vol. L X I ) . Templer, 

" B r o o k e ' s L e t t e r s . ' ' I , 257, 262, 277: I I , 216-19. Keppel, " D i d o , " 296-97, 
308-40. 

(29) Templer, " B r o o k e ' s L e t t e r s , " I I , 26-27. Baring-Gould and 
B a m p f y l d e — " S a r a w a k , " 103-9. Command Paper [1351] of 1851, pp. 3-8 
(Vol. L V I , pt . 1). P . P . , H. of C. No. 4 of 1852-53, pp . 8-11, (Vol L X I ) . 
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their rivers they 'grew hold again, and by 1847-48 Sea Dayak piracy 
had assumed appalling (proportions. The work of 1843-44 had to 
be repeated, and it was not until the crushing defeat of their united 
fleets at Batang Maru in 1849 that Orang Laut piracy finally came 
to an end. (30) 

In 1845 the navy turned its attention to the Lanun settlements 
on the North-West Coast. Admiral Cochrane and his equadron 
attacked Sharif Osman of Marudu Bay, an Arab who was one of 
the principal ]eaders of the Lanuns in Borneo. He had enslaved 
a number of British Indians, and boasted that the whole China 
squadron was powerless against him. He was also the ally of Usop, 
and had been threatening Muda Hashim and the Sultan with 
vengeance for daring to pledge themselves to oppose piracy. On 
arriving at Marudu Bay it was discovered that the position was 
a very strong one. The harbour was defended by two forts 
mounting heavy guns and a floating battery, while across the en
trance was stretched a double boom of large logs bolted together 
by iron plates and a heavy ship's cable. The channel was too shal
low for even the light steamers, and the attack was made by nine 
small gunboats and fifteen rowboats from the warships, carrying 
550 men in all. The boats rowed to the boom, and under a heavy 
fire attempted to cut it through with axes. For fifty minutes it 
resisted every effort, and eight or nine of the British were killed 
or mortally wrounded. At last an opening was made, and soon a 
column of black smoke announced to the watchers in the fleet that 
Marudu had fallen. The pirates' losses were very heavy, many 
sharifs and Lanun chiefs being killed. Amongst the number was 
Sharif Osman. The fall of Marudu was the heaviest blow which 
had yet been struck at Borneo piracy. The pirates were filled with 
consternation, for they saw that their most impregnable strongholds 
were powerless against a British attack. (31) 

The following year, 1846, after the capture of Brunei Town 
already described, Admiral Cochrane and his squadron sailed to 
China, destroying on their way Tampassuk and Pandassan, two 
of the principal Lanun settlements on the North West Coast, as 
well as several other Lanun villages and a number of pirate 
praus.(32) The Admiral left Captain Mundy, H. M. S. " I r i s " 
to complete the work of crashing the Lanuns. Haji Saman, one 
of the leaders of the piratical faction in Brunei Town, had fortified 
himself in the Mambakut Biver; and after several days righting 

(30) P . P . , H. of C , No. 122 of 1850, pp. 5-7. (Vol. L V ) . Command 
Pape r [1351] of 1851, pp . 7, 9-10, 18-19, ( L V I . pt . 1 ) ; P . P . , H. of C , 
No. 4 of 1852-53, p . 11, (Vol. L X I ) . Baring-Gould & Bampfylde " S a r a 
w a k , " 109, 131-34. Templer, " B r o o k e ' s L e t t e r s , " I I , 47, 102-6, 127, 141, 
159-60. 

(31) Keppel, " D i d o , " I I , 146-49, 165, 172-76. Templer, " B r o o k e ' s 
L e t t e r s , " I I , 84-86. St. John " B r o o k e , " 103. P . P . , H . of C , No. 266 of 
1852-53, pp. 2-9, ( L X I ) . Mundy, " B r o o k e . " I I , 14-15, 17-18, 201-5. 

(32) Ibid., I I , 189-200, 210-11. 
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Mundy entirely destroyed his forts and villages. (33) So success
fully did Mundy do his work that every Lanun settlement on the 
North-West Coast was abandoned. The pirates never returned but 
took refuge at Tunku, on the North-East Coast of Borneo, where 
for many years they remained unmolested. (34) 

Borneo piracy had almost run its course. Only one step re
mained to be taken: a final blow had to be struck against the Sea-
Dayaks. I t was not until 1849 however that Brooke, despite all 
his efforts, could secure the aid of a British warship. The China 
Squadron, as Admiral Cochrane pointed out to the Admiralty, was 
far too small to carry out properly all the duties required of it, 
and could not spare a ship for service in Borneo. (35) The result 
was that by 1847 the piratical faction among the Seribas and 
Sekarran Dayaks had overcome the anti-piracy party which Brooke-
had succeeded in building up after Keppel's attacks in 1843 and 
1844. From 1847 to June 1849 there was a great recrudescence of 
piracy: St. John described the destruction wrought as " appal
l ing;"(3 6) and the Sultan of Brunei asked Brooke to attack the 
S'ea Dayaks because of their ravages. (37) Accordingly he with his 
Malays iand the boats of the H. C. Steamer " Nemesis " raided the 
Sea Dayaks' country early in 1849, and for a time checked their 
piracy. (38) A grossly false account of this expedition, published in 
a Singapore newspaper, was copied by the London " Daily News," 
and marked the beginning of the Radical attack on Brooke. So 
small a force was quite unable to break the power of the Orang; 
Laut ; and on August 25, 1849, Brooke finally persuaded Admiral 
Collier to send 'Commander Farquhar, H. M. S. " Albatross," to-
Sarawak. H. M. S. " Royalist," and the East India Company's 
Steamers " Nemesis " and " Semiramis " also took part in the ex
pedition.(39) 

The squadron sailed to the Sea-Dayak country and cast anchor 
at Batang Maru. I t was known that a very large fleet, manned by 
about 4000 Orang Laut and Malays and having on board most of 
the principal chiefs, was at sea on a piratical cruise, and would soon 
return. To reach their homes the Sea Dayaks must enter the rivers 
at Batang Maru, and the British decided to lie in ambush for them. 
The steamship " Nemesis' was to prevent the pirates escaping by 
sea, while the boats of the warships and Brooke's natives blocked 
the mouths of the rivers. The Rajah's followers were 2500 in 
number—mainly respectable traders, fishermen etc., who had 

(33) Ibid., I, 213-30. 
(34) Ibid., I I . 245-52. Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, 123. 
(35) P. P., H. of C, No. 266 of 1852-3, p. 12.(Vol. LXI) . 
(36) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, "Sarawak ," 131-34. Keppel, 

"Maeander ," I, 137-42. St. John, "Brooke ," 170-71. 
(37) Ibid., 170-71. 
(38) Keppel, "Maeander ," I, 143-44. 
(39) P. P., H. of C, No. 53 of 1851, pp. 1-2. (LVI, Pt. 1 ) . 
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suffered severely at the hands of the Orang Laut—manning 74. 
war-canoes. I t was a very neat trap, and the enemy walked—or 
rather paddled—straight into it. 

The pirate fleet arrived at night, and never suspected the 
presence of the British until it was fired on. After a few minutes' 
hesitation it rowed at the boats guarding the rivers, hut failed to 
force a passage through them. The " Nemesis " had now come up 
and opened fire; and the light Dayak canoes were riddled without 
being able to make any effective reply. There were only four small 
cannon in the pirate fleet, although each prau had a few! muskets. 
The Orang Laut soon saw that their position was desperate, and 
most of them drove their canoes ashore and escaped into the jungle. 
One division however tried to get away by sea. The "Nemes i s " 
caught up to it and, passing slowly down the line, poured a broad
side of grape and canister into each prau in turn. In a few 
minutes the squadron was a hopeless wreck. Then, turning, the 
warship drove right over the mars of sinking boats and struggling 
men. The scene as the Dayaks were caught up and pounded to a 
pulp in the steamer's paddle-wheels was terrible. 

Daybreak saw the bay and the shores covered with battered 
praus, shields, spears, and the bodies of the fallen. In the jungle 
were found the bodies, horribly mutilated, of several women cap
tured during the late raid and murdered by the pirates in the anger 
of their defeat. The British saw that 3000 of the pirates were 
trapped on a peninsula, and that by occupying its narrow neck they 
could all be destroyed. Although pressed to do this Brooke refused,, 
and allowed them! to escape: he hoped that the lesson was already 
severe enough to cure their love of piracy, and he wished to avoid 
shedding blood unnecessarily. Out of the entire fleet of over one 
hundred " bangkongs " or war-boats only six had escaped, while of 
the 4000 pirates between 300 and 500 had been killed. Including 
those who subsequently died of hunger in the jungle while making 
their way home, their total loss was only 800. However, to drive 
home the lesson the expedition ascended the rivers, destroyed the 
Seribas and Sekarran villages, and ravaged the country far find 
wide. Lord Palmerston fully approved of the whole affair. (40) 

Batang Maru " killed Sea-Dayak piracy." The Seribas and 
Sekarran at once made submission to Brooke, and promised to 
abandon piracy. The chiefs who were friendly to him and opposed 
to piracy returned to power.  Never again did an Orang Laut fleet 
sail forth to ravage the seas; and in a few years the Sea-Dayaks 
had become peaceful traders, and were numbered amongst Brooke's 
most faithful subjects. For a time indeed a minority wished to 
revive piracy, and made several attacks on the peace party. Brooke 

(40) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde. " Sarawak,' ' 135-37. Keppel 
"Maeander ," I, 147-79. St. John, "Brooke, ' ' 178-92, 196. Templer, 
"Brooke's Letters ," I I , 280, 282-84. P. P., H. of C, No. 4 of 1852-53, pp. 
12-15 (Vol. LXI) . Command Paper [ 15991, 1852-53, p. 3 (LXI) . 
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however built forts on the rivers, to support his friends, and pre
vent the malcontents from sailing down-stream to the ocean. 
Technically this action was illegal, since the Sea-Dayak country was 
outside Sarawak ; but the Sultan of Brunei gladly ceded it to Brooke 
for half its surplus revenue on his return from England in 1853. 
Between 1850 and 1860 there was desultory fighting between 
Brooke's government and the piratical faction. By about 1860 
even this was at an end, and the Orang Laut abandoned piracy 
forever. (41) 

The battle of Batang Maru practically closed the history of 
piracy in Borneo. Roving squadrons of Lanuns and Balanini 
visited the West Coast from time to time until 1870; but they 
were so severely deal with by the Sarawak gunboats that it was only 
very rarely that they dared to appear. On the East Coast of 
Borneo, far outside Rajah Brooke's dominions, piracy was oc
casionally carried on, as late as about 1880. Finally Tunku (the 
settlement formed by the Lanuns of Tampassuk and Pandassan when 
they were driven from the North-West Coast by Admiral Cochrane 
in 1846) was destroyed by H. M. S. " K e s t r e l " in 1879 because 
it had been guilty of several piratical raids. (42) The man who far 
more than any other deserved the credit for the destruction of 
piracy in Borneo was Sir James Brooke. He it was who first 
brought it prominently before the British people; and it was due 
to his untiring persistence that warships were finally sent to destroy 
it. Captain M'undy, who knew Brunei well, considered that more 
important even than Brooke's destruction of piracy was his com
plete success in putting an end by 1847 to the practice of enslaving 
all shipwrecked sailors. (43) 

The Straits Settlements benefited from the destruction of 
Borneo piracy in two ways. The native trade of Singapore was 
freed from marauders who had levied a heavy toll upon it. (44) 
and a new and valuable field of commerce was opened to the mer
chants of Singapore in Sarawak and Brunei. Practically the 
whole of Sarawak's import and export trade was with Singapore; 
and it grew in value from almost nothing in 1842 to $574,097 in 
1860. (45) 

The immediate result of Batang Maru was a violent attack 
on Brooke by the English Radical party. For five or six years they 
strove by every means in their power to ruin him,; and although in 
the end he was completely exonerated, the anxiety caused by this 

(41) St . John , " Brooke," 204, 213, 226-27, 250-53, 263-69. Keppel , 
" M a e a n d e r , ' ' I I , 5, 33-39, 47-48. Brooke, " T e n Years in S a r a w a k , " I , 
xi-xii. Templer, " B r o o k e ' s L e t t e r s , ' ' I I , .248-49, 253, Command Taper 
[5991], 1852-53, p . 32, ( L X I ) . 

(42) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde. " S a r a w a k , " 267-78. 
(43) Mundy, " B r o o k e , " I I , 368-70. 
(44) Command Paper [1976] , 1854-55, passim ( X X I X ) . 
(45) Keppel , " M a e a n d e r . " I I . 32-33. St. " J o h n , " L i f e in the F a r 
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disgraceful persecution, helped to hreak down his health and 
shortened his life. The real instigator of the whole shameful 
episode was Henry Wise, Brooke's discredited agent. Able, plausi
ble and unscrupulous, he had become Brooke's agent in 1842 that 
he might use his reputation for integrity and self-sacrifice to enrich 
himself. His ultimate intention was to form a company, buy out 
Brooked interest in Sarawak, and then retain him as a cloak against 
all suspicion while he exploited the natives for his own gain. Some 
years elapsed before the Rajah, trustful and no man of business, 
began to Fee through his agent's designs. Perfectly willing that 
Wise should make a fair profit in return for his services, he had 
allowed him to form a company with the monopoly of the Sarawak 
antimony and the Brunei coal ifields. Gradually however he 
began to grow suspicious. The evidence accumulated that to 
obtain capital Wise was publishing in London wildly exaggerated 
accounts of the care with which fortunes could be made in Sarawak. 
To Brooke's expostulations he always replied with the advice " to 
shut my eyes, say nothing, and see what God will send me." He 
promised to make Brooke " the wealthiest commoner in England." 
The Rajah had no desire for money gained by wilful misrepresenta
tion; and he was determined that the company should not be a 
repetition of the S.oaith Sea Bubble. He also found that under 
Wise's management he had apparently suffered a personal loss of 
£8,000 or £10,000; yet his agent refused to give a clear explanation 
of how he managed his employer's affairs. In August 1848 Brooke 
ordered Wise to give a full explanation to Cameron, his lawyer. 
He refused to do so, and his connection with the Rajah therefore 
ceased. From this time Wise become Brooke's open enemy, and 
in the battle of Batang Maru he saw his opportunity. (40) 

Convincing proof of Wise's dishonesty was given in 1853. 
Angered by his persistent attacks, Brooke prosecuted for fraud 
the Eastern Archipelago Company, which Wise had founded in 
1847, and of which he was the managing director. The Courts 
found them guilty of "gross fraud," " a gross abuse and misnomer 
of the privileges conferred by the charter." (47) The charter was 
cancelled, and the company ceased to exist. The offence of which 
they were proved guilty was that when they possessed a capital of 
only £5,000 and a mine purchased on credit which they themselves 
valued at £46,000, they certified to the Board of Trade that they 
had £50,000 of paid up capital. Commenting on " this flagrant 
act of delinquency" in its editorials, the " T i m e s " wrote:—"Ob
taining the (benefit of the charter by such falsehoods is nothing 

(46) Templer, ' 'Brooke's Le t t e r s : " Vols. I and I I passim, and es
pecially I I , 172-207, 224-25, 264-66, and I I I 2-3, 19-20. Jacob, " B r o o k e ; " 
II , 3-5, 7. St. John, "Brooke: " 125, 234-36. Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, 
" S a r a w a k : " 139-40. 

(47) " T h e Queen on the Prosecution of Sir James Brooke, Against 
the Eastern Archipelago Company." London, 1853. 
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less than swindling, and the issuing so grossly false a certificate 
little less than perjury."(48) 

One of the most convincing proofs of the falsity of Wise's 
charges is the fact that while he had become Brooke's secret enemy 
as early as 1846, in consequence of his discovery that the Rajah 
had begun to distrust him, as long as he hoped to make a fortune 
by his assistance he concealed his anger, and continued to land him 
in public, the while he slandered him to his friends. Moreover, 
although Wise had paid a long visit to Sarawak and Brunei in 1844, 
the year of Keppel's second expedition against the Sea Dayaks, it 
was only in 1849, when his hopes of exploiting Brunei had been 
shattered, that he suddenly discovered that the Orang Laut were 
not pirates. (49) 

The attack on Brooke in 1849 began in Singapore. In that 
city there was a needy journalist, Robert Wood, the editor of a 
struggling newspaper, the " Straits Times." Although it was never 
proved that he was Wise's agent, it seems clear either that this was 
the case, or that his motive was to increase his circulation. A 
cryptic remark which he made in 1861 may be taken either way:— 
" Well, it has not done him any harm after all, and it has educated 
my boys."(50) This much at least is certain, that from 1849 to 
1854 he led the anti-Brooke faction in Singapore, and published 
virulent attacks on the Rajah in his paper. In 1849 he printed 
a flagrantly false account of the first expedition against the Orang 
Laut in that year, accusing the force of having committed many 
atrocities. (53) 

The account was copied by the London " Daily News " on 
June 25, 1849. I t declared that the Sea-Dayaks were not pirates 
hut merely head-hunters, and that the expedition had been made in 
revenge for a head-hunting raid. There were gory details of the 
head-hunting activities of Brooke's native auxiliaries, who were 
accused of committing "atrocities at which human nature shud
ders." Crookshanks, one of the Rajah's officers, was declared to 
have wantonly killed an unarmed and helpless old man.(52) On 
the following day the " News" returned to the attack with an 
editorial insinuating that Brooke had falsely accused the Orang 
Laut of piracy, and that he had collected his native force by promis
ing them all the heads they could collect. By this means he secured 
" fifty praus crammed with valiant head-smokers, rallied u n d e r . . . . 
the missionary of the head-smoking faith." (53) 

(48) London, " T i m e s , " J u n e 28 and Ju ly 21, 1852. 
(49) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, " S a r a w a k : " 124-25. Jacob , 

" B r o o k e : " 7-8. P . P . , Borneo, 1846: pp. 64-76. 
(50) Bucklev,, " S i n g a p o r e : " I I , 438, 601, 604. 
(51) Ibid., I I , 601. Command Paper [1976] , 1854-55, pp . 213-15, 440-

43, ( X X I X ) ; P . P . , H. of C , No. 339 of 1852, passim. (Vol. X X X I ) . 
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Joseph Hume apparently knew nothing of the Sea Dayaks 
until he read these accounts. Scenting iniquity in the far off 
marches of the Empire, he cast about for some one who could en
lighten him as to the criminality of Rajah Brooke, and found him 
in—Henry Wise. " By garbled extracts, by untrue reports, by 
means which I know not, he managed to obtain the confidence of 
obstinate old Joseph Hume, who dearly loved a grievance 
Hume may be called a libeller by profession, who began his career 
by making his fortune in the East India Company's service in a 
very few years—a remarkable achievement; and who afterwards 
when in Parliament brought himself into notoriety by attacking 
" three prominent officials. (54) 

Soon afterwards the news of Batang Maru arrived in England, 
and the attack on the Rajah began in earnest both in the press and 
in Parliament, where Hume repeatedly demanded an inquiry. The 
" Spectator " and the " Daily News " bitterly denounced Brooke, 
while the " Times" defended him. The Peace Society and the 
Aborigines Protection Society joined in the hue and cry. Cobden, 
Sidney Herbert and Gladstone supported Hume. The Rajah's 
enemies denied that the Sea-Dayaks were pirates: they were merely 
gentle savages exercising their legal right of waging war on the 
cruel head-hunters of Sarawak. Their only offence was that they 
opposed Brooke's ambition to annex their country; for this reason 
he had slaughtered them and invented the charge of piracy to con
ceal his crime. The Rajah and his allies in the navy were de
nounced as murderers,, butchers of inoffensive head-hunters engaged 
in the legitimate exercise of " inter-tribal warfare." Brooke was 
defended by Palmerston, Grey, Ellesmere, Drummond, Captains 
Keppel and Mundy, and a dozen others, but without the slightest 
effect. Hume and his party refused to be convinced, and the 
controversy raged with unabated violence for five years. (55) 

The passion aroused was reflected in Singapore. The news
papers teemed with letters and articles, the " Free Press," defend
ing, and the " Straits Times" attacking, the Rajah. Everyone 
was Brooke or anti-Brooke: questions of trade in the Chamber of 
Commerce were decided by Brooke or anti-Brooke majorities. (56) 
The Rajah visited the city in 1851, and remarked that: " I t is the 
abiding-place at present of hatred, malice and all uncharitable-
ness."(57) 

(54) St. John, " B r o o k e : " xiii, and 236. Command Paper [1537], 
1852, p . 2. ( X X X I ) . Command Paper [1538] , 1852, p . 22 ( X X X I ) . 

(55) P . P. , H. of C , No. 456 of 1850, p . 1, ( L V ) . Letter of Wise to 
Lord John Russell of Nov. 26, 1849, at tacking Brooke for the batt le of 
Ba tang Maru. Morley, " C o b d e n , " I I . , 55-56. London " D a i l y N e w s , " 
Aug. 9, 1850. Let ter of Hume. St. John " B r o o k e : " 211-12, 214-15, 217, 
220, 236. Baring-Gould & Bampfylde, " S a r a w a k : " 140. Keppel, " M a c -
a n d e r : " I , 182-272. Jacob, " B r o o k e : " I I , 1-211. 
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The public was inundated with pamphlets full of virulent and 
hysterical abuse of Brooke. To examine their charges in detail 
would serve no good end, for they were conclusively disproved by the 
"Royal Commission of 1854, which established the piratical character 
of the Sea Dayaks.(58) The pamphlets are of interest however as 
an example of the absurdities which well-intentioned but ignorant 
humanitarians can produce when they refuse to pay any attention 
to the case for the defence, and insist on acting in accordance with 
their own preconceived opinions. Without exception they sub
stituted insinuation and falsification for proofs, and mistook hys
terical invective for argument. A very favourite expedient was to 
publish excerpts from Brooke's Journals without any reference to 
their context. On anyone who knew nothing whatever of Brunei 
the effect was very convincing. Omit to mention that the govern
ment of Brunei was unspeakably tyrannical, that Pangerans Usop 
and Makota were the chief offenders, and the Sultan little better; 
suppress all reference to the great benefits which the Rajah's rule 
had brought; and finally make no allowance for the undoubted 
fact that stern measures are sometimes unavoidable in dealing with 
savages—then the actions of Brooke can be made to look very 
black indeed. He had seized Sarawak by violence, and driven out 
the chivalrous and high-minded Governor Makota because he ob
jected ; and he had then tried to place his tool Muda Hashim on the 
throne of Brunei. When the Sultan murdered him, as he had a 
perfect right to do, Brooke persuaded the navy to bombard his 
capital, a flagrantly illegal action. Brooke's whole career in 
Brunei was an attempt to make himself the ruler of the country, so 
that he might exploit its resources. He invented the charge of 
piracy against the inoffensive Sea Dayaks because they and their 
leaders, the " magnanimous Sherifs," were high-souled lovers of 
freedom who scorned to come under his yoke. Even Hume could not 
deny that their fleets sometimes raided their neighbours; but this 
was explained away as mere " legitimate inter-tribal warfare." All 
the evidence proving Orang Laut piracy was dismissed as false. 
The Admiralty "Court of Singapore for example had adjudged them 
guilty of piracy in 1849;(59) but its decision was rejected as a 
judicial mockery. 

Another characteristic of the pamphlets was their inability to 
realise that nineteenth century England was ages apart from 
Brunei, whose stage of development was in many respects that of 
twelfth century Europe. They never understood that until the 
pirates had received drastic punishment, peaceful measures were 
only interpreted as a sign of weakness. When sunk praus and 
burning villages had taught them that piracy did not pay, then, 
and only then, could gentler measures be efficaciously employed. 
The success of these very tactics with the Orang Laut after 1849 

(58) Command Paper [1976], 1854-55, passim. (XXIX). 
(59) Command Paper [1197], 1850, pp. 5-9. (Vol. LV). 
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is a case in point; and the same lesson is taught by the whole 
history of piracy in the Archipelago. The pamphleteers without 
exception also failed to realise that in dealing with piratical savages 
it was not always possible to adhere to the strict letter of the law. 
A favourite complaint was that the Orang Laut had never attacked 
a British merchantman, so that even if they were pirates the British 
navy had no right to molest them., since this contingency had not 
been provided for in the Admiralty's official instructions governing 
the suppression of piracy. Presumably the murder of helpless 
native traders did not matter, so long as the letter of the law re
mained unbroken. Or again, at Batang Maru, the pirates were 
not formally summoned to surrender before the battle began. 
How four thousand ferocious pirates who made a violent attack on 
the fleet almost as soon as they discovered its presence were to be 
summoned to surrender at dead of night, these arm-chair critics did 
not explain. 

Before closing, one cannot refrain from quoting a few typical 
specimens of the gems of argument, or invective—in most cases 
the terms seem to have been regarded as synonymous in these 
pamphlets. A certain gentleman who concealed himself under the 
safe anonymity of W. N. abounded in such phrases as the " recent 
bloody butchery"—"pharkaical Rajah," "Mission of blood," 
" naval executioners," " horrible and disgusting destruction of 
human life." Of Batang Maru he wrote: " The lowest computa
tion given (of the slain—300) makes one shudder." How the 
death of 500 pirates out of 4000 engaged in the battle can be 
described as a "pitiless and ruthless slaughter," is rather hard to 
see. However, readers were assured that the action was an " in
human battue," " pitiless to an extreme," and " repugnant to all 
Christian principle." Perhaps the palm for intemperence of 
language may be awarded to a pamphlet published in 1850 by the 
Aborigines' Protection Spciety. From beginning to end it was 
written in a tone of the most violent hostility to Brooke, and 
assumed the attitude not of a judicial critic, but of a bitter partisan. 
The opening paragraph ran as follows. " We use the word massacre 
with a full knowledge of its import. It means murder and 
we use it, because it is the only word we can u s e . . . . . .Another 
blood-bedabbled page has been added to our crime-stained colonial 
history. Once more have Christianity and Civilization been foully 
calumniated. . . . The red slander, reeking from its unholy fount, 
has ascended high up into the blue heavens War and his 
hideous and obscene allies are stalking abroad."(60) 

(60) W. N. " A Naval Execution. " Foggo, " B r o o k e . Chamerovzow, 
" Borneo Fac ts vs. Borneo F a l l a c i e s . " " Aborigines F r i e n d ; ' ' March 
1850, p . 387; April, 1850. pp. 409-10; June , 1850: pp . 19-22. "Colon ia l 
Intelligencer" March, 1851; p . 173; J a n . 1850: pp. 337-68. Joseph 
H u m e ; pamphlet 1852, also published in Command Paper [1599] , 1852-53, 
pp . 23-31 ( L X I ) . 
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Brooke's enemies brought strong pressure to bear on the 
government for the appointment of a Royal Commission to in
vestigate his actions. Hume, strongly supported by other members 
of the Radical party, and by the Peace Society and the Aborigines' 
Protection Society, organised deputations iand wrote interminable 
letters to the Cabinet demanding an investigation.(61) Cobden 
bitterly attacked the Rajah in a speech at Birmingham in 1850. 
(62) Supported by Bright and Cobden, Hume attacked Brooke 
in Parliament in 1850 and 1851, and pressed for the appointment 
of a Royal Commission. His charges were entirely disproved by 
Brooke's supporters; and in closing the debate in 1851, Lord 
Palmerston declared that he had seldom seen accusations so 
effectively answered, and that he " must denounce these charges 
as malignant and persevering persecutions of an honourable man." 
The two motions for an inquiry were lost by majorities of 140 
and 211. (63) 

In 1851 a sad accident befell Burns, one of Hume's favourite 
authorities anent the virtue of the inoffensive Sea-Dayaks. Burns 
had gone out to Brunei in 1845 to make a fortune. The Sultan 
and his nobles were soon complaining bitterly to Brooke about his 
gross discourtesy, and his cheating and oppressing the natives. 
Furthermore, " h e wishes to take people's wives; whether they 
like it or not, he takes people's wives." The Rajah was much 
angered and succeeded in putting a stop to Burns' method of 
amassing wealth by exploiting the natives. In revenge Burns 
joined Wise in his attack, and zealously devoted himself to prov
ing that Brunei pirates were not pirates, but harmless and kindly 
children of Nature. Unfortunately the gentle children of Nature 
aforesaid were singularly unappreciative of his good offices. A 
band of them boarded his schooner disguised as merchants, stabbed 
Burns to death with some of his crew, and captured the ship and 
Bums' native mistress. (64) 

Joseph Hume was a man upon whom argument was wasted, 
and despite the refutation of his charges, he persisted in his 
demand for a Commission of Inquiry. Captain Keppel has left a 
description which fits him to perfection. " There will always be 
some peculiarly constituted minds, fortified by a sort of moral 
gutta percha, through which neither preconceived opinion can 
evaporate, nor a deluge, even, of new evidence effect an entrance." 

(61) Command Paper [1538], 1852. pp. 2-53, (Vol. X X I ) . " A b o 
rigines F r i e n d , " J a n . 1850, p . 336: March 1850, p . 400: and June 1850, pp . 
19-22. "Colonia l In te l l igeneer , " Apri l 1851, p . 185. 

(62) London, " T i m e s , " Nov. 29, 1850. 
(63) Hansard, Ser. 3, Vol. 108: Feb . 11, 1850. Ibid., 109: March 21, 

1850; Ibid., III: May 23, 1850; Ibid. , 112: Ju ly 12, 1850; Ibid., 118: Ju ly 
10, 1851. 

(64) P . P . , H. of C , Nos. 55 and 249 of 1852-53, passim. ( L X I ) . 
Command Papers [1462] and [1536] , 1852, passim ( X X X I ) . St. John, 
" B r o o k e , " 238-39. 
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(65) At last, in 1854, Hume succeeded. The Aberdeen Coalition 
Ministry had come into power in 1853, but its tenure of office 
was insecure. Its Radical supporters had to be placated, and so 
Brooke was thrown to them as a peace-sop. In 1854 a Royal 
Commission of Inquiry was appointed to investigate the charges 
against him. (66) 

The inquiry was held at Singapore in September and Octo
ber 1854 by two officials of the Bast India Company, Prinsep 
and Devereux . The result was a complete triumph for Sir 
James Brooke. Witness after witness, both European and native, 
testified to countless acts of piracy committed by the Seribas and 
Sekarran Dayaks. Wood, the leader of the anti-Brooke faction 
in Singapore, was allowed by Prinsep to act as a sort of prosecu
ting attorney; but although he was a skilful lawyer his cross-
examination failed to shake their evidence. Last of all came 
the crowning proof. Boudriot, for five years a Dutch official of 
importance in Borneo, happened to be passing through Singapore, 
and heard of the inquiry. The Government of Holland was bitterly 
hostile to Brooke; but in the name of justice and fair play Boudriot 
voluntarily came forward as his defender. Quoting from his 
own personal knowledge and from the information in the Dutch 
official records he proved that the Orang Laut were pirates, the 
" scourge and terror of the coast." The Commissioners unani
mously agreed that the charge of piracy was fully proven, and that 
the theory of " legitimate inter-tribal warfare" was ridiculous. 
As to the loss of life at Batang Maru, and the subsequent ravag
ing of the country, Devereux considered that " there does not 
appear any reasonable ground for sympathy with a race of indiscri
minate murderers." The inquiry also completely disproved another 
favourite charge of the Radicals, that the Rajah had used his 
position as a British official to further his interests as a private 
trader. There was not a shred of evidence that he had engaged 
in trade after his appointment as Governor of Labuan in 1847. 

" Now is the winter of our discontent 
Made glorious summer by that blockhead Hume, 
And all the clouds which lowered about our house 
In the dull bosom of the Blue Books buried." (68) 

Brooke's enemies in England received the news of his vin
dication in the spirit which was to be expected of them. Hume 
unfortunately had not lived to see his failure; but the " Aborigines' 

(65) Keppel , " Maeander,, " I , 124. 
(66) St. John " B r o o k e " 241-42. Command Paper 1771, (1854) , pp . 

2-4, and passim, (Vol. L X X I I ) . 
(67) Command Paper [1976] 1854-55, passim, ( X X I X ) . Ind ia 

Polit ical and Foreign Consultations, Range 200, Vol. 68 : Aug. 11, 1854, No . 
39-34. I . Pol. F . , Range 201, Vol. 3 1 : Oct. 19, 1855, No. 1. St . John , 
" B r o o k e , ' ' 270-73. Jacob , " B r o o k e " I I , 178-79. 

(68) Ibid. , 181. 
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Fr iend" proved that his mantle had fallen upon its shoulders. 
I t tried by insinuations to show that the Rajah was guilty of the 
charges which the Royal Commission had just disproved, and 
concluded with a few remarks on " Borneo massacres," " revol
ting butchering," and the statement that nothing could ever 
" obliterate the indelible s t a in . . . .of a deed which. . . .disgraces 
the proud civilization of the Anglo-Saxon race."(60) Comment 
23 needless. The whole miserable episode was typical of that 
extraordinary type of mind,, peculiar it would seem to the Anglo-
Saxon race, which is pre-disposed to believe that an Englishman 
abroad is naturally prone to acts of violence and injustice. 

Uufortunately the attack on Brooke produced consequences 
which could not be allayed by the findings of a Royal Commission.. 
The Admiralty in 1853 ordered that henceforth its instructions 
of 1844 must be stringently obeyed. These were that no warship 
should seize a vessel for piracy unless it had " within view attacked 
some British vessel," or unless there were "such p roo f . . . . a s 
would satisfy a Court of Admiralty." (70) The hands of British 
officers were tied, and for some years there was a recrudescence of 
piracy.(71) In Sarawak itself the Radical attack produced a 
belief that Brooke was in disgrace with his government, and that 
no action of his enemies would bring upon them retribution 
from the British navy. This was one of the principal causes 
which led to the revolt of the Chinese Secret Society in 1857,. 
and to the attempted rising of a few discontented Malay chiefs 
in 1859. The Chinese rebels burned Kuching, the capital of 
Sarawak, and murdered many natives and Europeans before they 
were conquered. Amongst Rajah Brooke's most faithful supporters 
were the Seribas and Sekarran Sea Dayaks, whom only eight years 
before he had punished so severely at Batang Maru. (72) 

(69) "Aborigines Friend," 1855, pp. 39-43. 
(70) Command Paper [1771], 1854, pp. 33-34, (Vol. LXXII) . 
(71) Baring-Gould & Bampfylde. " S a r a w a k " 268. 
(72) Ibid., 152. St. John, "Brooke , " 253, 258-60, 278, 286. McDou 

gall, "Sa rawak ." 182. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 

The Transfer. 

The year 1867 marked the end of an epoch in the history 
of the Straits Settlements. The transfer of the Colony from 
the India to the Colonial Office was more than a mere departmental 
change; it was the inauguration of a policy which in many respects 
differed materially from that pursued under the old regime. 
After 1867 much greater attention was paid to the needs of the 
Straits Settlements than had been the case when they were only 
a distant Residency of the Indian Empire. An immediate result 
of the transfer was the creation of a distinct Malayan Civil 
Service. A few years later the Colonial Office adopted the policy 
of intervention ;m the Malay States which has led to the creation of 
British Malaya as it exists to-day. 

The transfer was brought about after several years of agitation 
in the Straits Settlements, which had become very dissatisfied 
with the results of Indian Government. In this movement Singa
pore played by far the most important part. In all the records 
connected with the question there are scarcely any references to 
Penang or Malacca. The numiber of grievances was legion, but 
they may be briefly summarized as follows:— 

(1) The Straits Settlements were so far away from India 
and their problems were so totally dissimilar, that the Government 
at Calcutta failed to understand and rapidly deal with local needs. 
Moreover since the loss of the monopoly of the Chinese trade in 
1833 the Indian Government took very little interest in the 
Straits, and refused ta consider the reasonable wishes of the 
population. The " T imes" expressed the Straits Settlements' 
point of view to a nicety when it wrote in 1858:—" What was 
-Singapore to do with India ? I t carries on a larger trade with China 
than with India. The true idea of the settlement, colony, or by 
whatever name it may be called, is as the centre and citadel of 
British power in the Eastern Seas, the great house of call between 
Great Britain and China. I t is from this point chiefly that the 
ceaseless intrigues of the Dutch to exclude us altogether from the 
Indian Archipelago can be defeated."(1) No one who has read 
the books, the newspapers and the official records of the Straits 
Settlements between 1820 and 1867 can avoid the conviction that 
merchants and officials alike felt that the three Settlements had 
an importance out of all proportion to their area and population. 
They were not merely a third-rate Residency in an isolated quarter 

(1) " T i m e s ' ' April 23, 1858, p. 9. Buckley, "Singapore," I I , 474-
76, 529-30, 595-96, 636, quotes editorials from the Singapore newspapers 
accusing the Indian Government of ignorance and indifference towards the 
problems of the Straits Settlements. 
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of the Indian Empire, but the keystone of British commercial 
supremacy in Further Asia. The mistakes of the Indian Govern
ment did not merely injure the Straits; they were also a blow to 
the prosperity of Great Britain. 

(2) The Indian Government had altogether neglected 
Raffles' advice to extend the sphere of British influence in Malaya. 
On every hand the Dutch, the French and the Spaniards were 
carrying out an aggressive policy, and seizing all available territory,, 
and shutting out British trade from it. Meanwhile the Supreme 
Government clung tenaciously to its policy of strict non-interven
tion, so that Great Britain's interests suffered and her influence 
declined. 

(3) I t was also a very sore point with the Straits mer
chants that the Settlements were made a dumping-ground for Indian 
convicts of the worst type. This complaint was not altogether 
just, for the colony owed some at least of its prosperity to the 
roads and buildings constructed by them free of charge.(2) As in 
Australia however what was once hailed as a blessing was in 
the end regarded as a burning grievance. The Settlements also 
complained that they were overburdened with troops, with a 
quite disproportionate number of field officers, and that they were-
made to pay for both troops and convicts. 

(4) The Europeans objected strongly to the government's 
being entirely in the hands of the officials and demanded the 
establishment of a Legislative Council some of whose members 
should be elected by the people.(3) 

Although the agitation which brought about the transfer 
only began in 1855, the genesis of the movement must be sought 
at a far earlier date. For many years there had been smouldering 
discontent which imperceptibly gained strength until it burst 
forth in the demand for severance from, the control of India. . The 
Company's pro-Siamese policy towards the exiled Sultan of Kedah 
had been bitterly opposed by the non-official British population: 
in the Straits; and the half-hearted measures taken to combat 
piracy were for years a standing grievance. (4) By 1854 however 
these causes of resentment survived only as the memory of former 
grievances. Moreover they were minor matters, and never aroused 
so much ill-feeling as other policies of the Company which were 
equally at variance with the wishes of the population and affected. 
its interests far more intimately. 

Of these one of the most important was the Company's policy 
towards the native states of Malay Peninsula. This grievance had 
steadily! increased in magnitude as a result of the growth of Dutch 

(2) McNair "Prisoners Their Own Warders." 
(3) P. P., H. of C. No. 259 of 1862, pp. 3-6 (Vol. XL) . Singapore 

Petition of Sept. 15, 1857: the most comprehensive account of the Straits" 
grievances. 

(4) v. chapters on Siam and Piracy. 
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end French power in Further Asia. Holland was gradually 
adopting a more liberal commercial policy based on free trade-
principles, in Macassar for example. Combined with the extension 
of her empire this was interfering to an increasing degree with 
British trade in areas where the merchants of the Straits had 
been supreme for more than a generation. The French too were 
laying the foundations of their empire in Cochin-China, and 
were excluding British commerce from a former market. I t 
was therefore natural that the merchants of the Straits Settle
ments sought to redress the balance by developing their t rade 
with the Malay Peninsula. Although this trade was small, it was 
sufficiently valuable to show that properly developed it would be
come of great importance. (5) Moreover the Peninsula lay within 
the British sphere of influence, so that there was no possibility of 
British merchants being driven out by any European power. As 
early as 1844 the newspapers of Singapore advocated the annexa
tion of the Malay States; and in subsequent years the same course-
was proposed on several occasions. (6) The policy of the Indian 
Government however was unalterably opposed to annexation, or 
even to interference in the affairs of the native states. (7) Since 
the Peninsula was by this time rapidly sinking into the state of 
hopeless anarchy from which it only recovered after the British 
intervention of 1874.(8) it was obvious that commerce could not 
flourish unless traders were protected from the exactions of any 
petty raja who chose to despoil them. The Straits merchants bitter
ly resented India's policy, and in 1857 it formed one of the principaL 
reasons advanced for the transfer. (9) 

An equally important grievance and, as it happened, the 
immediate cause of the agitation for the transfer, was the attempt 
of the Indian Government to impose taxes on the ports, and in 
various ways to interfere with the freedom of trade. No one who 
has studied the records of the period 1820-1867 can fail to be 
impressed by the universality of the conviction that free trade, and 
free trade alone, was the palladium of prosperity in the Straits. 
Merchants, professional men, and officials with scarcely an excep
tion, all held that the slightest interference with this principle 
would have the greatest effects upon commerce. The lesson of Sir 
Stamford Raffles had been well learnt. I t was never forgotten 
that the miraculous growth of Singapore was above all due to the 
freedom of its trade from all taxes and restrictions. The Straits 
Settlements never failed to resent most bitterly the slightest hint 
of imposing taxes on commerce, and the agitation of 1857 was 
the result of the various attempts of India to do so during 1855-
and 1856. 

(5) Buckley "Singapore," I I , 575, 584. 
(6) Ibid., 421-22, 503, 575, 584-85. 
(7) v. chapter on Native Policy. 
(8) Ibid., and Buckley, " Singapore," I I , 584. 
(9) P. P., H. of C. No. 259 of 1862, pp. 3-6, (Vol. XL). 
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This was not the first time that the Company had made the 
attempt. As early as 1826 the Directors wished to levy small 
duties on the trade of Singapore, contending that it was unjust 
that the Company should have to bear the whole cost of adminis
tration, when it did not have the monopoly of the trade. The 
proposal excited much opposition in England however, and it was 
vetoed by the Board of Control. (10) From 1833 to 1836 another 
attempt was made to impose taxes to defray the cost of protecting 
Singapore's trade against piracy. The merchants petitioned Parlia
ment against the measure, and positive orders were sent from 
England forbidding it. (11) In 1852 the Indian Government 
imposed tonnage duties on European and native craft to cover 
the cost of maintaining a light-bouse near Singapore. This 
evoked strong protests, and soon afterwards the act was amended 
so that the dues were restricted to European ships. (12) 

Three years later the Supreme Government passed two laws 
which brought the smouldering resentment in the Straits to a head. 
These were the Currency Act of 1855, and the imposition of port 
dues in 1856. Of these two measures the latter was the less 
important and is dealt with first. Towards the end of 1855 the 
Indian Government proposed to levy port dues on the Straits 
Settlements, to defray the cost of light-houses, buoys, jetties, etc. 
Its intention became known at Singapore in 1856 and vigorous 
protests were made to England. The matter was at once taken 
up by the Old Singaporeans in London, headed by John Craw-
furd, the Resident of Singapore from 1823 to 1826. In Singapore's 
frequent conflicts with the Company, the Old Singaporeans filled 
the role of Napoleon's Old Guard. They retained a warm affection 
for the city where they had spent the best years of their lives, 
and whenever it was urging some cause in England it was (always 
the Old Singaporeans who headed the fray, or when all seemed lost, 
made a final and often successful attack on the enemy—the East 
India Company. In this case their intervention, supporting the 
petition to Parliament from Singapore, was successful. They 
interviewed the Board of Control, and the Directors sent out 
instructions to the Government of India forbidding this interference 
with free trade of the Straits.(33) 

The dispute evoked a comment from one of the Singapore 
papers which is significant as it shows the light in which these 
constant disputes had caused the Indian Government to be regarded 
at Singapore. " ' Statesmen of all parties in England have ever 

(10) P . P . , H. of C , No. 254 of 1857-58, pp. 5-7. (Vol. X L I I I ) . 
(11) Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , " I I , 639. B . Pub. , Range 12, Vol. 72 : 

March 8, 1831, No. 9A. Ibid., Range 13, Vol. 13 : J u n e 24,1835, Nos. 10-17. 
Ibid. , Vol. 15: Nov. 11, 1835: Nos. 3-4. Let ters Received from Bengal, Vol. 
122: Aug. 19, 1833. 

(12) Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , " I I , 565-66. 
(13) Ibid., 638-39. I . Pub. , Range 188, Vol. 2 1 : Cct. 5, 1855, Nos. 

12 & 13. Ibid., Vol. 24: Dec. 7, 1855, Nos. 3 & 4. P . P . , H. of C., Nos. 322 
of 1857, Session 2, passim (Vol. X X I X ) . 
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recognised the importance of maintaining in all its integrity 
the system on which Singapore is conducted (absolute free trade) 
. . . . Our immediate rulers in India however have never been able 
to regard the Settlement of Singapore through any other medium 
than a revenual one; and whenever therefore there has been an 
excess of expenditure over receipts, whether arising from ordinary 
sources of disbursement or from measures required for the protec
tion of trade, they have frowned upon the unfortunate place, and 
the one sole remedy propounded. . . . is the imposition of duties 
on the trade."(14) 

In such an atmosphere of suspicion and hostility the Currency 
Act of 1855 was like a spark in a powder magazine. At first 
sight the terms of this enactment, Act XVII of 1855, appear 
innocent enough; but great was the commotion which they caused. 
They did not interfere with the use of the silver dollar and the 
copper cent, the universal currency of the Straits; but they declared 
that the Indian pice was henceforth to be legal tender in the Settle
ments, not merely for fractions of the rupee, but also for the 
subdivisions of the dollar. Hereafter also only pice, and not cents, 
were to be minted by the Company. (15) I t was unnecessary to-
declare the rupee legal tender in the Straits, since this had been 
done by Act X V I I of 1835, which had never been repealed.(16) 
The merchants of Singapore protested strongly, declaring that the 
measure would be most injurious to their trade. 

In order to understand their criticisms, which were entirely 
justified, it is necessary briefly to investigate the currency of 
the East Indies. Since the days of the Portuguese the coins 
most widely in use, most readily accepted by the natives, were 
the silver dollar (varying in value at different times from four 
shillings and sixpence to three shillings and sixpence), and the 
copper cent (roughly equivalent to a halfpenny). All attempts,, 
of the Dutch to supplant it by their own coinage had failed hopeless
ly in face of the firm conservatism of the Malays, who declined to-
accept unfamiliar looking coins. India had already tried to sub
stitute its rupee coinage on several occasions between 1820 and 1855r 
but with complete lack of success. Nominally the rupee was the 
only legal tender in the Straits Settlements, and all government 
accounts were kept in rupees. Apart from this the rupee was 
practically ignored by the whole population of the Straits, and 
the dollar remained the most universal form of currency in the 
Archipelago. (17) In 1864 Sir Hercules Robinson condemned the 

(14) Buckley, "Singapore," I I , 639. 
(15) I. Pub., Range 188, Vol. 18: July 13, 1855, Nos. 10 and 11, 

P . P., H. of C, No. 152 of 1857-58, pp. 1-13 (Vol. XLI I I ) . 
(16) Ibid. 
(17) S. S. R., 65: Jan. 15 and March 27, 1818. Ibid. 87: Nov. 14,. 

1822. Ibid. 100: April 7 and 26, 1825. Ibid. 105: Dec. 15, 1825. Ibid. 
193: Aug. 4, 1824. Ibid. Financial: Range 211, Vol. 15. July 25, 1856r 
No. 96. 
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attempts to introduce the rupee which he said had completely 
failed, and advised that the dollar should be made the sole legal 
currency of the Straits Settlements. (18) 

The Directors for their part had a natural desire to enforce 
a uniform system of coinage throughout the whole of their empire. 
When the rupee was willingly accepted in every part of India, 
they failed to see why an exception should be made in favour of 
a small and little-known Residency whose expenses so far exceeded 
its revenue that it was a constant and heavy drain on their 
finances. What the Directors quite failed to realize was that 
conditions were so totally dissimilar that the imposition of the 
rupee upon the Straits Settlements would have had disastrous 
effects upon their trade. 

In 1847 the Supreme Government had for the moment accept
ed the inevitable by passing Act VI of 1847, which declared 
copper cents to be the only legal copper currency of the Settlements. 
This compromise appears to have worked well. Legally the rupee 
was the only silver coin current, but by force of custom the silver 
dollar alone was in circulation. Both by custom and by the Act 
of 1847 the cent and its fractions were the only legal copper coins. 
The only thing which the Straits Settlements still desired was 
that the Company should recognize the position of the dollar by 
declaring it legal tender, and establish a mint for its coinage. (19) 

Their satisfaction was rudely shattered by the Currency 
Act of 1855. Ostensibly its provisions did not interfere with the 
existing dollar currency; they merely made the anna and pice 
legal tender for fractions of the dollar as well as of the rupee.(20) 
In a letter to Governor Blundell in 1856 the Supreme Government 
wrote that the intention of the Act was not to provoke a conflict 
"between the two monetary systems and drive the dollar out of' 
circulation, but merely to provide a legal copper currency for the 
Straits. (21) Lord Granville, defending the Act in the House of 
Lords, said that the Cabinet although doubtful of its advisability 
had sanctioned it as an experiment, which would be repealed 
if it proved a failure.(22) 

The people of the Straits Settlements however were quite 
Tin convinced by these professions: they saw in the act the thin 
edge of the wedge, the opening moves in an insidious attempt to 
replace the dollar by the rupee. When the Government's intentions 
first became known, and before the bill was passed, a public 
meeting of protest was held in Singapore on October 13, 1854. 

(18) Command Paper [3672] 1866, p. 18 (Vol. L I I ) . 
(19) Buckley, "Singapore ," I I , 596, P. P., H. of C. No. 152 of 

1857-58, pp. 10-11 (Vol. XLIII) . 
(20) I. Pub., Range 188, Vol. 18; July 13, 1855; Nos. 10 and 11 

P . P., H. of C, No. 152 of 1857-58, pp. 1-13 (XLII I ) . 
(21) India Financial: Range 211, Vol. 15: July 25, 1856, No. 97. 
(22) Hansard, Ser. III, Vol. CXLI, pp. 1247-51. April 21, 185G. 
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Petitions were drawn up and forwarded to the Legislative Council 
of India and to Parliament, pointing out that two systems of 
coinage so dissimilar could not exist side by side, and that the 
attempt to force a rupee coinage upon the Straits would injure 
trade very seriously. (23) A few months later, at the spring 
assizes of 1855, the Singapore Grand Jury presented as a public 
nuisance " the partial interference that has already been effected 
by the Government with the established currency of this Settle
ment and with the greater and more serious changes contemplated 
. . . . i n the Draft Act which has lately appeared" (i.e. the bill 

which was afterwards passed as Act XVII of 1855). I t charged 
the Government with trying to force the Indian currency into 
circulation, and predicted that it would prove a serious blow to 
trade, and "singularly oppressive to the poorer classes."(24) On 
June 1, 1855, another meeting of protest was held, and a further 
petition against the proposal was sent to India. (25) I t arrived 
too late, since on May 29 the bill had become law.(26) 

When the news (arrived at Singapore, there was great indig
nation at the neglect of its wishes. On August 11, 1855 a public 
meeting was held at which nearly every European in the town 
was present. The intention was to discuss the Currency Aet; 
but the meeting proved to be of far greater significance than its 
promoters had intended. It marked the beginning of the agitation 
for the transfer from the control of India. (27) A resolution 
was proposed and carried; " T h a t by the passing of the Act 
17 of 1855 this meeting is forced into the painful conviction that 
the Legislative Council of India, in treating with utter disregard 
the remonstrances of the inhabitants, have shewn that they are 
neither to be moved by any prospect of doing good, nor restrained 
by the certainty of doing evil, to the Straits Settlements, and 
that it is therefore the bounden duty of this community to use 
every exertion and to rest i t to every means within its reach to 
obtain relief from the mischevous measures already enacted, and 
to escape from the infliction of others of the same nature, more 
comprehensive and still more hurtful." (28) From this time on
ward popular sentiment grew steadily more in favour of severance 
from India. 

Meanwhile the agitation against the Currency Act increased 
in strength. The Old Singaporeans in England rallied as usual 
for the fray, and headed by their veteran leader John Crawfurd, 
waited upon the Board of Control, and went far to convert its 

(23) Buckley, " Singapore," I I 597-98. 
(24) I . P u b . Range 188, Vol. 15 : April 27, 1855. No. 43 . 
(25) Ibid., Vol. 18 : Ju ly 13, 1855, No. 13. 
(26) Ibid. No. 14. 
(27) Buckley, " S ingapo re , ' ' I I , 623. As in the case of most of the 

other public meetings held in the Stra i ts , no reference to i t can be found 
in the India Office Archives. 

(28) Ibid. , 623-24. 
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President. Singapore continued to support their efforts by fresh 
petitions to Parliament and to British Chambers of Commerce 
connected with the Straits. (29) By the middle 1856 it was clear 
that the Act had failed. Blundell, the Governor of the Straits, was 
an advocate of the rupee currency; but in his report to the Govern
ment of India he admitted that after a year's trial of the Act, 
" its effect hitherto has been a nullity, and will remain so as long 
as cents continue in sufficient abundance." (30) As a result of 
this discouraging report, and of the strong opposition aroused in 
the Straits and in England, the Company abandoned its attempts 
to introduce the Indian coinage. Reversing its instructions of 
1853 that all payments by or to government, e.g. the payment 
of taxes, must be made in rupeeis, in 1857 it ordered the complete 
resumption of the use of the dollar in all government transactions. 
(31) 

Meanwhile the sentiment in favour of severance from the 
control of India had increased in strength. In July 1856 at a 
public meeting called to protest against the Currency Act, a 
resolution was introduced to petition Parliament to make the 
Straits Settlements a Crown Colony. The proposal was carried 
by a majority, but was subsequently withdrawn. (32) In January 
1857 a meeting which had been called to consider some serious 
riots amongst the Chinese which had recently occurred, developed 
into a discussion of the advisability of transferring the Settlements 
to the direct rule of the Crown. (83) A few weeks later the Indian 
Mutiny broke out, and although the Sepoy regiments in the 
Straits remained loyal, the war finally brought matters to a head. 
The merchants of Calcutta had petitioned that the government 
of India should be transferred from the Company to the Crown ; 
and on September 15, 1857, a general meeting was held at Singa
pore to consider the advisability of taking a similar step.(34) 
Opinion was unanimously in favour, and a petition was drawn 
up and sent to Parliament.(35) A summary of it has already 
been given at the beginning of this chapter. 

Lord Bury, presented the petition in the House of Commons 
on April 13, 1858, and in an able speech pleaded the justice 
of the demand, and the neglect and ignorance of the East India 
Company. Other members followed, some supporting the petition 

(29) Ibid., 598, Ind. Financial, Range 211, Vol. 17. Sept. 12, 1856. 
Nos. 23-27. 

(30) Ind. Financial Range 211, Vol. 15; July 25, 1856, No. 96. 
(31) Buckley, "Singapore,' ' I I , 597, 663. 
(32) Ibid., 636. 
(33) Ibid. 644-45. 
(34) Ibid. 755. 
(35) P. P., H. of C. No. 259 of 1862, pp. 3-6. (Vol. XL). The 

papers relating to the transfer are scattered through the archives of the 
Colonial, India and War Office; but for convenience of reference the 
citations in this chapter are made where possible to the two parliamentary 
papers in which they are contained. 
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and others defending the Company from the charges brought 
against it. Even those who were favourable to the Company 
showed no great hostility to the demand for the transfer. (36) Once 
more the Old Singaporeans brought all their influence to bear. 
Their leader, John Crawfurd, deserves a large share of the credit 
for the final success of the petition. On July 22, 1858, he presented 
a long and valuable Memorandum to Lord Stanley, the Colonial 
Secretary, and also circulated it amongst the members of Parlia
ment. His arguments are in large measure a repetition of those 
in the petition. (37) 

The Colonial Office was strongly impressed by the justice of 
Singapore's case, and on March 1, 1859, Lord Stanley wrote to 
Lord Canning the Governor-General of India, asking whether it 
would not be advisable to transfer the Straits Settlements to the 
Colonial Office. He pointed out that since India had lost the mono
poly of the China trade the Straits Settlements had ceased to be 
of much value to i t ; while their relations with China had become 
much more intimate than with India. One sentence of Lord 
Stanley's letter summed up the situation very accurately. " It can 
scarcely be urged that there are any reasons, geographical, political, 
or otherwise, why the Straits Settlements should continue to be 
governed and controlled from India." (38) 

Lord Canning replied on November 7, 1859, in a very able 
Minute which greatly influenced the Home Government. He 
strongly urged the transfer to the Colonial Office for the following 
reasons. (1) The Straits Settlements were far removed from the 
sphere of India's interests now that it no longer had any commercial 
relations with China. Moreover the Supreme Government was not 
competent to deal with the affairs of a colony the conditions of 
which differed so widely in every respect from those of India; 
and the Governor-General had few opportunities of gaining a 
correct knowledge of its needs by visiting it, or by meeting Straits 
officials. 

(2) The Indian Government found almost insuperable diffi
culty in providing competent officials for the Straits Civil Service. 
I t had no means of training them to deal with the peculiar prob
lems of the Chinese and Malays, so that they had to learn their 
duties after assuming office. The prospects of promotion were also 
so poor that it was impossible to find Indian civil servants who 
were willing to remain permanently in the Settlements. (30) 

(3) In case of war, India would be powerless to defend 
the Straits against a strong hostile fleet. The East India Company's 
navy had been abolished, and the safety of both India and the 
Settlements depended on the British navy. 

(36) Hansard, Ser. 3, Vol. CXLIX. pp. 986-96. April 13, 1858. 
(37) P. P., H. of C, No. 259 of 1862. pp. 6-8 (Vol. XL). 
(38) P. P., H. of C, No. 259 of 1862, p. 9 (Vol. XL). 
(39) For a fuller account v. chapter on Civil Service. 
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(4) Lord Canning then dealt with the objection which had 
been raised to the transfer on the ground that it would involve a 
heavy drain on the Imperial Treasury, to make good the yearly 
deficit in the Straits' budget. He pointed out that the growth 
of trade had brought with it a steady and phenomenally rapid 
increase of revenue, while the expenditure had grown in a much 
smaller degree. He gave it as his opinion that this process would 
continue, so that in a short time the revenue would 
equal the expenses. (40) On February 7, 1860, Sir Charles Wood, 
the Secretary of State for India, forwarded Canning's Minute 
to the Colonial Office with a covering letter to the effect that he 
entirely concurred in it.(41) 

The transfer had now been agreed upon in principle by the 
two departments most immediately concerned, and it only remain
ed to arrange the details. What at first sight appeared a simple 
matter turned out to be exceedingly difficult. The War Office and 
the Treasury were drawn into the negotiations, and for the next 
seven years the four departments were busily engaged in inunda
ting one another with endless demands and (counter-demands 
until at times the whole problem appeared hopeless of solution. 
The Transfer proved to be as many-headed as Hercules' Hydra, 
and with an equal facility for. growing new heads to replace any 
which were lopped off after many weary strokes of the pen. To 
detail at length the course of these complicated negotiations would 
be as involved as it would be uninstruetive, and only a summary is 
therefore given. 

Late in 1859 the India Office had sanctioned the construction 
with funds from the Indian Treasury of the Tanglin Barracks at 
Singapore; and in 1860 it began to demand that since the Imperial 
Government would reap the sole benefit from them, the cost of 
their erection should be refunded. The Colonial Office refused 
to pay for the half-finished barracks, on the ground that the 
India Office had begun their construction after it knew that the 
transfer was probable. The Treasury also opposed repayment 
because it would have been at its expense. Many months elapsed 
during which the three departments exchanged letters, or varied 
proceedings by compiling memoranda for one another's use. The 
War Office soon added its quota to the flood of correspondence. 
I t was by no means assured that the Singapore garrison was suffi
cient for the city's defence, and until this matter was satisfactorily 
settled, it refused to assent to the transfer. The force which would 
have contented the War Office would have been so expensive as 
greatly to increase the annual deficit in the Straits' budget. This 
would have to be made good by the Treasury', so it refused to 
consent to the transfer until assured that the Straits could pay for 
their own defences, and not be a burden on the British exchequer. 

(40) P. P., H. of C. 259 of 1862, pp. 12-15. (Vol. XL). 
(41) Ibid., 25. 
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At the same time another complication was introduced by the 
India Office. I t demanded that the Colonial Office should make 
itself responsible for the public debt of the Settlements. This 
public debt consisted largely of loans made to the Straits Settlements 
from the funds of minors and suitors of the Company, which had 
been entrusted to it for investment. The debt had arisen in the 
following manner. To avoid the inconvenience of drawing drafts 
upon the Indian Treasury to make good the annual deficits the 
Directors had ordered that the deficits should be covered by loans 
made to the Straits in the form of bonds bearing interest at 4 
per cent. The Colonial Office regarded the public debt as a debt 
of the Indian Government, since the amount had been lent by its 
orders to save itself from inconvenience, and therefore refused 
to make itself liable for it. The India Office declined to agree, and 
by 1863 the negotiations had come to a deadlock. (42) 

Meanwhile Singapore was not idle. I t sent many petitions 
to Parliament in which it laboured to prove that the revenue of 
the Straits Settlements was amply sufficient to cover expenses, 
so that the Imperial Treasury would not have to provide annual 
subsidies. On January 1, 1863, the Government of India imposed 
Stamp Duties upon the Settlements, to hasten the transfer by 
making the revenue balance the expenses. The tax was very pro
ductive, and the petitions urged that its favourable result should 
be sufficient to allay the fears of the Imperial Treasury. (43) 
The Old Singaporeans were also active. They organized deputations 
to wait upon members of the Cabinet, and inundated them with 
reams of statistics proving that the Straits were self-supporting. (44) 
John Crawfurd did especially useful service, and his memoranda 
appear to have had great influence with the Colonial Secretary. 
(45) 

In 1863 an attempt was made to end the deadlock by appoint
ing a Commission to inquire into the advisability of transferring 
the Straits Settlements to the Colonial Office. The members were 
three in number, an engineer officer chosen by the War Office, 
a member of the government of Singapore nominated by the India 
Office, and a member of the Colonial Civil Service. The Colonial 
Office appointed Sir Hercules Robinson, the Governor of Hong 
Kong, who was about to leave for England on leave. The Com
mission was ordered especially to investigate the state of the 
fortifications and barracks at Singapore, the probable cost of their 
completion, and the number and character of the garrison required 
for the Straits. (40) The Treasury impressed upon Sir Hercules 
Robinson that the primary object of the inquiry was to determine 

(42) Ibid. 24-25, 29-39, 70-75. Command Pape r [3672] of 1866, p . 
19. (Vol. L I I ) . 

(43) Ibid. 3-4. Buckley, " S i n g a p o r e , " I I , 773. 
(44) Ibid., 768 and 771. 
(45) P . P. , H. of C. No. 259 of 1862, pp . 6-9, 44-53, (Vol. X L ) . 
(46) Command Paper [3672] of 1866 pp . 8-9, (Vol. L I I ) . 
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whether the Straits Settlements could defray their own expenses 
without involving any charge upon it. He was informed that 
under no circumstances would the Government sanction any contri
bution towards its revenues. (47) 

Sir Hercules Robinson, the principal member of the Com
mission, arrived at Singapore on December 4, 1863, and remained 
there several weeks. In his report he strongly advocated the 
transfer and considered that the local revenues were amply sufficient 
to meet all legitimate calls upon them. The Public Debt, had been 
used as a means to diminish the annual deficits which otherwise 
the Indian Government must have paid; and he therefore consider
ed that it was an Indian liability. " The Straits Settlements could 
not with fairness, I think, be. now asked to refund the amount, 
any more than they could be expected to repay the deficits of 
former years." He regarded the annual deficits as the result of 
unfairly charging the Straits with various items of expenditure 
which ought to have been defrayed by India, such as the cost of 
maintaining the convicts sent there from the three Presidencies. 
If this practice were reversed, the revenues, greatly increased by 
the Stamp Act of 1863, would more than cover the expenses, 
so that there would be no charge on the Imperial Treasury. (48) 

The Colonial Office agreed with Sir Hercules' conclusions; 
and the War Office also (accepted with a few alterations the Com
mission's plan for the defence of the Straits. (49) The Treasury 
still opposed the transfer. It held that the estimate of the future 
surplus of revenue over expenditure given by the report, about 
£10,000, was so small, that it demanded assurances that if neces
sary the revenue could be increased so that the Imperial Treasury 
would not have to make good any deficits. (50) Accordingly, on 
September 19, 1864; and February 1, 1865, Crawfurd and other 
Singaporeans in London sent memoranda to the Colonial Office 
demonstrating with a wealth of statistics that Singapore's revenue 
would so increase with expanding trade that the Treasury's fears 
were groundless. (51) 

At length the interminable negotiations were drawing towards 
a close. In March 1865 the India Office, with the approval of the 
Treasury, finally accepted the Colonial Secretary's proposal that 
the Colonial Office was never to be called upon to repay the Public 
Debt to India.(52) Meanwhile however the War Office had decided 
that a larger garrison was necessary; and it was not until April 21, 
1866, that it agreed to accept the amount of £50,000 a year 
proposed by the Coloni'al Office as the annual contribution of the 

(47) Ibid. 9. 
(48) Ibid., 9, 19. 
(49) Ibid., 26, 28-29. 
(50) Ibid. 27-28. 
(51) Ibid. 30-35. 
(52) Ibid. 36-38. 
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Straits Settlements towards the cost of their defence. The full 
cost of the garrison was £70,000 but it was felt that since part 
of the troops were maintained in the Straits for Imperial purposes 
it wrould be unfair to compel the colony to pay for them.(53) 
The objections of the War and India Offices had now been silenced; 
but the Treasury was still in the field. I t discovered that the 
£50,000 for defence did not cover such items as the cost of 
transport, stores, etc. and on May 12, 1866, it demanded that the 
Straits Settlements' contribution towards their defence should 
be £59,300 a year.(54) The Colonial Office consented, on the 
condition that the amount should be revised after five years. 
(55) To this the Treasury agreed, and on June 2, 1866, it consented 
to the transfer of the Straits Settlements to the Colonial Office. 
(56) On August 10, 1866, an Act was passed to transfer the 
Straits Settlements from the control of the India to the Colonial 
Office; and on April 1, 1867, the Indian Government formally 
transferred the Straits Settlements to the Crown.(57) 

British Malaya owes a debt of gratitude to the East India 
Company. I t is true that the prosperity to which it had attained 
in 1867 was in large measure due to the unaided enterprise of 
the inhabitants. I t is true also that the policy of the Company 
was often timorous and short-sighted, and that from ignorance 
and absorption in the affairs of India it made serious anistakes. 
But it should not be forgotten that through its Malayan policy 
a great part of the Malay Peninsula was saved from falling into 
the hands of Siam; and that the Company established an able and 
just administration under which the Straits Settlements were 
free to build up their trade unhampered. While it is easy to 
contemn the Company for parsimony, it was not a little thing that 
for thirty-four years, from 1833 to 1867, the Indian Government 
supported a constant drain upon its finances to maintain a colony 
from which it derived no profit, and which paid hardly a penny 
in taxes. The history of the East India Company in the Straits 
Settlements is the story of a great trust, well and faithfully 
guarded. 

(53) Ibid., 36, 44-47. 
(54) Ibid., 48-49. 
(55) Ibid., 50. 
(56) Ibid. 51. 
(57) Buckley, "S ingapore ," II , 780. 
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Abbreviations used in the Notes. 

B. Pol Bengal Political Consultations. 
B. Pub Bengal Public Consultations. 
B. S. P . . Bengal Secret and Political 

Consultations. 
I. Pol India Political Proceedings. 
I. P. F Indian Political and Foreign 

Proceedings. 
I. Pub India Public Proceedings. 
S. S. R  Straits Settlements Records. 
P. P Parliamentary Papers. 
J . I. A . . .Journal of the Indian Archi

pelago. 
J . R. A. S. S. B Journal of the Straits Branch 

of the Royal Asiatic Society. 

J. PRIMARY SOURCES 

A. Documentary Material. 
The official records relating to the history of the Straits 
Settlements between 1786 and 1867 are all in the archives 
of the India Office. They are contained in the following sets 
of Records:— 

Sumatra Records, Volume 15. 
" The Diary and Proceedings of the Select Committee of 
Fort St. George in consequence of the orders of the Select 
Committee of the Honourable the Court of Directors, dated 
8 May, 1771, for forming a settlement at Acheen, etc." 
This volume contains the history of the abortive attempt to-
establish posts at Achin and Kedah in the years 1765 to 1776. 
I t was quoted in a partial and somewhat incorrect form by 
Colonial Institute. With this exception the incident was 
1840, and now deposited with his other papers at the Royal 
Colonial Institute. With this exception the incident was 
entirely forgotten until it was rediscovered a few years ago-
by Arnold Wright. A lull account of the episode is given 
in his book on the Malay Peninsula (v. infra). 

Straits Settlements Records—1786-1800, 1805-1830. 
Bengal Public Consultations 
Bengal Political Consultations. 
Bengal Secret and Political Consultations 
Despatches to Bengal 
Letters Received from Bengal 

1800-1855 
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These series also contain the records of the government of the 
Straits Settlements from 1805 to 1830, hut in practically 
every case the despatches are duplicates of those in the Straits 
Settlements Records. After about 1855 little material is-
to be found in the Bengal Records. 

India Public Proceedings 
India Political Proceedings 
India Political and Foreign Proceedings 
India Secret Proceedings 
Despatches to India and Bengal 
Letters Received from India and Bengal 

1830-1867 

From 1830 to 1855 most of the despatches in these records-
are duplicates of those in the Bengal Series, although they 
contain an increasing number not to be found there. After 
1855 they are almost the sole source of information. Oc
casional references to the Straits Settlements are also found 
in the 

India Financial Consultations 
India Home Consultations. 

Since the Directors required very full reports from their 
subordinates these records contain a vast amount of informa
tion on every phase of the government's activities. Every 
question is dealt with, from the most important to such 
clerk at a few rupees a month. I t not infrequently happens 
clerk at a few rupees a month. I t not infrequently happens 
however that a subject begun in one series is suddenly trans
ferred to another. Furthermore, many despatches were not 
entered in the records until several years after the date when 
they were written. The records moreover are incomplete; a 
number of despatches, some of them important, e.g., annual 
trade-returns, were either not transcribed in the records or 
have been destroyed. The Despatches to and from the Direc
tors contain a few letters of importance, e.g., declarations of 
policy; but they are chiefly of value as a summary of events 
and as giving the gist of more detailed reports which have 
disappeared. Most of the volumes were indexed at the time 
of writing, but in a few cases the documents referred to in 
the table of contents are missing. 

Burney Manuscripts. 
Presented to the Royal Colonial Institute, London, in 1921. 
They comprise a large number of despatches, letters, etc. 
dating from 1806 to 1840, relating to the official career of 
Colonel Burney, who negotiated the Treaty with Siam in 1826. 
The despatches are mostly duplicates of those in the India 
Office, but contain two or three not to be found there. 

B. Printed Material. 
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Parliamentary Papers. 
Very few parliamentary papers refer to the Straits Settle
ments. The exceptions are almost exclusively concerned with 
Rajah Brooke's career in Borneo, and with the transfer to 
the Colonial Office in 1867. The numbers and volumes of 
the various papers are given in the footnotes to the various 
chapters. 

Hansard's Parliamentary Debates. 
These refer principally to the attack on Sir James Brooke 
and the transfer of 1867. The references are given in the 
footnotes. 

Aitchison, C. U. 
" A Collection of Treaties, Engagements and Sanads, relating 
to India, and Neighbouring Countries. " Vol. I. 
Calcutta . . . . . . . . . . 1892. 
A semi-official publication giving the text of all treatises con
cluded before 1867. 

" Annual Reports on the Administration of the Straits Settle
ments, 1856-1867." 
This series is not to be found in any of the London libraries, 
with the exception of a volume in the India Office contain
ing the reports for 1860 to 1863. 

" Tabular Statements of the Commerce and Shipping of Singapore, 
Prince of Wales Island, and Malacca, for the official year 
1864-65. 
Calcutta . . . . . . . . . . 1866. 

Treaties Affecting the Malay States, Parts I and I I I . 
Singapore . . . . . . . . 1877. 

Newspapers. 
The files of the newspapers published in the Straits Settle
ments before 1867 are not to be found in London with the 
exception of a few copies in the India Office. These contain 
no additional information to that existing in the records. 

The English newspapers have a few references to the 
attack on Rajah Brooke, and the transfer of 1867. The re
ferences to them are given in the footnotes. 

II. JOURNALS OF LEARNED SOCIETIES. 

" Jou rna l of the Straits Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society" 
Singapore. . . . . . . . . 1878 ff. 
This is a most valuable and authoritative journal, containing 
a vast amount of information on every subject connected 
with British Malaya. Many of the articles are very exhaustive 
studies of local problems by leading Straits officials e.g. 
Swettenham, W. E. Maxwell, and Pickering. 

This Society has also published: 
" Miscellaneous Papers Relating to Indo-China and the Indian 

Archipelago." 
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Series i, Vols. I and I I , 1886. Series ii, Vols. I and I I , 1887. 
London. 
This is a reprint of rare pamphlets and articles relating to 
the Straits. I t contains some valuable information on the 
early history of Penang, and also Groeneveldt's work on the 
Chinese in the East Indies before 1600. The series was edited 
by Doctor Rost, the Librarian of the India Office. 

"Journal of the Indian Archipelago and Eastern Asia " ed. J . R. 
Logan. Vols. I-VIII, and New Series, Vol. I-IV. 
Singapore . . . . . . . . 1847-1859. 
This journal was one of the fruits of that keen interest in all 
matters Malayan which resulted from Raffles' researches, and 
did not die out until about 1860. I t is a most valuable mine 
of information on every subject connected with the East 
Indies and the Malay Peninsula. The enterprise was launched 
with the cordial approval of Governor Butterworth and the 
Bengial Government, and by special permission the Straits 
officials were permitted to contribute to it. (J.I.A. I, i : B. 
Pub., Range 13, Vol. 64: April 28, 1847, Nos. 26-28). Of 
especial value are the accounts of the Naning War and the 
Malacca Land problem by the officials at Malacca, and the 
history of Penang from 1786 to 1810. The articles on Penang 
were published anonymously, but are known to have been 

. written by Governor Blundell ( J . T. Thomson, " For East, 
I I , 1) . They contain many citations from the official records; 
and a comparison of the documents quoted with the originals 
has proved the absolute reliability of the quotations. The 
articles on Siamese and Malayan affairs, by Low, Newbold, 
etc. are also useful, but less trustworthy, and must be compared 
with other sources. 

" Le Moniteur des Indes Orientales et Occidentales: Recucil 
de Memoires et de Notices Scientifiques et Industriels, de 
Nouvelles et de Faits Importants Concernant les 
Possessions Neerlandaises d'Asie et d'Amerique." 
ed. F. de Siebold and Baron Melvill de Carnbee. 2 vols. 

The Hague and Batavia . . . . . . 1846-49. 
Contains a valuable account of piracy, based on the Dutch 
records, by Cornets de Groot, a Dutch official, which was 
reprinted as Command Paper (1390) of 1851. (Vol. LVI , 
Part I ) . 

"American Historical Review," Jan. 1899, pp. 254-71. 
Henry Morse Stephens. 

"Indian Antiquary, XLVII I , XLIX. 
S. C. Hill, "Episodes of Piracy, 1519-1851." pp. 

Malayan Miscellanies, Vol. I. 
Bencoolen . . . . . . . . 1820. 
Contains J . Hunt's valuable report on Sulu, made to Raffles 
in 1815. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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"Noctes Orientales: Being Essays Bead before the Straits Philo
sophical Society between 1893 and 1910. 
Singapore . . . . . . . . 1913. 

United Service Journal—Sept. 1835. London. 

III. SECONDARY SOURCES 

Owing to the fact that the books written on the Straits Settle
ments are usually general works, it is impossible to give a 
bibliography of each chapter, since the lists would be largely 
identical. 

Abdullah Munshi. 
" Translations from the Hikayit Abdullah (bin Abdulkadar) 
Munshi." 

by J . T. Thomson, F.R.G.S. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1874. 
The life of Abdullah, an educated Malay and the protege of 
Raffles. It gives a very vivid, amusing and sometimes valuable 
picture of early days at Singapore. 

Anderson, John. 
"Political and Commercial Considerations relative to the 
Malayan Peninsula and the British Settlements in the Straits 
of Malacca." 
Penang . . . . . . . . . . 1824. 
This book, by one of the principal officials at Penang, giveis 
a very unfavourable account of the Company's treatment of 
Kedah. The author bases his statements on extracts from 
the government records. Most of the documents which he 
cites are in the Straits Settlements Beeords, Vols. 103, and 83. 
This is the work which was authorized and highly praised 
by Governor Fullerton, and which greatly influenced him in 
the formulation of his strongly anti-Siamese attitude. The 
book was printed for the use of Government, and wais sup
pressed soon after its appearance, (S. S. B., Vol. 96: Dec. 
16, 1824). Anderson is reliable where he quotes from the 
government archives; 'but apart from this he must be used 
with caution, as his extreme anti-Siamese views lead him 
to exaggerate the validity of the Malay states' claims to 
independence. 

Anon. 
" The Borneo Question, or the Evidence Produced at Singa
pore before the Commissioners charged with the inquiry into 
the facts relating to Sir James Brooke, K.C.B." 
Singapore . . . . . . . . 1854. 
A lengthy account of the sittings of the Commission which 
exonerated Brooke, apparently published by his friends. 

Anson, Major-General Sir Archibald E. H. 
" About Others and Myself, 1745 to 1920." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1920. 
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Baring-Gould, S. and Bampfylde, C. A. 
" A History of Sarawak under its Two White Rajas, 1839-
1908." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1909. 
The official account of Sarawak, by a member of the Bajah's 
administration and based on the Sarawak records, it appears 
to be accurate and valuable. 

Begbie, Captain  P . J . , M a d r a s Artillery. 
" The Malayan Peninsula, Embracing its History, Manners 
and Customs of the Inhabitants, Politics, Natural History, 
etc. from its Earliest Records." 
Madras (?) . . . . . . . . 1834, 
I t gives a good account of the Dutch regime at Malacca, 
with (accurate quotations from the Dutch archives, and has 
also a long account of the Naning War (in which the author 
took part) , the foundation of Singapore, etc. The book is 
trustworthy except in minor points, where it is often unreli
able. I t contains much information which cannot now be 
found elsewhere. 

Belcher, Captain Sir Edward, R.N., C.B., F.R.A.S., F.G.S., etc. 
" Narrative of the Voyage of H.M.S. Samarang during the 
year 18-13-46. Employed Surveying the Islands of the 
Eastern Archipelago." 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . 1848. 

Bird, Isabella L. (Mrs. Bishop). 
" T h e Golden Chersonese and the Way Thither." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1883. 

Boulger, D. C. 
' The Life of Sir Stamford Raffles " 
London . . . . . . . . . . J 897. 
A very detailed and valuable work based on much pains
taking and accurate research. 

Braddell, T. 
" Statistics of the British Possessions in the Straits of Malacca, 
with Explanatory Notes." 
Penang . . . . . . . . . . 1861. 
A valuable compilation by a Straits official. Some of the 
statistics on trade and population cannot be found elsewhere. 

Brooke, Charles. 
" Ten Year's in Sarawak." 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1866, 

Brooke, Sir James, K.C.B. 
" A Letter from Borneo, with Notices of the Country and 
its Inhabitants." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1842. 
A letter written for publication, to obtain popular support 
for Sarawak. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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Brooke, Sir James, K.C.B. 
" A Vindication of his Character and Proceedings in Reply 
to the Statements Privately Printed and Circulated by Joseph 
Hume, Esq., M.P." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1853 
" The Private Letters of Sir James Brooke, K.C.B. Rajah 
of Sarawak, Narrating the Events of his Life from 1838 to 
the Present Time. " 3 Vols. Edited by J.C. Templer. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1853. 

Brooke, Lady, Ranee of Sarawak. 
" My Life in Sarawak. " 
Preface by Sir Frank Swettenham. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1918. 

Buckley, C. B. 
" An Anecdotal History of Old Times in Singapore, from 
1819 to 1867." 2 vols. 
Singapore . . . . . . . . 1902. 
The most valuable work hitherto published on the early history 
of Singapore, it is largely a compilation of extracts from 
the official records, early newspapers, family papers of old 
residents, etc. I t contains much information which cannot 
be found elsewhere. The documents quoted have in scores of 
instances been compared with the originals, and in every 
case! Buckley's work has been found accurate. Its value 
however is much lessened because it is written in the style 
of a chronicle, important and trivial matters being jumbled up 
together. 

Burney, Colonel Henry. 
Burney MSS., DIX and DXXVI. These manuscripts, now 
in the Royal Colonial Institute Library are a full and an 
abridged copy of an account written in 1841 of the Company's 
relations with Siam and Kedah from 1786 to 1840. The 
original was given to the Directors, who praised it highly 
(Despatches to India and Bengal, Vol. 29, p. 1030: Dec. 31, 
1841). The manuscripts quote copiously and accurately 
from the official records, and are a vigorous defence of the 
Company's Kedah policy. The Colonel's inferences however 
must be checked by other authorities, as he was a member 
of the pro-Siamese faction in the Straits, and omitted some 
documents which told against his case. The paper has ap
parently never been printed. 

Cambridge Modern History, Vol. V. 
Cambridge . . " . . . . . . 1908. 

Cameron, John, 
" Our Tropical Possessions in Malayan India, being a Des
criptive Account of Singapore, Penang, Province Wellesley, 
and Malacca; their People, Products and Government." 
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London . . . . . . . . . . 1865. 
A very useful account of the Straits Settlements as they were 
in 1864. Cameron lived in Singapore c. 1850-1881. 

Cavenagh, General Sir Orfeur, K.C.S.I. 
" Reminiscences of an Indian Official." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1884. 
The autobiography of the last Indian Governor of the Straits. 
" A striking and faithful picture of administration." (H. M. 
Stephens, " American Hist. Review," Jan. 1899, p. 263.) 

Chamerovzow, L. A. 
"Borneo Facts versus Borneo Fallacies: an Inquiry into the 
Alleged Piracies of the the Dyaks of Serebas and Sakarran." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1851. 
A virulent attack on Rajah Brooke. 

"Chinese Repository", 19 vols. 1832-1851. 
A journal of semi-missionary character, devoted to the pub
lication of papers on Chinese affairs, it contains much in
formation regarding Chinese piracy. 

Clifford, Sir Hugh. 
" East Coast Etchings." 
Singapore . . . . . . . . 1896. 
" In Court and Kampong: being Tales and Sketches of Native 
Life in the Malay Peninsula." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1897. 
" Studies in Brown Humanity." 
London . . . . . . . . . 1898. 
"Fur the r India: being the Story of Exploration from the 
Earliest Times in Burmah, Malaya, Siam and Indo-China." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1904. 
" Malayan Monochromes." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1913. 
Clifford's works are very valuable for an understanding of 
Malay character, and of the feudal type of Society which 
prevailed in the Malay States before British intervention. 

Colonial Intelligencer, or Aborigines' Friend." London. 
Vol. I I , March and April 1850. 
Vol. III, June 1850. 
Vol. I, New Series, 1855. 

The organ of the Aborigines' Protection Society, it con
tains violent attacks on Rajah Brooke. 

Crawfurd, John, F .RS. , F.G.S., F.L.S., etc. 
'" History of the Indian Archipelago." 3 vols. 
Edinburgh . . . . . . . . 1820. 
" Journal of an Embassy from the Governor-General of India 
to the Courts of Siam and Cochin-China." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 18S8. 
"Descriptive Dictionary of the Indian Islands and Adjacent 
Countries." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1856. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society, 
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After Raffles' death Crawfurd was the leading English 
authority on the East Indies, where he served from 1808 to 
1826. His works are entirely trustworthy and very valuable 
where he describes contemporary conditions; but his account 
of the early history of Malaya is now obsolete. 

Currey, Commander E.H., R.N., 
" Sea Wolves of the Mediterranean." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1910. 
A useful study of the Barbary pirates in the sixteenth 
century. 

Dalrymple, A. 
" Oriental Bepertory." 2 vols. 1791-97. 

Danvers, F. C , 
" Report to the Secretary of State for India in Council on the 
Becords of the India Office." 
Vol. I, Pt , i London . . 1887. 

Davidson, G. F. 
"Trade and Travel in the Far East: or Becolleetions of 
Twenty-One Years Passed in Java, Singapore, Australia, and 
China." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1846. 

Earl, G.W., 
" The Eastern Seas in 1832-34." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1837 
Contains useful general account of piracy, although the minor 
details are often inaccurate. 

Egerton, H.E. 
" Sir Stamford Raffles." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1900. 
A valuable biography, well documented, and shorter than 
Boulger's work. 

Foggo, George, 
" Adventures of Sir James Brooke, K.C.B., Rajah of Sarawak, 
Devastation of Farms, Huts, and Plantations under Pretence 
of Checking Piracy." 
London . . . . . . . , , . 1853 
An attack on Brooke. 

Forrest, Captain Thomas, 
" A Voyage to New Guinea and the Moluccas from Balam-
bangan 1774-76." 
London . . ... . . ... , . 1779. 

Foster, Wm., 
Early Travels in India, 1583-1619." 
Oxford . . . . . . . . . . 1921. 

Foster, Wm., ed. 
" Letters Beceived by the East India Company from its Ser
vants in the East, 1602-1617." 6 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1896-1902. 
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The volumes have valuable introductions written by Foster, 
" T h e English Factories in India, 1618-1654. 
A Calendar of Documents in the India Office, British Museum, 
and Public Record Office." 13 vols. 
Oxford . . . . . . . . . . 1906-1916. 
Some of the volumes in this series are edited by Danvers and 
Miss Sainsbury, but the introductions are all by Foster. 
They give a valuable summary of the Company's History. 

Gaffarel, P., 
" L 'Algerie." 
Paris . . . . . . . . . . 1883. 
Contains a useful account of the Barbary pirates. 

Graham, W. A., 
" Kelantan, a State of the Malay Peninsula." 
Glasgow . . . . . . 1908. 
A valuable account which must, however, be compared with 
other works, as the author was a Siamese official, and takes 
the point of view that Kelantan was indubitably a Siamese 
dependency. 

Hill, S. C., 
An Unpublished manuscript which is a compilation of the 
records of every piratical episode in the East Indies which 
the editor has discovered in the course of many years' in
vestigation. A most exhaustive and accurate work. 

Hume, Joseph, M. P., 
" A Letter to the Bight Honourable the Earl of Malmesbury  
Her Majesty's -Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs." 
London . .* . . * . . . . . . 1852. 
An attack on Brooke. 

Hunter, Captain Charles, R. X., 
ed. Sir Spenser St. John. 

" T h e Earlier Adventures of a Naval Officer." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1906, 
" The Adventures of a Naval Officer." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1905. 
An account of Lanun piracy, c. 1845-50. If it were not that 
so unimpeachable an authority as St. John (Preface to both" 
volumes) vouches for the truth of these books, one would be 
inclined to dismiss them as romances. 

Ireland, A., 
" T h e Far Eastern Tropics: Studies in the Administration 
of Tropical Dependencies." 
Boston . . .  . . . . . . 1905. 

Jacob, Miss G. L., 
" The Raja of Sarawak: an Account of Sir James Brooke, 
K.C.B., L.L.D., Given chiefly through Letters and Journals." 
2 vols. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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London . . . . . . ... • . 1876. 
A very detailed arid well-documented work. 

James, Commander Henry, R.N., 
ed. Lieut. E.G. Testing, R.K, 
" A Midshipman in search of Promotion." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1899. 
A brief account of the suppression of piracy, c. 1830-35, 
compiled from James' diary, and his family's recollections 
of his reminiscences. 

Keppel, Admiral the Honourable Sir Henry, G.C.B. 
" T h e Expedition to Borneo of H.M.S. " D i d o " for the 
Suppression of Piracy: with Extracts from the Journal of 
James Brooke, Esq., of Sarawak."' 2 vols. ed. I I I . 
There is also in the British Museum Library a rare proof 
copy of Volume I of this work published in 1845, which 
apparently belonged to Wise. It contains some extracts from 
Brooke's " Journa ls" which Wise suppressed in the 1817 
edition. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1847. 
" A visit to the Indian Archipelago, in H.M.S. " Maeander", 
with portions of the Private Journal of Sir James Brooke, 
K.C.B.". 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1853. 
" A Sailor's Life under Four Sovereigns." 3 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1899. 
Keppel's works give a very valuable account of the British 
suppression of piracy in Brunei and of Brooke's career in 
Sarawak. 

Lane-Poole, Stanley, 
" The Barbary Corsairs." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1890. 

Leith, Sir George, 
" A Short Account of the Settlement, Produce and Commerce, 
of Prince of Wales Island, in the Straits of Malacca." 
London . . . . . . . . . . - 1804. 
A brief but useful account. Leith was Governor of Penang 
from 1800 to 1803. 

Low, Hugh, 
" Sarawak, its Inhabitants and Productions; being Notes 
during a Residence in that Country with H. H. the Rajah 
Brooke." 
A valuable account of Brunei in the early days of Brooke's 
A valuable account of Brunei in the early days of Brooke's 
rule written after Low had spent over two years in the 
country. Sir Hugh Low later became Resident of Perak, and 
introduced there Brooke's methods of native administration. 
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Low, Captain James. 
" A Dissertation on the Soil and Agriculture of the British 
Settlement of Penang, or Prince of Wales Island, in the 
Straits of Malacca, including Province Wellesley on the 
Malayan Peninsula. With Brief References to the Settle
ments of Singapore and Malacca." 
Singapore . . . .  1836. 
A useful account of agriculture in the Straits by an official 
who had been eighteen years at Penang. 

Lowell, A. Lawrence, 
" Colonial Civil Service, the Selection and Training of Colonial 
Officials in England, Holland and France." 
New York . . . . . . . . 1900. 

Lucas, Sir Charles P., K.C.B., K.C.M.G., 
" A Historical Geography of the British Colonies." 
Vol. I , 2nd ed. 
Oxford . . . . . . . . . . 1906. 
" The British Empire: Six Lectures." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1920. 

MacAlister, Captain Norman., 
" Historical Memoir Relative to Prince of Wales Island in the 
Straits of Malacca, and its Importance Political and Com
mercial." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1803. 
A useful but unduly eulogistic account, MacAlister had 
commanded the artillery at Penang since before 1793. 

McDougal, Harriette, 
Sketches of Our Life at Sarawak." 
London . . . . . . . . . . c. 1882. 
Contains little information. 

McNair, Major J . F. A., and Bayliss W.D., 
" Prisoners their Own Warders." 
Westminster . . .'. . . . . 1899. 
A history of the convict settlements in the Straits by the 
Superintendent of Convicts. 

Makepeace. W., Brooke, G. and Braddell, B. editors, 
" One Hundred Years of Singapore." 2 vols. 
London . . . . ..' . . . . 1921. 

Marsden, W., 
" History of Sumatra." 
London . . • . . . . . . . . 1783. 
" A Dictionary of the Malayan Language, to which is Prefixed 
a Grammar, with an Introduction and Praxis." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1812. 
The Praxis contains letters of Light and various Malay 
Sultans, some of which are in the early volumes of the Straits 
Settlements Records. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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" Memoirs of a Malayan Family, Written by Themselves." 
Trans, by Marsden. 
London . . . . . . . . • . . 1830. 

Maxwell, Sir P.B., 
" Our Malay Conquests." 
Westminster . . . . . . . . 1878. 

Moor, J .H. 
" Notices of the Indian Archipelago and Adjacent Countries." 
Part I. Singapore . . 1837. 
Part I I was never printed. The hook is a miscellaneous 
collection of articles relating to the East Indies. I t is valu
able principally because it contains extracts from the early 
issues of Singapore newspapers which are now lost. 

Morlev, John. 
""Life of Richard Cobden." 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1881. 

Mundy, Captain Rodney, R. N. 
" Narrative of Events in Borneo and Celebes down to the 
Occupation of Labuan; from the Journals of James Brooke, 
Esq. Together with a Narrative of the Operations of H.M.S. 
" Iris." 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1848. 
A very valuable work. I t supplements Keppel's books so 
that with them the complete story is given of the suppression 
of Borneo piracy, Mundy took a prominent part in these 
events. 

W. X. 
" Remarks on a Recent Naval Execution." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1850. 
One of the earliest pamphlets attacking Brooke. 

Newbold, Lieutenant T. J., 23rd Regt. M.L.I. 
"Political and Statistical Account of the British Settlements 
in the Straits of Malacca, viz. Penang, Malacca, and Singapore; 
with a History of the Malay States on the Peninsula of 
Malacca." 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1839. 
The standard work on British Malaya for forty years, it was 
frequently quoted as the last word in authority in the 
Straits Government's despatches. W.E. Maxwell described 
it in 1878 as " still by far the most valuable authority on 
Malay subjects in the English language" (J.R.A.S.S.B., J. 86). 
The book was the result of much painstaking and careful 
investigation of the government archives, the works of pre
vious European authorities, e.g. Raffles, Malay manuscripts, 
information derived from Straits officials and natives, and 

Newbold's own explorations in Negri Sembilan. He indicated 
his authorities for each chapter with considerable care, and 
was in this respect much superior to most of the other 
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Malayan writers of the period. Wilkinson's investigations 
have rendered obsolete much of his information on the Malay 
form of government. Newbold was also incorrect at times-
in matters of detail, and his (strong anti-Siamese prejudice 
occasionally obscured his judgment. With these exceptions-
a, study of the records and other authorities has shown that 
on the whole he is a very reliable and valuable authority. 

Osborn, Captain Sherard, B. N., C.B. 
" Quedah: or Strav Leaves from a Journal in Mala van 
Waters." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1857-
Osborn in his preface says the book is in the main a trans
cription of his diary for the years c 1835-40, written in 
1850 while searching for Sir John Franklin. I t presents a 
reliable and vivid picture of Malay piracy and the Kedah 
Revolt of 1838, in whose suppression Osborn took part. 

Phillips, W. A. 
" The Confederation of Europe, a Study of the European 
Alliance, 1813-1823." 2nd ed. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1920, 

Playftair, Colonel Sir R.. L., H.M. Consul-General at Algiers. 
" The Scourge of Christendom; Annals of British Relations 
with Algiers Prior to the French Conquest." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1884. 
A detailed history of the Barbary Pirates, founded apparently 
on much documentary research. 

Popham, Captain (late Admiral) Sir Home. 
" A Description of Prince of Wales Island, in the Straights-
of Malacca; with its Real and Probable Advantages and 
Sources to Recommend it as a Marine Establishment." 
London . . ... . . . . . . 1805. 
Very valuable and reliable for its account of the influence 
of the naval motive in the foundation of Penang. Popham 
took part in some of the events he describes. 

Pryer, Mrs. W. B. 
" A Decade in Borneo." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1894. 
Has a reliable description of the last days of Lanun piracy. 

Raffles, Sir Thomas Stamford. 
" The History of Java," 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1817. 
" Statement of Services." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1824. 

Contains some valuable information on the foundation and 
early history of Singapore. 
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Raffles, Lady 
" Memoir of the Life and Public Services of Sir Thomas 
Stamford Raffles, F. B. S. etc. particularly in the Govern
ment of Java, 1811-16, and of Bencoolen and its Dependencies, 
1817-24; with Details of the Commerce and Besources of the 
Eastern Archipelago, and Selections from his Correspondence." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1830. 
Useful because of its extracts from Raffles' papers. 

Bead, W.H. C.M.G., K.N.I : 
" Play and Politics, Recollections of Malaya." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1901. 
The book was published anonymously, but it is known to have 
been written by Bead, who played an important part in the 
affairs of the Straits from 1841 to 1887 (Buckley, " Singa
pore," I, 367-69). Read was the agent of the Sultan of 
Johore from 1850 to 1877, and the book contains an account 
of the Johore Succession. There is also a valuable chapter 
on the Chinese Societies in Singapore. 

Ross, J.D., 
" T h e Capital of a Little Empire; A Descriptive Study of a 
British Crown Colony in the Far East." 
Singapore (?) . . . . . . . . 1898. 
Deals almost exclusively with the period since 1867. 

St. John, Horace. 
" The Indian Archipelago, its History and Present State." 
2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1853. 
The account; of piracy is useful, but badly arranged. 

St. John, Sir Spenser. 
" Life in the Forests of the Far East," 2 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1862. 
A very valuable and reliable account of Brunei, c. 1840-50. 
St. John became the Secretary of Rajah Brooke in 1848, in 
1855 he was appointed H. M. Counsul-General in Borneo 
and he also served at Labuan. While a staunch friend of 
Brooke, he was in no sense a blind partisan, but an impartial 
narrator. The work is based on his own diaries, and those 
of Sir Huge Low. 
" The Life of Sir James Brooke, Rajah of Sarawak, from his 
Personal Papers and Correspondence." 
London . . . . . . . . . . 1879. 
An impartial and valuable account by one who had taken 
part in many of the events he described. In some minor 
points additional information is to be found in Miss Jacob's 
" Life of Brooke." 

Sainsbury, Miss E. B., ed. 
" A Calendar of the Court Minutes of the East India Company, 
1640-43." 
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Intro, by W. Foster. 
Oxford . . . . . . . . . . 1909. 

Sainsbury, W. N., ed. 
" Calendar of State Papers, Colonial Series, East Indies, China 
and Japan, 1513-1624." 3 vols. 
London . . . . . . . . 1862-1878. 
Contain valuable introductions on early English trade with 
the East. 

Schlegel, Gustave. 
" Thian Ti Hwui. The Hung League, or Heaven-Earth 
League, A Secret Society with the Chinese in China and 
India." 
Batavia . . . . ...• . . . . 1866. 
Pickering, who was well acquainted with the Hung League, 
considered that " any European who will take the trouble 
to thoroughly digest M. Schlegel's invaluable work . . . .wi l l 
know more of the origin, ceremonies and ostensible objects 
of the Thien Ti Hui than nine out of fen of the Masters 
of Lodges in the Straits Settlements." (J.B.A.S.S.B. I, 6 4 ) ; 
and quoted it frequently in his own account. Schlegel was 
the Chinese Interpreter to the Batavian Government, which 
turned over to him for the purpose of writing this book all 
the documents concerning the Hue seized by the Dutch 
police. Other documents were given him by Europeans and 
the information in Newbold and other writers was also used. 
Owing to the fear of the Leage, Schlegel could not obtain 
the assistance of a single Chinese. (Preface). The work is 
supplemented by Pickering's accounts (J.R.A.S.S.B., I and 
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A P P E N D I X . 
By C. O. BLAGDEN, M.A., D. Litt., 

Malay Documents relating to the Naning War. 
Introductory Note. 

The Malay documents here collected throw considerable light 
on the events which led to the outbreak of hostilities between 
Naning and the East India Company. The real ultimate cause 
of the trouble was undoubtedly the peculiar status of Naning.  In 
the eyes of the Company it was a vassal territory, whose ruler 
owed his position entirely to delegation from them; and that is the 
true historical and technically legal view, as is amply proved by 
the Dutch treaty of 1641 as well as by the British one of 1801. 
But in the eyes of Menangkabau and Malay inhabitants of Naning 
their Penghulu, who with his four heads of clans or Sukus, was the 
de facio ruler of the territory in all general matters of internal 
administration, was invested with the attributes of sacrosanotity 
with which Malay rulers are credited,* and he belonged to a 
family that had given rulers to Naning for a considerable time. 

It must, therefore, be admitted that though the Company was 
entitled to impose its will on the Penghulu, within the full limits 
of his engagements, it might have been well advised to exercise 
a more careful and skilful diplomacy in the process. As to that 
matter, the tone and tenour of their correspondence with him need 
comment. Further, although it cannot be denied that the Peng
hulu showed contumacy, he was at the beginning of the long drawn 
out dispute merely holding on to the rights secured to Naning by 
the treaty of 1801 ; it was the Company that was endeavouring 
to abrogate those rights. Their objects were primarily financial.. 
After the definite establishment of British rule in Malacca in 
1825 the Company's officials proceeded to look into ways and 
means. Ultimately they bought out most of the " tithe impro
priators " of Malacca, and made a pretty poor bargain of it. 
They hoped to get the Naning tithe at a cheaper rate. It had 
been expressly waived in the treaties of 1641 and 180! but the 
theoretical right to it might be regarded as still sullisting and 
held in reserve. In the event, the process of acquiring it cost 
the Company, in all probability, a good deal more than the fee-
simple value, at that period, of all the lands of Naning. Of the 
moral aspect of the transaction it is unnecessary to speak. 

The arbitrary attitude of the Company's officials' is suf
ficiently illustrated by the way in which they handled the final 
dispute, whereon they elected to proceed to extremities. Among 

* Newbold, Political and Statistical Account of the British Settlements 
in the Straits of Malacca, Vol. I, p. 223. 
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the tithe impropriators was one Enche' Surin, who owned the 
tithes of a tract of land in Malacca territory bordering on the 
Naning frontier and duly marked in a map contained in Moor's 

Notices of the Indian Archipelago (Singapore, 1837) facing p. 
247. His right to collect the tithes had been commuted for an 
annual payment of 170 Sicca rupees.* But he must have been 
also the owner of a kawasan or occupancy holding, probably within 
the lands over which he had owned the tithes, and certainly also 
adjacent to the Naning border, and his rights in that capacity 
remained, of course, unimpaired by the commutation of his right 
to tithes. There were other landowners similarly situated, one of 
whom (a member of the de Wind family) possessed occupancy 
holdings at least down to the period 1890-94 within the limits 
of the very large area of wrhich his ancestor J . B. de Wind had 
been tithe impropriator. In October 1830 Surin complained to 
the Resident Councillor that the Penghulu of Nainng's men 
had trespassed on his land and taken fruit from his duku trees, 
whereupon the Resident Councillor required the Penghulu ,to 
ascertain the facts, and, if they were as stated, make restitution, 
adding that even if the land were on Naning territory it was 
nevertheless under the jurisdiction of the British Crown, a remark 
entirely irrelevant to the merits of the case. The Penghulu 
promptly replied claiming that the trees in question were not 
on Surin's land at all but on land which had been for a long time 
in his own possession and that he had taken no dukus belonging 
to Surin, the land being within the Naning frontier. 

Here was a claim of right and a plain issue of fact. One 
would have thought that the Resident Councillor's next step 
would be to have an enquiry made on the spot or at least to 
take the evidence of witnesses intimately acquainted with the 
local circumstances. Instead of that, he proceeded to bully the 
P'enghulu and entered into a hectoring and acrimonious corres
pondence containing threats of punishment and eventual deposi
tion ; and it is only weeks later that we get a hint that some local 
enquiry, of a quite ex parte nature, was attempted, the results of 
which are not stated. The Resident Councillor's main argument, 
apart from threats, was that the Malacca Government records 
proved Surin to have an ancient holding, a fact which the Peng
hulu had never denied and which was beside the point: the issue 
was, were the disputed fruit trees on that holding, or not? In 
short, anything more unjudicial than the Resident Councillor's 
procedure in this matter can hardly be imagined. The upshot 
was the first campaign against Naning in August 1831, which was 
carried on with such ineptitude that it failed miserably. The 
second campaign begun in January 1832, retrieved at any rate 

* Journa l of the R. A, S., Straits Branch (1884), No. XII I , p. 196, 
(Appendix p. xxviii). The commutation took effect as from the 1st of July 
1827. (Newbold, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 162). 

.1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 



296 BRITISH MALAYA 1824-1867 

the military reputation of the Company. The fullest account of 
these operations is given in Begbie's The Malayan Peninsula, pp. 
163-260. 

There is probably no one alive now who was living in Naning 
or Malacca during that war, but in 1895 an old Malay woman, in 
the witness-box of the Alor Gajah police court, by way. of giving 
an approximate statement of her age, told me that as a child she 
had been taken by her parents into the jungle on account of the 
panic caused by the British invasion. This would probably refer 
to the second campaign, as in the first one the panic was mainly 
on the other side. 

The Malay documents here appended and abstracted form 
part of a large collection extending down to July 1853, but after 
August 1845 they consist mostly of short formal letters to peng-
hulus of Malacca villages ordering them to bring parties or 
witnesses to attend the courts. Only the earlier ones are of his
torical interest; and I have confined the present selection to those 
which seemed to have a direct bearing on the affairs of Naning, 
and particularly on the origin and conduct of the Naning war. 
The documents are in book form, written in the Arabic character,, 
and were evidently copied a long time ago from a file of Malay 
correspondence in the office of the Resident Councillor at Malacca. 
The collection was presented, probably about thirty years ago, 
to the late Archdeacon Dunkerley, at one time chaplain at Malacca,, 
by his Malay munshi. With the Archdeacon's permission, given 
some years after his retirement from the Straits, I copied the more 
interesting documents, hoping to be able to use them eventually 
as an Appendix to a work on the history of the times. The 
occasion having now arrived, I am glad to have been permitted 
to avail myself of it. At the time I must here record my great 
indebtedness to my lamented friend the Archdeacon, and also to-
his widow, who was good enough to allow me to retain the Malay 
originals, which were still in my possession at the time of the 
Archdeacon's death, and perhaps I may be permitted to inscribe 
this Appendix to his memory. 

Documents. 

I. 

16 July 1801, Lieutenant-Colonel Aldwell Taylor, British 
Resident and Commandant, Malacca, to Raja Merah Dol 
Sa'id of Naning. 

Appointing Dol Sa'id to be Captain* over all the Menang-
kabau, Malay, and other inhabitants of Nailing and its 
dependencies, subject to the suzerainty of the Company at Malacca, 

* Captain is also the title given to the principal chief of Nailing in the-
Dutch treaty of 1641. I t had probably been taken over from Portuguese 
times. 
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and directing him to carry out any instructions he might receive 
from the Resident in Council or the Resident alone on pain of 
annulment of the present investiture. 

Lieutenant- Colonel Aldwell Taylor Gobernador Commandant 
yang semayam di-atas takhta kerajaan kota negeri Melaka yang 
di-atas Raja Merah Dol Sa'id* yang tetap di-dalam Naning 

Kita menyatakan ya-itu-lah yang menjadi keperchayaan ka-
pada bangsa Inggeris dengan tiada kechelaan-nya lagi dengan 
kepandaian maka kitapun mengangkat-lah dengan penguasaan 
kita meletakkan ka-pada pangkat Kapitan atas sakalian  bangsa 
Menangkabau dan Melayu dan barang sa-bagai-nya di-dalam tanah 
Naning serta taalok-nya sakalian yang di-bawah taalok Melaka 
tanah Kompeni Inggeris datang-lah dia dari-pada kuasa kita 
dengan kebesaran yang patut atas sakalian orang Menangkabau 
dan barang sa-bagai-nya dan sakalian-nya itu hendak-lah memberi 
hormat dan mulia baik yang hadzir baik yang datang. 

Demikian lagi Kapitan hendak-lah berlengkap dan bersedia 
serta datang jua sa-suatu perentah dan idzin dari-pada pehak 
sinja azadi ya-itu Gobernador dengan segala hakim-nya serta yang 
dari-pada Tuan sendiri sa-lama ada-nya di-sini ta'dapat tiada 
apabila tiada juga mengikut sia-sia-lah sahaja ini 

Maka kitapun memberi tapak tangan serta chap di-dalam 
kota Melaka surat ini terkarang ka-pada tarikh enam belas hari 
bulan July tahun sa-ribu dulapan-ratus satu sanat 1801 ya-itu 
hijrat sa-ribu dua-ratus enam-belas empat hari bulan Rabi'u-1-
awal sanat 1216. Tamat. 

I I . 

16 July 1801. Treaty entered into by Lieutenant-Colonel 
Aldwell Taylor, British Resident and Commandant,. 
Malacca, (on behalf of the Governor of Madras) with 
Seri Raja Merah Dol Sa'id, Lela Hulubalang, Orange 
Kaya Kechi', Membangun Kaya, Maharaja Nan Kaya r 

and Maulana Garang, chiefs of Naning, to be voluntarily 
sworn to. 

Or segala, or segala sahalian: the one word is written over the 

other:— 

—Evidently corrupt; possibly representing Sinyor 

Rade[n], "Councillors"? 
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(SUMMARY.)* 

Art. 1. The Captain and chiefs in the name of all the in
habitants of Naning voluntarily swear allegiance and obedience 
to the British Ruler, the Governor and Council of Madras, the 
Resident and officials of Malacca, and their successors, rejecting 
all previous engagements to the prejudice of the Company. 

Art. 2. Menangkabaus or Malays disobeying the orders of 
the Resident or his officials are to 'be delivered up by the Captain 
to Malacca for punishment. 

Art. 3. The Captain, chiefs, and inhabitants of Naning 
according to former custom paid a tithe of rice, paddy, and fruit 
to the Company, but in view of their poverty it shall suffice for 
the Captain or one of the chiefs to come once a year to Malacca 
in token of submission and pay half a koyan of paddy. 

Art. 4. Inhabitants of Naning desiring to go to Malacca are 
required to have passes with the Captain's chap, and similarly 
inhabitants of Malacca shall be required to have passes signed by 
the Shahbandar (by order of the Resident) or else they shall be 
sent back; but inhabitants of Malacca provided with passes can 
settle in Naning as cultivators, planting betel, etc., conforming 
themselves to local usage like other inhabitants. 

Art. 5. All t in brought from Seri Menanti, Sungai Ujong, 
and Rembau, etc., to Naning is to be sent to the Company at 
Malacca, payable at the rate of 44 dollars per bahara of 300 katis, 
to be paid in Surat rupees. 

Art. 6. All Surplus pepper exported from  Naning is to be 
delivered to the Company at 12 dollars per bahara. 

Art. 7. The Captain, chiefs, and people of  Naning must not 
trade with people of other states, but bring all their goods down 

* The English text of this document is printed as No. CXXXVIII in 
Aitchison's Treaties, Engagements and Sanads (1909), Vol. I I , pp. 465-68, 
and agrees substantially with the Malay text (which latter is not, however, 
a very good specimen of a translation). In the English text the names of 
the Malay parties are badly garbled. But it would seem to follow from it 
that the Orang Kaya Kechi' was called Musih (perhaps for Musa), the 
Membangun Kaya was named Konchil, and the Maharaja Nan Kaya 
was Sumuna (probably Sumun). The names of the signatories at the end 
are given under the forms "Dholl Syed, Belal Moren, Kantjuil, Soemoen, 
and Moulana Gunan." From a comparison of these various names and 
titles with the information given by Newbold (Political and Statistical 
Account of the British Settlements in the Straits of Malacca, Vol. I, 'p. 
238) and Begbie (The Malayan Peninsula, p. 148) it appears that the 
heads of the sukus or clans (themselves commonly called Sukus for short) 
were the Orang Kaya Kechi' (Mungkal), the Membangun Kaya (Tiga 
Batu) the Maharaja Nan Kaya (Semelenggang). The head of the Anak 
Malacca was the Dato' Andika, and it does not seem clear that they were 
represented at the signing of the treaty. Newbold (op. cit., Vol. I I , pp. 
454-59) also gives the English text of this treaty, with slight variations in 
the names of the parties. 
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the Malacca river, and not down the Penajeh (i.e. the Linggi 
river), on pain of fines and severe penalties.* 

Art. 8. If any of the chiefs resigns or dies, a qualified 
successor shall be proposed and come to Malacca, but not appointed 
pending the order of Government, which may appoint whom it 
wishes. 

Art. 9. Runaway slaves of the Company or of Malacca in
habitants escaping to Naning shall be immediately arrested and 
taken to Malacca, for which a payment of 10 dollars a head only 
shall be made. 

Art. 10. For runaway Naning slaves escaping to Malacca 
desiring to become Christians compensation shall be made to the 
owners of half their value as assessed by a Committee of two to be 
appointed by the Resident. 

Art. 11. Anyone taking Christian free persons or slaves of 
Malacca away, whether by force or with their consent, and selling 
them to Muslims or with a view to their circumcision or conversion, 
shall forfeit his life and goods. 

Art. 12. All runaway Malacca slaves then in Naning are 
to be delivered up to the Resident at Malacca. 

Art. 13. The Captain and chiefs in the name of all the 
inhabitants of Naning swear on the Koran to observe all the 
foregoing provisions and to arrest and deliver to the Company 
for punishment anyone transgressing them.—'Signed, and sealed 
with the Company's Seal. 

Sworn to in the Fort of Malacca, 16 July 1801. 
(The form of oath includes a promise to obey any future orders 
faithfully as loyal vassals). 
Perjanjian Sinyor Colonel Aldwell Taylor Go[be]rnador Com
mandant yang semayam di-atas takhta kerajaan kota negeri Melaka 
dengan segala hakim-nya memberi surat ka-pada Seri Raja Merah 
Kapitan Do[l] Sa'id dengan Lela Hulubalang dan Orang Kaya 
Kechi' dan Membangun Kaya dan Maharaja Nan Kaya dengan 
Maulana Garang pengetua di-Naning dengan segala daerah-nya 
memberi sumpah dengan suka-nya 

Perkara yang pertama 
Kapitan dengan penghulu yang tua-tua dengan nama segala 

orang Naning sudah-lah bersumpah dengan suka-nya dengan 
takhta kebesaran Tuan Besar di-Inggeris lagi dengan Tuan 
General di-Madras dengan segala hakim-nya lagi dengan 
Go[be]rnador dengan segala hakim-nya di-Melaka kemudian 
jikalau orang lain datang memerentah demikian juga tiada berubah 
jikalau dengan hati betul keperchayaan maka masing-masing i tu 

* The English text has, " o n pain of forfeiting their lives and pro
perty. " I t also penalises "holding any communication with such inland 
nat ion." 
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berbuat taalok-nya ka-pada takhta kebesaran di-Inggeris sudah 
menjadi keperchayaan maka hendak-lah segala orang itu memegang 
perkataan-nya atas taalok-nya ka-pada Kompeni maka segala 
orang itu jikalau bercherai-cherai dudok-nya atau bersama-sama 
perkataan yang telah di-ikrarkan itu jangan berubah ka-pada hati 
lagi hendak-lah segala orang itu muafakat bertegoh-tegoh dengan 
suatu kata seperti berhadapkan hati ka-pada Allah dan Rasul-nya 
jangan berubah dari-pada hati yang suchi seperti perjanjian dabulu 
sudah di-perbuat perniagaan ka-pada tempat lain bersakutu dengan 
Kompeni menjadi kerugian sekarang buangkan-lah pekerjaan itu 

Perkara yang kedua 
tiap-tiap segala orang Naning dari-pada anak Menangkabau 

atau anak Melayu jikalau melalui ordi Sinyor Go[be]rnador dengan 
segala hakim seperti yang tersebut itu maka hendak-lah Kapitan 
dengan segala penghulu bawa orang itu ka-Melaka ka-pada Sinyor 
Go[be]rnador akan di-beri (upah-nya) hnkum-nya* 

Perkara yang ketiga 
Kapitan dengan segala penghulu serta orang yang dudok di-

Naning dari-pada Menangkabau dan Melayu membayar ka-pada 
Kompeni beras padi atau buah-buahan ka-pada adat dahulu sa-
puloh satu maka kita sudah den gar dan kita lihat orang itu banyak 
miskin maka segala hakim berkata ka-pada Kapitan atau sa-orang 
penghulu di-surohkan ka-pada sa-tahun sa-kali datang menghadap 
tanda taalok-nya seraya membayar padi tengah koyan ka-pada 
pertama tanaman-nya jadi itu 

Perkara yang keempat 
segala orang yang dudok di-Naning yang masing-masing yang 

dudok ka-pada kampong halaman-nya jika orang itu hendak ka-
Melaka hendak-lah dengan suatu tanda idzin suatu surat dari-pada 
Kapitan dengan chap-nya supaya di-tunjokkan surat itu ka-pada 
Shahbandar demikian lagi jikalau orang Melaka hendak dudok 
di-Naning hendak-lah dengan suatu tanda surat dari-pada Shah
bandar dengan tapak tangan-nya dengan ordi Sinyor Go[be]rnador 
supaya di-tunjokkan ka-pada Kapitan jikalau tiada dengan tanda 
yang demikian jikalau orang Melaka di-suroh ia pulang ka-Melaka 
dan jikalau ia orang Naning di-suroh pulang ka-Naning yang 
sudah beroleh pula dan jikalau orang Melaka yang pergi dudok 
ka-Naning yang sudah beroleh idzin boleh ia dapat suatu tempat 
akan berbuat kebun-nya bertanam sireh atau barang sa-bagai di-
tanam-nya seperti adat orang sakalian berkebun demikian-lah adat 
perentah-nya 

Perkara yang kelima 
lagi Kapitan dengan penghulu sudah berkata hendak berjaga 

timah yang datang dari Seri Menanti dan Sungai Ujong dan dari 
Rembau datang ka-Naning atau dari tempat-tempat lain anak 

* This last is written under the former, presumably as a correction. 
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sungai-sungai hendak daya upayakan bawa ka-Naning di-hantarkan 
berbetul ka-Melaka ka-pada Kompeni maka orang yang empunya 
timah itu pada sa-bahara tiga-ratus kati akan di-beri harga-nya 
empat-puloh empat rial dengan timai di-beri rupiah Surati 

Perkara yang keenani 
lagi sudah kata lada semua yang keluar di-Naning jikalau 

ada sa-kira-kira boleh banyak atau terlebeh sedikit di-bawa dan 
di-beri harga-nya pada sa-bahara dua-belas rial 

Perkara yang ketujoh 
Kapitan dengan penghulu dengan segala orang Naning tiada 

boleh berniaga dengan orang dari negeri lain lagi hendak-lah 
semua-nya jualan-nya dan perniagaan-nya di-bawa-nya hilir dari 
Sungai Melaka jangan di-bawa ka-pada Sungai Penajeh berniaga 
dan tiada boleh berjual beli dengan oran,g lain negeri sahaja di-
larang-lah sa-kali jikalau dapat orang bagitu di-denda barang-
barang-nya la* [sic] kena hukuni di-atas berat-nya 

Perkara yang kedulapan 
lagi Kapitan dengan penghulu berkata kalau suatu penghulu 

datang ka-pada masa ia keluar atau pada hal mati maka hendak-
lah pada antara itu barang yang ada lebeh pengetahuan-nya yang 
terdekat Kapitan datang ka-Melaka ka-pada Sinyor Go[be|rnador 
dengan segala hakim tetapi orang itu tiada boleh di-namai Kapitan 
karna belum boleh ordi Sinyor Go[be]rnador dengan segala hakim 
maka barang siapa yang hendak di-jadikan-nya 

Perkara yang kesembilan 
barang siapa hamba Kombeni atau hamba-hamba orang di-

Melaka yang lari pergi ka-Naning atau ka-pada segala daerah-nya 
maka Kapitan dengan penghulu dengan segala orang di-tangkap 
segera sa-orang pun tiada boleh berehulas hendak-lah membawa 
orang itu ka-Melaka ka-pada tuan-nya di-beri upah-nya sa-kali 
sahaja sa-puloh rial 

Perkara yang kesapuloh 
segala hamba orang dari Naning yang lari ka-Melaka hendak 

masok Serani tuan-nya dapat sa-tengah harga-nya jika laki-laki 
atau perempuan demikian-lah adat-nya lagi »Sinyor Go [be jrnador 
memberi ordi ka-pada dua orang Kometirf berapa patut harga-nya 
hamba itu maka di-beri sa-tengah harga-nya 

Perkara yang kesabelas 
lagi barang siapa membawa Serani anak merdeheka atau hamba 

orang di-Melaka di-bawa-nya dengan keras-nya atau dengan suka-

* Orig. has here. 

Orig. has 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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nya minta bawa maka di-jual-nya ka-pada orang Islam atau 
hendak di-khatankan-nya atau ka-pada lain bangsa agama jikalau 
orang yang membawa itu akan kesalahan-nya hilang-lah badan-
nya orang tua dengan segala barang-barang-nya pun hilang-lah 
sa-kali 

Perkara yang keduabelas 
maka segala yang tersebut itu Kapitan dengan-penghulu sudah 

berkata dengan segala orang Naning bagaimana sudah sumpah 
dahulu itu hendak-lah di-pulangkan segala hamba orang yang lari 
dari Melaka yang ada di-sana semua-nya hendak-lah di-bawa ka-
Melaka pada Sinyor Go[be]rnador di-serahkan-nya 

Perkara yang ketigabelas 
Kapitan dengan segala penghulu dengan nama segala orang 

Naning sudah bersumpah pada Kuran al-adzim hendak memegang 
tegoh penchobaan dari Sinyor yang bergelar General dengan segala 
hakim-nya barang siapa tiada menurut ordi ini di-tangkap orang 
itu di-serahkan ka-pada Kompeni supaya dapat di-denda barang 
sa-patut-nya memberi kuat ordi ini maka membubohkan tapak 
tangan di-atas kertas ini dengan chap Kompeni Inggeris 

demikian-lah yang di-kerjakan bersumpah di-dalam bichara 
besar di-dalam kota negeri Melaka ka-pada tarikh enam-belas hari 
bulan July sanat 1801 ya-itu ka-pada tarikh empat hari buian 
Rabi'u-l-awal sanat 1216. 

kita Kapitan dengan tua-tua sudah berchakap bersumpah akan 
ganti segala penghulu dengan nama segala orang Naning akan 
baik ka-pada kita dengan segala orang karna Tuan Besar di-
Inggeris dengan Tuan Besar Kompeni di-Inggeris dengan Tuan 
Greneral serta hakim di-Madras dengan Tuan Go[be]rnador dengan 
segala hakim di-dalam negeri Melaka dari-pada betul hati dengan 
keperchayaan-nya di-beri-nya ordi ini apabila datang lagi ordi 
yang lian itu pun hendak-lah di-pegang dengan hati yang sachi 
tegoh-tegoh kita sakalian-nya akan jadi hati betul pada taalok ka-
pada Tuan-tuan itu. 

I I I . 

30 April 1825, Walter Sewell Cracroft, Resident, Malacear 
to the Penghulu of Naning. 

Informing the Penghulu of the writer's arrival at Malacca and the 
transfer of the settlements from Dutch to British sovereignty, 
an event to be notified to the neighbouring rulers; and enclosing 
a letter to be forwarded to Raja Ali, Yang di-pertuan [Muda] of 
Bembau, by the hand of some trustworthy person of Naning, who 
was to be instructed to convey the reply thereto to Malacca. 

* Here has been cancelled, 

Probably to be amended to itu. 
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Bahawa ini surat dari-pada Tuan Raja Mister Walter Cracroft 
Yang di-pertuan negeri Melaka serta dengan daerah-nya datang 
ka-pada Penghulu Naning Raja Merah 

kemudian dari-pada itu hendak-lah ketahui Penghnla ahwal 
kita sekarang telah tiba-lah kita ka-Melaka serta menerima negeri 
ini dari-pada orang Welandah serta menaikkan bendera Inggeris 
yang mulia di-dalam Melaka 

oleh sebab itu maka ada-lah kita berkirim surat ka-pada 
segala raja-raja yang hampir menyatakan hal yang sudah sampai 
di-dalam Melaka 

shahadan ada sa-puchok surat kita ka-pada Raja Ali Yang 
di-pertuan negeri Rembau ya-itu sudah kita hantarkan bersama-
sama dengan surat ini ka-pada Penghulu maka hendak-lah Peng
hulu surohkan sa-orang yang baik dari-pada Naning membawa 
pergi surat itu sampaikan ka-pada Raja Ali Yang di-pertuan 
Rembau sa-telah itu siapa-siapa yang Penghulu surohkan ka-
Rembau itu hendak-lah ia kembali hilir datang ka-pada kita serta 
membawa surat balasan dari-pada Yang di-pertuan Raja Ali itu 
intiha-l-kalam 

termaktub surat ini di-dalam negeri Melaka ka-pada sa-belas 
hari bulan Ramadzan sanat 1240 ya-itu tiga puloh hari bulan 
April sanat 1825. 

IV. 

8 Shawal 1240 (26 or 27 May 1825) : Walter Sewell Cracroft, 
Resident, Malacca, in conference with the Penghulu and 
Sukus of Naning at Malacca. 

Laying down the boundary of Naning with the territories subject 
to Johore* and Rembau, and instructing the Penghulu and Sukus 
to guard the boundary as being the limits of the territory delivered 
to the Company by the Dutch Commissioners (under the treaty 
of 1824) and neither to transgress those limits themselves nor 
allow any other persons to transgress them. 

Bahwa ka-pada dewasa ini Penghulu Naning Raja Merah serta 
keempat Suku Naning sudah datang ka-Melaka berjumpa dengan 
kita ya-itu Tuan MisterWalter Sewell Cracroft Yang di-pertukn 
negeri Melaka serta dengan segala daerah-nya 

sa-bermula maka ada-lah kita sudah menyatakan ka-pada 
Penghulu serta keempat Suku dari-pada hal segala bichara negeri 
Inggeris di-Naning yang baharu ini yang di-terima oleh kita 
dari-pada Tuan Komisaris Maharaja Welandah maka ini-lah 
sempadan antara tanah Kompeni Inggeris dengan tanah yang 

* This document treats Johol as being still under the suzerainty of 
the Sultan of Johore. Apart from this, Naning did not border on the 
territory of Johore at all. Cf. Aitchison, op. cit., Vol. IT, pp. 491-93 (CLI, 
CLII). 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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di-bawah perentah Sultan Johore dan Raja serta orang yang 
memerentah di-dalam negeri Rembau 

pertama dari Gunong Ledang jalan sa-belah matahari masok 
sampai sa-belah utara Bukit Belangkang* dari-pada jalan sampai 
sa-belah utara Bukit Batang Melaka dan dari sana jalan sampai 
sa-belah utara Bukit Putus dan dari-pada Bukit Putus sampai 
jalan Dusun Sungga dan Dusun Gapoh dan Dusun Feringgi dan 
dari-pada Dusun Feringgi jalan sampai Tampang Tengah dan 
dari sana jalan sampai kaki Gunong di-Rembau sa-Jauh-nya 
sampai kaki Gunong Kendong ya-itu di-tengah Gunong Besar 
itu dan dari-pada kaki Gunong Kendong§ jalan sa-belah utara 
Lanjut Manis dan Rumenia Chondong dan Paya(h) Belantai|| 
jalan sampai sa-belah utara Bukit Jelutong di-tepi Kuala 
Merebau dan dari-pada Kuala Merebau itu hilir Sungai Besar 
ada-nya 

shahadan lagi maka segala jalan itu yang tersebut di-atas 
sa-belah utara Bukit Belangkang** sampai ka-pada Kuala Merebau 
dan hilir Sungai Besar sampai dekat Ramuan China Kechil itu-lah 
sempadan tanah Kompeni di-Naning maka ini-lah surat di-beri 
oleh kita ka-pada Penghulu serta keempat Suku Naning menitah-
kan di-atas Penghulu dengan keempat Suku Naning menunggu 
sempadan itu dengan sa-baik-baik dari-pada sebab segala tanah 
dan kampong-kampong yang di-dalam sempadan itu ka-pada sa-
belah Naning dan Melaka itu-lah ada negeri behormat Kompeni 
Inggeris seperti yang sudah di-serah oleh Maharaja Xederland 
yang maha-mulia ka-pada Maharaja Inggeris yang maha-mulia 
di-dalam perjanjian yang sudah lerbuat di-dalam negeri Eropah 
dan segala negeri itu ada di-dalam perentah negeri Melaka dari 
dahulu dan sudah di-serah ka-pada kita ikut peta yang sudah 
terkarang oleh Tuan Kimisaris Maharaja Nederland 

maka ini-lah surat bertitah ka-pada Penghulu Naning dengan 
keempat Suku menunggu sempadan itu dengan damai serta 
muhabat dengan segala penghulu-penghulu Sultan Johore dan 

Kepar? 

Tampin? 
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Raja Bembau dan orang besar-besar Rembau seperti adat negeri 
yang berdamai sahabat bersahabat dan jangan-lah Penghulu dengan 
empat Suku Naning melampaui* perentah dari-pada sempadan 
Kompeni seperti yang tersebut di-atas ini 

dan jangan Penghulu dengan empat Suku membenarkan lain 
orang melampaui* perentah-nya dari-pada sempadan Kompeni itu-
lah ada-nya tamat 

termaktub di-dalam negeri Melaka ka-pada tarikh dua-puloh 
delapan hari bulan Shawal sanat 1240 

V. 

2 Dzu-1-hijah 1240 (18 or 19 July 1825). Walter Cracroft, 
Resident, Malacca, to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning. 

Acknowledging the receipt of the commission of investiture granted 
to the Penghulu by Col. Taylor and criticising it as being in 
various respects tyrannical and at variance with the character of 
British administration, reciting that the Penghulu and Sukus had 
dome to Malacca and again sworn allegiance to the British Crown 
and that they and all the inhabitants of Naning were now British 
subjects just as much as the writer and entitled to the same rights 
and liberties as the inhabitants of Malacca and other British 
possessions; giving the Penghulu and Sukus the right to ad
minister Naning according to law and ancient custom not at 
variance with freedom and justice, such as all British subjects 
enjoyed; reciting that according to ancient custom the Company, 
as the owner of the land, was entitled to the tithe, but that as the 
Penghulu and Sukus bore the expenses of the administration they 
should be allowed to retain two-thirds of the revenue collected 
and send the remaining third to Malacca to the Company's treasury, 
either in dollars or in tin, pending the decision of the Governor-
General of India; repudiating any desire to obtain an excessive 
revenue, in view of the poverty of the inhabitants, and recommen
ding the Penghulu and Sukus to adjust the taxes on a moderate 
scale so as to encourage settlement and agriculture; forbidding 
the levying of tolls on persons bringing goods from other States 
through Naning until the writer's permission should be given, 
and requiring that they should be assisted in their difficulties and 
allowed to buy and sell freely; requesting that the inhabitants near 
the Naning boundaries be informed of the position of the bounda
ries as laid down in the preceding letter, so that disputes might 
be avoided; remarking on the scantiness of settlement and culti
vation in the western corner of Naning and recommending that 
steps should be taken to develop that section in view of its 
facilities for the sending of produce by water to Malacca: and 

* Orig. has 
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generally wishing success to the Naning administration in the 
development and just government of the country. 

Bahwa ini surat kaseh sayang yang tiada berkeputusan dari-pada 
kita Tuan Mister Walter Cracroft Yang di-pertuan negeri Meiaka 
serta dengan segala daerah-nya ka-pada Raja Merah Penghulu 
Naning serta dengan empat suku Naning yang ada dengan selamat 
sentosa-nya amin 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-lah kita sudah terima dari-
pada Kapitan Melayu surat perentah yang di-perbuat oleh Tuan 
Colonel Taylor yang di-titahkan di-atas Penghulu serta keempat 
Suku dengan segala orang Naning itu maka dari-pada fasal surat 
ku sudah terbuat tatkala masa orang Inggeris sudah ambil Melaka 
dari-pada Welandah dengan keras maka banyak perkara di-dalam 
surat itu pada pendapat kita ada banyak keras dan aniaya di-atas 
orang dan bersalahan dengan perentah hukum Inggeris dan hukum 
Meiaka juga maka pada ketika ini segala negeri yang taalok ka-
pada Meiaka ya-itu di-dalam sempadan peta yang di-beri ka-pada 
kita oleh Mister Panson* ya-itu Komisaris pada perentah 
Welandah ketika ini sudah menjadi negeri Inggeris dan Penghulu 
serta keempat Suku-pun sudah datang ka-Melaka berjumpa dengan 
kita serta sudah menyumpah di-atas Koran al-adzim ka-pada 
Maharaja yang bertakhta kerajaan yang kemuliaan di-negeri 
Inggeris maka ketika ini Penghulu serta empat Suku dengan 
segala orang-orang di-dalam Naning sudah menjadi rayat negeris-
Inggeris sa-umpama kita juga segala hak dan kebebasan yang 
patut ka-pada orang baik sudah di-mempunyai [sic] oleh orang 
Naning seperti orang Meiaka dan segala daerah negeri-negeri yang 
di-bawah perentah kerajaan Inggeris maka boleh Penghulu dengan 
empat Suku Naning perentah di-atas segala orang yang ada dudok 
pada masa ini atau yang datang dudok di-dalam jajahan Naning 
boleh-lah Penghulu dengan empat Suku memerentah atas segala 
orang-orang itu dengan adil ikut seperti undang-undang dan adat 
dahulu kala yang tiada berseliseh dengan bebasan dan keadilan 
yang nyata ka-pada segala manusia mempunyai orang di-bawah 
bendera Inggeris 

dan dari-pada fasal hasil yang keluar dari-pada negeri Naning 
pada zaman dahulu-dahulu adat-nya satu dari-pada sa-puloh 
pulang ka-pada Kompeni yang mempunyai tanah itu maka akan 
Penghulu dan empat Suku Naning itu ada belanja perentah negeri 
dan dari-pada hasil itu bahagi tiga dua bahagi pulang ka-pada 
Penghulu dan Suku Naning supaya boleh belanja perentah negeri 
dan sa-bahagi lagi hendak-lah Penghulu hantarkan ka-pada enam-
enam bulan sa-kali ka-Melaka ka-pada khizanah Kompeni balk 
dengan ringgit atau dengan timah sementara sampai kesukaan 
Governor General Benggala yang maha mulia 
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shahadan dari-pada hasil itu kita mengetahui akan hal orang 
Naning tiada daya upaya akan menjadi kekayaan itu-lah tiada 
kehendak kita mengerasi sangat atas orang rayat-rayat maka boleh 
Penghulu dengan empat suku membicharakan hal itu dengan 
kemurahan ka-pada ketika ini supaya boleh segala orang Melayu 
datang dudok berhimpun di-bawah peliharaan perentah Inggeris 
membuat bendang dan kebun dan segala jenis perniagaan dengan 
kebebasan dan kesenangan 

shahadan lagi dari-pada fasal segala orang dari-pada negeri 
di-hulu seperti Johore dan Rembau dan Pahang dan Terengganu 
dan lain-lain yang mengikut jalan Naning dengan membawa 
dagangan datang ka-Melaka jangan-lah Penghulu mengambil 
barang suatu apa hasil dan chukai atau kharajat* atau hadiah 
yang besar dari-pada orang itu sementara mendapat idzin dari-
pada kita tetapi hendak-lah tolong menolong dari-pada barang 
sukar sakat mereka itu sa-lama ia datang dengan baik dan tiada 
bersalahan dengan rayat-rayat orang di-dalam negeri segala yang 
ia membawa jual atau ia kehendak beli di-jalan di-dalam Naning 
biarkan-lah ia membuat demikian dengan harga yang kesukaan 
ka-pada tuan yang empunya harta 

sa-bagai lagi dari-pada fasal hal sempadan tanah Kompeni 
di-Naning sudah-lah kita termaktub suatu surat dengan keadilan 
maka kita menghantarkan surat itu ka-pada Penghulu dan keempat 
Buku boleh-lah Penghulu dengan empat Suku memberi tahu ka-
pada segala orang yang dudok dekat sempadan itu baik yang 
di-dalam baik yang di-luar supaya tiada menjadi kal kil suatu 
perdawaan 

shahadan dari fasal segala tanah Naning yang ada di-tepi 
Sungai Besar Rembau kita sudah lihat suatu tempat pun tiada 
dusun atau kampong yang ramai di-tepi sungai itu jikalau Peng
liulu dengan empat Suku Naning boleh membicharakan ajak orang 
membuat dusun dan kampong di-Kuala Lendu dan Kuala Semerbau 
dan Iain-lain tempat tepi sungai itu serta buat kebun dan ladang 
dan bendang di-sana ka-pada hemat kita terlalu amat banyak 
untong boleh menjadi ka-pada orang yang membuat pekerjaan itu 
karna sungai ada dalam ayer-nya dan jadi kesenangan ka-pada 
segala perahu-perahu yang hilir mudek dan boleh menjadi jalan 
keluar segala jenis tanam-tanaman akan datang jual ka-Melaka 
dan Iain-lain bandar tetapi segala kerja itu hendak-lah ada dengan 
kesukaan orang yang bekerja itu 

shahadan ini-lah kita kirimkan surat ini ka-pada Penghulu 
dengan empat Suku harap-lah kita banyak-banyak boleh sa-genap 
negeri menjadi ramai dan Penghulu dan empat Suku memelihara-
kan atas segala orang miskin dengan perentah yang adil itu-lah 
ada-nya tamat 

* Orig. has 

Orig. has yangsar. 
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termaktub surat ini di-dalam negeri Melaka ka-pada dua hari 
bulan Dzu-'1-Hijah sanat 1240. 

VI. 
18 September 1826. Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor,. 

Malacca, to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning. 
Announcing the sending of Mr. Lewis on a mission to inspect 
land with a view to ascertaining suitable sites for plantations; and 
demanding the assistance of the Penghulu and Sukus. 
Ini surat dari-pada Tuan Raja Samuel Garling yang memerentah 
di-dalam negeri Melaka serta taalok-nya ka-pada Orang Kaya Raja 
Merah Penghulu Naning serta keempat Suku-nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu hendak-lah ketahui Penghulu serta 
keempat Suku ada-pun kita memberi surat in menyatakan ada 
sa-orang sahabat kita nama-nya Tuan Lewis ya-itu di-dalam sa¬ 
hari dua ini hendak datang ka-Naning berjalan melihat-lihat 
negeri itu kalau-kalau ada boleh dapat tempat tanah yang baik 
membuat kebun pertanam-tanam melainkan apabila sampai tuan 
itu ka-sana henda[k] Penghulu serta keempat Suku memuliakan 
dan memeliharakan dia serta menolong dari-pada barang hal 
ahwal-nya dan maksud-nya sa-hingga ada tuan itu di-sana itu-lah 
ada-nya intiha-1-kalam 

termaktub surat ini ka-pada dulapan-belas hari bulan Septem
ber sanat 1826 ya-itu ka-pada lima-belas hari bulan Safar sanat 
1242. 

VII . 

26 February 1827. Mr. W. T. Lewis (Assistant, or Deputy, 
Resident, Malacca,) to the Penghulu and Sukus of 
Naning. 

Requiring the Penghulu and Sukus to order the inhabitants of 
Naning to clear the banks of the rivers and streams of under
growth, etc., to a width of four yards on either bank. 
Bahwa ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan Lewis menyatakan ka-pada 
sahabat kita Orang Kaya Pato ' Penghulu Naning serta keempat 
Suku-nya 

maka ada-lah kita telah dapat perentah menjadi kepala akan 
melihat serta menyuroh suchikan dan menerangkan sungai maka 
kita-pun telah sudah perentahkan di-atas segala orong-orang yang 
menaroh tanah di-tepi sungai menyuroh suchikan atas sempadan 
masing-masing 

oleh itu ini-lah kita memberi tahu ka-pada Penghulu serta 
keempat Suku maka hendak-lah di-perentahkan di-atas segala 
orang-orang Naning akan menyuchikan dan menerangkan segala 
semak-semak yang di-tepi sungai serta dengan anak-anak sungai 
yang terus ka-Sungai Melaka dan mana yang di-dalam perentah 
Naning ya-itu semua-nya hendak-lah di-suroh suchi dan potong 
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dan chabut segala tunggul-tunggul-nya dan akar-akar-nya hingga 
sampai dua depa ka-darat lebar kiri kanan sungai itu hendak-lah 
di-kerjakan dengan segera-nya 

dan apabila sudah di-kerjakan perentah ini hendak-lah Peng-
hulu memberi tahu ka-pada kita supaya boleh kita datang melihat 
pekerjaan itu itu-lah ada-nya 

kemudian dari-pada itu tabek kita ka-pada Penghulu serta 
keempat Suku intiha-1-kalam 

termaktub surat ini dalam Melaka ka-pacla sembilan-lekor 
hari bulan Rajab sanat 1242 ya-itu ka-pada dua-puloh enam hari 
bulan February sanat 1827. 

VI I I . 

19 March 1827. Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor,. 
Malacca, to the Penghulu of Naning. 

Announcing the sending of Mr. Lewis on a mission to investigate 
matters relating to revenue or otherwise to the development of the 
country, demanding the assistance of the Penghulu and requiring 
him to give Mr. Lewis full information on these matters, while 
also inviting him to make to Mr. Lewis any other communications 
he might desire to make. 

Ini tuladan surat dari-pada Tuan Raja Samuel Garling ka-pada 
Dato' Penghulu Naning 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu kita mafhumkan ka-pada sahabat 
kita Penghulu maka ada-lah kita telah meminta ka-pada Tuan 
Lewis ya-itu pergi mudek ka-hulu memereksa dari-pada segala 
hal ahwal perkara mana yang boleh mendatangkan kebajikan 
dari-pada [h]asil-[h]asil* atau yang lain-lain-nya di-atas kebesar-
an negeri itu shahadan oleh itu permintaan kita hendak-lah 
sahabat kitaf dan menolong ka-pada Tuan Lewis itu serta memberi 
tahu dari-pada sakalian perkara apa-apa yang sahabat kita ketahui 
dan lagi jikalau ada barang sa-suatu khabar atau maksud sahabat 
kita hendak memberi tahu ka-pada kita ya-itu boleh-lah sahabat 
kita khabarkan ka-pada Tuan Lewis itu karna ya-itu wakil mutlak 
dari-pada kita jua ada-nya 

kemudian dari-pada itu tabek kita ka-pada sahabat kita 
intiha-1-kalam 

termaktub dalam Melaka ka-pada sembilan-belas hari bulan 
March sanat 1827 ya-itu sa-lekor hari bulan Shaaban sanat 1242. 

21 April 1827. W. T. Lewis to the Penghulu of Naning. 
Acknowledging the receipt of a letter from the Penghulu together 
with seven runaway slaves of the Company brought in by the Peng-

* Orig. has 

t There seems to be an omission here. 
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hulu's son, in respect of which the latter had been paid 10 dollars 
a head by the writer, that being the customary amount as fixed 
by the Resident Councillor, although the Penghulu had written 
that he had had the slaves arrested in Rembau, where he alleged 
that the customary reward was 20 dollars. Mr. Lewis added that 
he was aware of the last mentioned fact, but reminded the Peng
hulu to adhere to his engagements and established usage.* 
Ini tuladan surat dari-pada Tuan Lewis ka-pada Dato' Penghulu 
yang memerentah Naning 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-pun seperti surat serta dengan 
teman Kompeni tujoh orang yang lari sahabat suroh hantarkan 
ka-pada anak sahabat kita ya-itu telah sampai-lah ka-pada kita dan 
apa-apa yang tersebut di-dalam itu-pun telah mafhum-lah kita 

sa-bermula maka ada-lah tersebut di-dalam surat sahabat kita 
itu mengatakan dari hal teman-teman Kompeni itu sahabat kita 
sudah menyuroh tangkap dapat di-Bembau dan adat-nya itu pada 
sa-orang orang duapuloh rial maka sekarang ada-lah Tuan Raja 
sudah bayar pada sa-orang orang sa-puloh rial maka rial telah 
sudah kita bayarkan di-tangan anak sahabat kita jumlah-nya tujoh-
puloh rial maka boleh-lah sahabat kita terima rial itu 

dan lagi seperti sahabat kita mengatakan adat-nya dua-puloh 
rial itu kita-pun mengetahui juga akan tetapi sahabat kita-pun 
hendak-lah ingat baik-baik di-atas segala perjanjian dan adat 
yang lain-pun hendak-lah di-jalankan dengan yang demikian itu 
juga kemudian dari-pada itu tabek kita ka-pada sahabat kita ala 
al-dawam intiha-1-kalam 

termaktub surat ini dalam Melaka ka-pada dua-puloh empat 
hari [bulan] Ramadzan sanat 1242 ya-itu ka-pada sa-lekor hari 
bulan April sanat 1827. 

15 June 1827. Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning. 

Announcing the impending visit to Malacca to the Governor of 
the Straits Settlements, requesting the Penghulu and Sukus to be 
prepared to come to Malacca to meet him immediately on 
being summoned, and suggesting that they should also at the same 
time bring the Naning tribute with them to please the Governor. 
Ini tuladan surat dari-pada Tuan Raja Garling yang memerentah 
di-dalam negeri Melaka serta taalok-nya ka-pada Dato' Penghulu 
Naning serta keempat Suku-nya dengan puji-pujian-nya 

wa-baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-pun kita memberi surat ini 
menyatakan ka-pada Penghulu serta keempat Suku ada Tuan 
Besar Raja Pulau Pinang mahu datang dari Singapura ka-Melaka 
di-dalam enam tujoh hari lagi oleh itu hendak-lah Penghulu serta 
keempat Suku-pun datang berjumpa ka-pada Tuan Besar itu 
melainkan serta sampai surat ini hendak-lah Penghulu serta 

* See I (Art. 9). 
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keempat Suku bersiap serta tiba Tuan Besar itu ka-Melaka nanti 
kita menyuroh memberi tahu ta'dapat tiada hendak-lah Penghulu 
serta keempat Suku-pun dengan segera-nya hilir ka-Melaka 

sa-bagai lagi kita ingatkan yang boleh jadi kebajikan dan 
kepujian nama Penghulu tiada meninggalkan dari-pada perjanjian 
Penghulu oleh itu apabila Penghulu hilir sa-baik-baik-nya di-
bawa bersama-sama yang mana padi-padi hasil Naning itu supaya 
yang boleh jadi kesukaan Tuan Besar itu di-atas Penghulu itu-lah 
ada-nya 

kemudian dari-pada itu tabek kita ka-pada Penghulu serta 
keempat Suku intiha-l-kalam 

termaktub surat ini di-dalam Melaka ka-pada lima-belas hari 
bulan June sanat 1827 ya-itu ka-pada sembilan[-belas]* hari bulan 
Dzu-l-Kaedah sanat 1242. 

XL 

24 June 1827: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning. 

Ordering the Penghulu to present himself at Malacca within three 
days from the above date to meet the Governor. 

Ini tuladan surat dari-pada Tuan Raja Samuel Garling yang 
memerentah di-dalam negeri Melaka serta taalok-nya ka-pada Dato* 
Penghulu Naning serta keempat Suku-nya serta puji-pujian-ny a 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu hendak-lah ketahui Penghulu serta 
empat Suku ada-pun kita memberi surat ini menyatakan sekarang 
telah sampai-lah Tuan Besar yang memerentah Pulau Pinang 
serta Melaka dan Singapura maka ini-lah kita memberi tahu dari 
hal Tuan Besar itu sedikit hari jua mahu tinggal dalam Melaka 
kemudian hendak belayar oleh sebab itu di-dalam tiga hari dari-
pada hari yang tersebut di-bawa[h] ini ta'dapat tiada hendak-lah 
Penghulu ada sedia di-dalam Melaka berjumpa dengan Tuan Besar 
itu jangan sa-kali-kali di-datangkan sa-suatu pertanggohan atau 
nanti menanti melainkan ta'dapat tiada mahu-lah Penghulu datang 
dengan segera-nya 

kemudian dari-pada itu tabek kita ka-pada Penghulu serta 
keempat Suku itu-lah ada-nya intiha-1-kalam 

termaktub surat ini dalam Melaka ka-pada dua-puloh empat 
hari bulan June sanat 1827 ya-itu ka-pada dua-puloh sembilan 
hari bulan Dzu-1-Kaedah sanat 1242. 

X I I . 

20 June 1829: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning. 

* Probably the ultimate original had sembilan-belas. But to square 
the calculation with the dates in the next following letter the sembilan-belas 
ought to have been dua-puloh. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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Announcing the sending of Mr. Church, Deputy Resident, on a 
Mission to explain the policy of the Government with regard to the 
territory of Naning to the Penghulu and Sukus at Sungai Petai. 
Ini surat dari-pada kita behormat Samuel Garling Resident 
Council [lor] datang ka-pada Penghulu Naning serta empat Suku-
nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ahwal barang mafhum-lah Orang 
Kaya ya-itu Penghulu Naning dengan empat Suku pada pikiran 
Governntent Orang Kaya serta empat Suku tiada mengerti bagitu 
haik dari maksud Government di-atas tanah kita ya-itu Naning 
niaka dari sebab itu maka ada-lah surohan Government suatu 
tuan dari pehak Kompeni ya-itu yang bernama Tuan Church 
Deputy Resident malm datang di-dalam tujoh dulapan hari di-
Sungai Petai bertemu dengan Orang Kaya serta empat Suku 
apabila tuan itu datang ka-Naning maka mahu Orang Kaya serta 
empat Suku menyambut dengan hormat serta dengan adat pada 
iuan itu Shahadan tuan itu-lah yang boleh memberi kenyataan 
serta keterangan dari hal tanah Naning itu ada-nya 

terkarang surat pada dua-puloh hari bulan June tarikh sanat 
1829. 

X I I I . 

26 June 1829: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning. 

Complaining generally of the Penghulu's conduct, reminding him 
that he owed his position to the Government to which he had 
sworn allegiance, that the Government had postponed the exaction 
of a tithe on Naning lands merely as an act of grace, that there 
had been opposition to the holding of a census, that the Penghulu's 
letters had not been respectful and that he was not carrying out 
his agreement; announcing the sending of Mr. Church on a mission 
to explain the intentions of Government, with power to hold a 
census, and to require the Penghulu to return with him to Malacca, 
and threatening that in the event of any opposition Government 
would appoint another Penghulu or undertake the administration 
of Naning itself, and that the Penghulu would be responsible for 
anything that happened. 
In i surat dari-pada kita behormat Samuel Garling Resident 
Council [lor] datang ka-pada Penghulu Naning dengan empat Suku 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu Government itu menjadi terlalu 
hairan serta susah di-dalam hati akan melihatkan kelakuan yang 
di-perbuat oleh Penghulu itu dan lagi patut-lah kira-nya Penghulu 
mengetahui-nya dari hal kedudokan Government dengan Penghulu 

ada-pun dari hal Penghulu-penghulu yang dahulu itu turun 
pada Penghulu ini-pun bukan-kah ia mendapat kebesaran-nya itu 
dari Government yang memberi-nya dan menjadikan Penghulu-pun 
demikian juga ? 
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dan lagi ada di-dalam surat waktu Penghulu menjadi peng-
hulu itu bukan-kah sudah di-buat suatu surat maka Penghulu 
membuboh tanda tangan di-dalam surat itu di-berikan pada 
Colonel Taylor mengaku dari kesukaan Government itu menjadi 
penghulu ? 

dan lagi ketika Kompeni Inggeris datang mengambil negeri 
Melaka dari tangan Wolandah itu maka ada-lah Komisaris-nya 
itu bernama Tuan Cracroft itu dan Penghulu serta empat Suku-
pun serta tuan-tuan orang bichara-pun bersumpah dengan Fetia 
ka-pada Government Inggeris 

dan lagi dari sebab itu-lah pertama-tama dari Penghulu-peng-
hulu yang dahulu itu dan kedua surat-surat Penghulu yang ada 
pada tangan kita dan ketiga dari persumpahan Penghulu itu-pun 
ta'dapat tiada melainkan Penghulu turut segala perentah dari 
"Government seperti orang yang lain yang ada memegang kuasa 
dari Government itu jikalau tiada mengikut seperti itu menjadi 
sia-sia-lah sahaja perentah yang di-beri oleh Government itu 

dan lagi pada waktu itu Government hendak menyamakan 
segala tanah-tanah Melaka itu maka dari sebab itu-lah mahu di-
ambil hasil-nya sa-puloh satu di-dalam Naning dan di-dalam 
mahu di-ambil sa-puloh satu Government tiada mahu memberi 
kesusahan pada anak buah-nya karna ada mendengar orang Naning 
telah ada memberi dari sa-puloh satu itu 

dan lagi jangan-lah kira-nya Penghulu dengan empat Suku 
menjadi kerugian dari hasil itu melainkan Government mahu 
memberi pada waktu itu pada Penghulu dengan empat Suku pada 
tiap-tiap tahun wang kegantian itu di-belakang kali orang-orang 
Naning punya permintaan ka-pada Government itu 

maka Government-pun menurut serta merentikan dari hal sa-
puloh satu itu tetapi Government rentikan itu bukan-nya tiada 
ia empunya sa-puloh satu itu melainkan dengan permintaan orang 
Naning jua serta dengan kaseh sayang di-atas Penghulu dengan 
anak buah-nya itu 

shahadan lagi ada-pun dari hal banchi orang Naning itu 
Government menyurohkan orang-nya akan membanchikan itu di-
dalam itu maka datang-lah kesukaran dari-pada orang Naning 
tiada mahu memberi keterangan-nya jika tiada dengan perentah 
Penghulu 

dan lagi di-atas hal banchi itu Penghulu sendiri-pun mahu 
menolongi tetapi dari hal ini sa-patut-patut-nya pekerjaan Peng
hulu 

dan lagi ada-pun dari hal Penghulu itu di-bawah perentah 
Government apabila surat-surat yang di-hantar oleh Penghulu itu 
tiada dengan hormat serta dengan bahasa-nya yang tiada berpatut-
an menjadi sa-olah-olah meringankan pada Government 

dan lagi tiada mengikut seperti perjanjian Penghulu itu 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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dan lagi di-atas pikirari Government itu tiada dengan sengaja 
Penghulu membuat pekerjaan yang demikian ini maka dari sebab 
ini maka ada-lah Government menyurohkan Tuan Church itu 
pergi ka-Naning supaya boleh menerangkan dari kehendak Govern
ment di-atas Penghulu dengan empat Suku itu 

ada-pun Government itu sa-lama ini mensabarkan dari per-
buatan Penghulu dan sekarang ini maka ada-lah Government 
memberi perentah pada Penghulu dan empat Suku boleh menge-
tahui dari kehendak Government itu 

dan lagi Government tiada mahu menerima barang sa-suatu 
kechelaan* atau kesangkutan dari-pada Penghulu dan jikalau 
Penghulu melakukan jua kekerasan dan tiada menurut melainkan 
Government menjadikan penghulu yang lain atau memerentah 
sendiri di-dalam tanah Naning 

maka sekarang ini Tuan Church itu ada mendapat kuasa mem-
banchikan orang Naning melainkan ta'dapat maka mahu-lah Peng-
hulu menurut dari kehendak Tuan Church itu atau Penghulu 
sendiri yang di-suroh-nay atau dengan surohan Penghulu 

dan lagi jikalau Tuan Church menyuroh Penghulu hilir ber-
sama-sama ka-Melaka ta'dapat tiada melainkan mahu-lah hilir 

shahadan dari sa-lama ini Government telah bagitu banyak 
mensabarkan serta di-choba dari hal pekerjaan kebajikan di-atas-
Penghulu itu dan sekarang ini ada-lah tersebut di-dalam surat ini 
kehendak Government melainkan tiada lagi ini-lah kesudah-
sudahan-nya kalam dan barang sa-suatu hal di-belakang ini 
melainkan tertanggong-lah di-atas Penghulu itu-lah ada-nya 

terkarang surat ini ka-pada dua-puloh enam hari bulan June 
tarikh sanat 1829. 

XIV. 

13 October 1830: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, 
Malacca, to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning. 

Stating that Enche* Surin. had complained that the Penghulu's 
men had trespassed on his land and taken his dukus and requesting 
the Penghulu to make enquiry and ascertain the value of the fruit, 
and, if the complaint was founded, pay it to Surin, inasmuch as 
even if the land were on Naning territory it was nevertheless under 
the jurisdiction of the British Crown from which the Penghulu 
derived his powers. Further, complaining that a Chinaman named 
Kwi Chang Ho had been robbed in Naning territory and request
ing that enquiry be made into the case. 

Ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan Raja Samuel Garling yang 
memerentah di-dalam negeri Melaka serta taalok-nya ka-pada 
Orang Kaya Penghulu [lu] Naning serta keempat suku-nya 

* So in orig., perhaps for kechulasan. 
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wa baada-hu dari-pada itu maka ada-lah Enche' Surin itu 
membuat surat pengaduan memberi ka-pada kita maka ada-lah 
tersebut di-dalam surat pengaduan Enche' Surin ia mengatakan 
Penghulu punya orang datang masok ka-dalam tanah-nya me-
rosakkan buah duku-nya tua dan muda sakalian di-habiskan oleh 
orang-orang Penghulu itu maka ada-lah kita kirimkan surat 
salinan-nya Enche' Surin itu ka-pada Penghulu melainkan Peng-
bulu pereksa-lah dari hal ini serta menentukan berapa harga-nya 
buah duku-nya itu jika sunggoh perkataan-nya itu bayar oleh 
Penghulu ka-pada Enche' Surin ada-pun dari hal tanah itu atau 
tanah tanah Naning sa-kali-pun melainkan Penghulu mengetahui 
jua tanah Government Maharaja Inggeris yang empunya itu ada-
pun Penghulu-pun mendapat perentah dari "Government itu jua 

kemudian dari-pada itu maka ada-lah kita menyatakan ka-
pada Penghulu ada sa-orang China nama-nya Kwi Chang Ho 
datang mengadu ka-pada kita mengatakan apabila ia balek dari 
Naning sampai di-Ikan Lemak ada dua orang yang dudok di-
Ikan Lemak itu menyamun harta orang China itu ada kira-kira-
nya lima-belas ringgit du[it]-duit* dengan kain-kain pakaian-nya 
itu maka sekarang ada-lah kita kirim eurat ini serta dengan 
orang China itu supaya boleh di-unjokkan-nya orang itu ka-pada 
Orang Kaya kita melainkan Orang Kaya pereksa-lah baik-baik 
dari hal ini karna jikalau perbuatan orang yang sa-laku ini di-
atas kita punya anak buah itu ada-lah seperti menjadi seteru 
rupa-nya shahadan barang mafhum-lah kira-nya Orang Kaya 
bagaimana boleh di-habiskan dari hal ini jikalau ada seperti patut 
atau tiada sa-kali-pun melainkan kita-pun demikian itu jua berdiri 
di-atas Orang Kaya dari hal ini ada-nya 

tersurat ka-pada tiga-belas hari bulan October sanat 1830. 

XV. 

(Undated) : Penghulu and Sukus of Naning to Samuel 
Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, in reply to the 
last. 

Stating that the dukus claimed by Surin were not his but on land 
in Naning territory that had been for a long time in the possession 
of the Penghulu and that the Penghulu had taken no dukus 
belonging to Surin. Further reporting that, on enquiry into the 
alleged robbery, the Chinese complainant would not swear to the 
facts nor could he produce witnesses, and recommending that 
Chinese going up country should not travel singly but two or three 
together so that in the event of there being any difficulties the 
case should be clear. 

Balasan surat Penghulu ka-pada Tuan Raja Melaka Samuel 
Garling. Bahwa ini surat dari-pada Dato* Penghulu Naning 

* Or dua duit? 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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serta dengan keempat Buku menyatakan* kirim tabek eerta puteh 
hati maka barang di-sampaikan Allah subhana-hu wa taala apa-
lah kira-nya datang ka-hadapan Tuan Raja Samuel Garling yang-
dudok dengan istirahat al-khair 

wa baada-hu kemudian dari-pada itu ada-lah seperti surat 
Tuan Itu telah sampai-lah dan seperti perkhabaran itu telah 
terdengar-lah Dato* Penghulu dan lagi seperti fasal duku itu 
sa-kali-kali bukan-nya Enche' Surin punya zaman berzaman ia-lah 
Dato' Panghulu yang punya karna tanah itu yang empunya 
Kompeni Inggeris yang memerentahkan Dato* Penghulu serta 
keempat Suku ada-nya dan lagi sa-kali-kali tidak Dato' Penghulu 
mengambil duku Enche* Surin ada-nya da[n] lagi karna duku 
itu perentahan di-dalam tanah Naning ada-nya 

dan lagi fasal seperti orang China itu sudah-lah Dato* Peng
hulu pereksai serta dengan Mata-mata sa-kali-kali menanyakan 
barang-nya yang di-samun orang itu maka di-kata Dato* Penghulu 
jikalau ada samun orang ada-kah keterangan-nya atau ada-kah 
saksi-nya yang melihat barang engkau di-samun orang dan ber-
sumpah-lah engkau sunggoh-sunggoh maka orang China itu tiada 
mau bersumpah dan lagi saksi-nya tiada dan lagi seperti Dato* 
Penghulu berkhabar ka-pada Tuan Raja seperti orang China 
jikalau mudek ka-hulu jangan di-beri sa-orang sa-orang biar-lah 
berkawan dua tiga orang karna jikalau ada datang jahat dan baik 
supaya terang jangan menjadi pergadohan ada-nya. Tamat al-
kalam bi-1-khair. 

XVI. 
19 October 1830: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor,. 

Malacca, to the Penghulu and Sukus of Naning, in reply 
to the last. 

Reminding the Penghulu and Sukus that Naning was under the 
jurisdiction of the Company and administered by the Penghulu 
only by their permission, and that he must therefore carry out 
any orders given to him asserting that it was for the Resident 
Councillor alone to decide the ownership of the land claimed by 
Surin, that Government had after enquiry found that it was 
his and was not within the borders of Naning, and that he had 
to pay tithe on it to the Company; adding that the Penghulu's 
intervention constituted an act of opposition to the Resident 
Councillor's orders for which an appropriate punishment would 
be inflicted, and reminding the Penghulu of his oath of allegiance 
in 1801. 
Ini surat balasan dari-pada kita Tuan Raja Samuel Garling yang 
memerentah di-dalam negeri Melaka serta taalok-nya datang ka-
pada Orang Kaya Penghulu Naning serta keempat Suku-nya 

* Orig. has 

Orig. has ada-nya here also. 
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wa baada-hu dari-pada itu maka ada-lah kita mafhumkan ka-
pada Orang Kaya serta keempat Suku seperti tersebut dari hal 
tanah Naning itu yang empunya Kompeni Inggeris maka Orang 
Kaya boleh memerentah sahaia karna Orang Kaya di-bawah pe
rentah kita ta'dapat tiada maka mahu-lah Orang Kaya mengikut 
segala perentah dari kita 

shahadan ada-pun dari hal dusun Enches Surin itu kita sahaja 
yang boleh menentukan siapa yang empunya hak itu ada-pun di-
atas kepereksaan Government telah benar-lah dusun itu sudah 
di-pulangkan ka-pada Enche' Surin dan tiada-lah boleh masok 
di-dalam sempadan Naning tetapi dari hasil dusun itu ta'dapat 
maka mahu-lah Enche* Surin memhayar hasil-nya ka-pada Kom
peni pada sa-puloh satu 

shahadan lagi jikalau Orang Kaya memasoki dari hal ini 
menjadi Orang Kaya melanggar-lah perentah kita ini melainkan 
ta'dapat tiada nanti kita jalankan bagaimana patut hukuman-nya 
di-atas orang yang melanggar perentah tuan-nya itu maka ada-lah 
kita memberi peringatan ka-pada Orang Kaya ada-pun ka-pada 
empat hari bulan Rabi'u-l-awal sanat 1216 Orang Kaya sudah 
berjanji lagi bersumpah menjadi hati betul taalok ka-pada Kom
peni yang mahu mengikut segala perentah hendak-lah di-pegang 
dengan hati yang suchi tegoh 

tersuratka-pada sembilan [belas] hari bulan October sanat 
1830. 

XVII. 
(Undated): Penghulu of Naning to Samuel Garling, Resident 

Councillor, Malacca, in reply to the last. 
Reasserting that the land claimed by Surin was not his but had 
always been Naning land and that Surin's claim was quite a new 
affair as the land had been immemorially within the Naning 
jurisdiction. 

Bahwa ini surat menyatakan* puteh hati serta tabek ya-itu dari-
pada Dato' Penghulu Naning maka barang di-sampaikan Allah 
subhana-hu wa taala apa-lah kira-nya datang ka-hadapan Tuan 
Raja Samuel [Garling] yang memerentahkan di-dalam negeri 
Melaka 

wa baada-hu kemudian dari-pada itu ada-lah Dato* Penghulu 
serta keempat Suku bermaalumkan surat sa-keping dan sepgrti 
surat itu telah maalum-lah bunyi di-dalam surat dan lagi seperti 
tanah Enche' Surin itu tanah Naning ada-nya sa-lama-lama-nya 
dan. lagi khabar Enche' Surin itu orang mengaku baharu ini 
karna tanah itu zaman berzaman perentahan Naning jua sa-lama-
lama-nya ada-nya. Tamat kalam bi-1-khair. 

* Orig. has 

Orig. has 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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XVIII . 
4 November 1830: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, 

Malacca, to the Penghulu of Naning, in reply to the last. 

Expressing surprise at the tenour of the Penghulu's letter; and 
stating that the records in the Government Office proved that the 
land claimed by Surin had been his for a century, that it was 
-evident the Penghulu had trespassed on the property of a man 
under the jurisdiction of the British Crown, that failure to pay 
the value of the dukus would amount to a breach of the Penghulu's 
treaty of agreement with Lt.-Col. Taylor, that the Resident Coun
cillor would probably find some other means of administering 
Naning, and that he refused to receive any further correspondence 
on the matter, which was to be considered as finally decided. 
Ini surat balasan dari-pada kita Tuan Raja Samuel Garling yang 
memerentah di-dalam negeri Melaka serta taalok-nya ka-pada 
Orang Kaya Penghulu Naning ada-nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu maka ada-lah kita mafhumkan ka-
pada Penghulu ada-pun surat Penghulu itu telah sampai-lah sudah 
ka-pada kita apa yang tersebut di-dalam surat itu menjadi hairan-
lah kita mendengar bunyi perkataan surat Penghulu itu 

ada-pun dari hal tanah sempadan itu bukan sudah kita me-
nyatakan telah nyata-lah sudah Enche' Surin yang empunya dan 
lagi ada keterangan-nya pula di-dalam surat kantor yang Enche' 
Surin punya tanah dari zaman berzaman hingga ada sa-ratus tahun 
sudah lama-nya sekarang ini yang ada tersebut di-dalam surat 
Enche' Surin punya tanah itu dan apa sebab-nya Penghulu mem-
buat kelakuan yang sa-rupa i tu? ada-pun sekarang ini sudah-lah 
tentu Penghulu mengambil hak orang yang ada bernaung di-dalam 
perentah Maharaja Inggeris itu dengan kekerasan sahaja 

dan lagi jikalan tiada di-bayar harga-nya duku itu ka-pada 
Enche' Surin melainkan putus-lah sudah perjanjian Colonel Taylor 
yang ka-pada Penghulu itu 

shahadan lagi barang kali maka boleh-lah kita mencharikan 
jalan yang lain akan memerentah negeri kita Naning itu 

dan tiada-lah sa-kali-kali kita mahu menerima surat dari 
Penghulu dari hal ini melainkan putus-lah sudah ada-nya 

tersurat ka-pada empat hari bulan November sanat 1830. 

XIX. 

(Probably received 20 November 1830): Penghulu of Naning 
to Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca. 

Setting forth (with reference to instructions given by the Resident 
Councillor to the Penghulu of Durian Tunggal to make enquiries) 
the old established boundary between Naning and Malacca, as
serting that Surin's claim was newfangled and the duku trees 
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in dispute were not on Sunn's (old Malacca) holding,* and (with 
reference to the threat in the Resident Councillor's last letter to 
depose the Penghulu of Naning on account of this dispute) main
taining that the old boundary as stated was the boundary between 
the Naning lands and the Malacca holdings, that the Penghulu 
had never granted the disputed land to Surin and that it was the 
Penghulu's by inheritance. 

Ini surat balasan dari-pada Penghulu Naning datang ka-pada Tuan 
Raja Samuel Garling yang memerentah di-dalam negeri Melaka 
serta t-aalok-taalok-nya. 
Bahwa ini surat dari-pada Dato' Penghulu Naning menyatakan 
kirim tabek serta puteh hati maka barang di-sampaikan Allah 
subhana-hu wa taala apa-lah kira-nya datang ka-hadapan Tuan 
Raja Samuel Garling yang memerentahkan dalam daerah bandar 
negeri Melaka yang dudok dengan istirahat al-khair ada-nya 

wa baada-hu kemudian dari-pada itu ada-lah Dato' Penghulu 
menyatakan khahar ka-pada Tuan Raja akan hal seperti Tuan 
Raja menyuroh ka-pada Dato' Penghulu Durian Tunggal me-
mereksai hal seperti bichara tanah sempadan Naning dengan 
tanah Parit Melana itu dan zaman berzaman tatkala dahulu kala 
tanah sempadan tanah Naning kanan mudek Pangkalan Supit dan 
Lidah Tanah dan Durian Sabatang Lesong Batu dan Bukit Ber-
duri dan Dusun Langsat dan Bangkong Chondong dan Bua' Makan 
Tanah dan Batu Bekerut dan lagi tatkala kiri mudek Bukit Kerja 
dan Titian Akar ka-Penudak Batang dan Bukit Kayu Arong 
dan ka-Bukit Pembagian dan Ulu Ayer Betong§ dan Kuala 
Rarnuan China Besar ada-nya itu-lah sempadan ada-nya 

dan lagi seperti Enche* Surin itu mengaku baharu di-dalam 
tanah Naning ada-nya 

seperti duku itu bukan-nya di-dalam tanah tebusan itu-lah 
ada-nya 

dan lagi seperti perkhabaran surat dahulu itu yang di-bawa 
di-saman|| mengatakan pechat Dato' Penghulu Naning sebab 
bichara duku itu dan zaman berzaman itu-lah sempadan tanah 

* It is not clear whether it is not suggested in this passage that Surin 
himself had admitted as much. The word mengaku is ambiguous, meaning 
as it does both to claim and to admit. But, in view of the similar 
phraseology in XVII, the former sense seems to be the one intended here. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 

Orig. has 

Should probably be Arang. 

Should probably be Betong. has 

If Orig. has I t is not clear what this means. Probably' 

the text is corrupt. 

 Orig. has 
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Naning dan tanali tebusan ada-nya bahwa sa-kali-kali Pa to ' Peng-
hulu tiada memberikan tanah duku itu ka-pada Enche' Surin 
tanah itu dan ya-itu perentahan Dato' di-Naning ada-nya zaman 
pusaka* yang dahnlu itu dan zaman Maharaja Inggeris yang 
dahulu itu ada-nya. Tamat al-kalam bi-1-khair. 

Ini surat (datang) ka-pada dua-puloh hari bulan November 
sanat 1830. 

XX. 

8 August 1831 William Lewis to the Penghulu of Naning. 
Announcing his impending arrival with a military force to subdue 
Naning and depose the Penghulu, forwarding a Government pro
clamation (presumably to that effect—Newbold, op. cit., I , 227) ; 
summoning the Penghulu to come to Malacca immediately and 
meet the writer on the way there, on pain of being regarded as an 
enemy to the Company, accompanied only by the four Sukus, 
unarmed, (the writer threatening to open fire on any group of 
more than five persons); and guaranteeing the Penghulu's life if 
he surrendered as ordered. 
Bahwa ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan William Lewis datang ka-
pada Penghulu Dol Said 

maka ini-lah kita menyatakan ka-pada Penghulu ada-pun ke-
datangan kita dengan balatantera Kompeni datang ka-Naning ini 
hendak menentukan dan malm menjadikan negeri Naning ini 
hendak di-jadikan seperti tempat-tempat yang ada taalok dengan 
negeri Melaka 

shahadan dari hal perbuatan Penghulu dari bichara tanali 
Enche' Surin itu menjadi Kompeni terlalu murka di-atas Peng
hulu melainkan sekarang dari perentah Naning itu melainkan 
Penghulu boleh berhenti tiada boleh memerentah lagi 

shahadan maka ada-lah kita menghantar sa-buah pelekat dari-
pada Tuan Besar yang memerentah tiga buah negeri Pulau Pinang 
dan Singapura dan Melaka melainkan Penghulu boleh lihat bagai-
mana yang ada tersebut di-dalam pelekat itu 

maka sekarang kita hendak dengan sa-ketika ini jua Penghulu 
turun ka-Melaka dan jikalau tiada Penghulu datang bertemu de
ngan kita di-jalan ka-pada esok hari melainkan pada pikiran kita 
Penghulu hendak melawan perentah Kompeni 

shahadan di-dalam itu jikalau Penghulu datang bertemu itu 
melainkan dengan empat Suku sahaja tiada dengan bersenjata 
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* Orig, has 

Datang appears to be cancelled in orig. 
This date seems doubtful. If Begbie (op. cit., pp. 169 seq.) is to 

be trusted, Lewis despatched a letter of this type on the afternoon of the 
6th. The Naning border was crossed on the following day and hostilities 
began at once, by a Naning panglima hurling a stone from a sling, to which 
the invading force replied with grape shot. 
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jikalau ada lebeh dari lima orang itu ta'dapat tiada melainkan 
dengan sa-ketika itu jua di-bedil ka-pada orang-orang yang ber-
kumpul itu bahwa sa-sunggoh-nya kita menyatakan ka-pada Peng-
hulu jikalau Penghulu dengan empat Suku itu datang kapada 
kita menyerahkan diri melainkan nyawa dan badan Penghulu itu 
di-atas kita akan menanggong-nya bahwa ini-lah kita nyatakan 
ada-nya 

terkarang ka-pada [de]lapan hari bulan August sanat 1831. 

XXI. 

(Undated): Penghulu of Naning to Lewis, probably in reply 
to the last. 

Stating that the Penghulu and Sukus maintained their encient 
loyalty, and in spite of Mr. Lewis's declared intention to destroy 
them they did not swerve from the traditions of the men of olden 
time. 
Bahwa ini surat dari-pada Dato' Penghulu Naning menyatakan 
kirim tabek serta puteh hati maka barang di-sampaikan Allah 
subhana-hu wa taala apa-lah kira-nya datang ka-hadapan Tuan 
Lewis yang dudok dengan istirahat al-khair 

wa baada-hu kemudian dari-pada itu Dato' Penghulu serta 
dato' keempat Suku berkhabarkan hal seperti Dato' Penghulu 
Naning bahwa sa-kali-kali Dato' Penghulu serta dato' keempat 
Suku tiada mengubah-ubah seperti sumpah setia sa-lama-lama-nya 
zaman Tuan-tuan Besar dahulu sampai kapada Raja Mister Far-
quhar maka pada tatkala ini Tuan Lewis hendak merosakkan dato'-
dato' Penghulu Naning serta dato' keempat Suku itu maalum-lah 
ka-pada Tuan Lewis tetapi sa-kali-kali Dato' Penghulu serta dato' 
keempat Suku sa-kali-kali tiada mengubahkan pusaka * orang-
orang dahulu 

itu-lah ada-nya. Tamat al-kalam. 

X X I I . 

20 August 1831: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, 
Malacca, to the Penghulu of Naning. 

Acknowledging receipt of a letter from the Penghulu to the effect 
that Lewis had entered Naning territory with an armed force, and 
summing up the Company's complaints against the Penghulu, viz. 
disobedience, first  in neglecting to come to Malacca when sum
moned two or three years previously, obstructing the taking of a 
census, neglecting to keep order on the roads of Naning, and 
finally, trespassing and robbing fruit on Surin's land and claiming 
it as his own, in spite of the fact that Naning was admitted by 
under the Company's jurisdiction, stating that the Psnghulu's 

* Orig. has 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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procedure having been reported to the Directors in England, 
authority had been given to enforce the Company's supremacy, and 
therefore Lewis had been sent to Naning, but the Penghulu's 
conduct having led to the presumption that he would offer opposi
tion to Lewis, the latter had been furnished with a military force, 
that the Company was entitled to send its forces whatever pleased 
within the territories under its jurisdiction, and that the Penghulu's 
men had taken the initiative in attacking the force sent, which 
was not intended to commence an attack, that, on arrival at Sungai 
Petai, Lewis had written to the Penghulu inviting him to come 
and meet him, and that as he had failed to do so, there was 
no alternative but for the force to proceed to Naning; that there 
would have been no blood shed if the Penghulu men had not begun 
hostilities, and that the Company was strong enough to subdue its 
vassals and the Penghulu could not hope to escape the consequences 
of opposing it, that the writer believed the Penghulu did not 
realize the character of the Company's policy and would be well 
advised to come to Malacca and submit to the Company's orders 
as in former times, in which case the writer would explain matters 
to the Government and perhaps avert the disaster which was im
pending over the Penghulu, and the writer guaranteed the Peng
hulu and his men a safe return to Naning. but personal attendance 
on the Penghulu's part was essential, and the attendance of the 
Sukus without the Penghulu would be of no avail. 

Ini surat dari-pada Tuan Garling datang ka-pada Penghulu Naning 
wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-pun surat Penghulu itu ada 

mengatakan Tuan Lewis masok ka-Naning dengan balatantera 
peperangan itu sudah kita terima maka sekarang kita memberi 
ingat ka-pada Penghulu ada-pun dari hal Penghulu punya angkara 
yang tiada menurut perentah menunjokkan di-dalam dua tiga 
tahun di-belakang ya-itu permulaan-nya Penghulu tiada mahu 
datang ka-Melaka apabila di-panggd seperti perjalanan zaman 
dahulu itu dan lagi apabila Kompeni punya orang datang ka-Naning* 
hendak membanchi orang Naning itu maka Penghulu menegahkan 
dan tiada memeliharakan dari hal baik dan jahat di-jalan tanah 
Naning itu dan lagi pula dari sebab merampas buah-buahan 
serta Penghulu mengaku tanah Enche" Surin itu tanah Naning 
shahadan ada-pun yang tanah enche' Surin Penghulu mengatakan 
tanah Naning melainkan tentu bukan jikalau ia sa-kali-pun bukan 
Penghulu sudah mengaku di-dalam surat-surat segala tanah Naning 
itu Kompeni yang empunya dia? 

ada-pun segala perjalanan ini sudah-lah di-beri tahu serta 
menerangkan ka-pada Kompeni di-Eropah maka dengan, idzin 
Kompeni Eropah itu mengidzinkan ka-pada Go[ver]nor General 
Benggala serta dengan Council-nya menyuroh melakukan sa-
bagaimana serta mengeraskan perjalanan yang patut supaya boleh 
memeliharakan. kebesaran Kompeni itu maka dari sebab itu di-

perentahkan Tuan Lewis naik ka-Naning tetapi kelakuan Penghulu 
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itu menjadi shak yang Penghulu itu menegahkan Tuan Lewis 
dari-pada menjalankan perentah Government maka dari sebab itu 
balatantera peperangan ada mengikut dengan Tuan Lewis 

ada-pun Kompeni menyurohkan orang perang-nya itu tiada 
dengan tiada patut melainkan patut-lah dia naik dan turun ka-pada 
tiap-tiap negeri dan tanah Kompeni itu maka ada-lah kita meng-
ingatkan terlebeh dahulu ka-pada orang Penghulu yang melawan 
perang ada sa-orang Penglima memulai dengan umban tali serta 
dengan bedil ka-pada tantera Kompeni Inggeris tatkala melalui 
Ikan Lemak itu maka ada-lah kita menyatakan ka-pada Penghulu 
ada-pun dari kehendak Kompeni ka-Naning itu tiada mahu 
membedil atau merosakkan di-atas sa-orang* orang Naning itu 
jikalau tiada lebeh dahulu di-mulai orang Naning itu 

tatkala Tuan Lewis sampai ka-Sungai Petai itu maka ada-lah 
di-kirim sa-puchok surat ka-pada Penghulu menyuroh Penghulu itu 
datang berjumpa maka Penghulu itu tiada juga mahu datang 
berjumpa maka dari sebab itu tiada-lah sa-suatu perjalanan yang 
lain segala balatanteria itu naik ka-Naning 

tetapi Penghulu itu mahu-lah ingat serta pikir jikalau orang 
Penghulu tiada memulai melawan sa-titek darah-pun tiada akan 
tumpah ka-bumi maka Penghulu-pun mengetahui jua kuasa 
Kompeni itu yang boleh membinasakan serta merosakkan ka-pada 
segala orang-orang besar dan penghulu-penghulu yang ada taalok 
ka-pada Kompeni jikalau ia melanggar perentah-nya itu dan 
jiangan-lah kira-nya Penghulu boleh lepas dari hal pfekerjaan 
mi jangan-lah kira-nya Penghulu itu tiada nanti di-hukumkan dari 
sebab melawan Kompeni 

ada-pun kita menerima surat dari Penghulu itu dengan yang 
baik jua dan kita pikir Penghulu tiada mengerti apa yang kehendak 
Kompeni itu melainkan Penghulu turun-lah ka-Melaka supaya 
Penghulu boleh menurut segala perentah dan maksud Kompeni 
seperti bagaimana zaman dahulu yn-itu bagaimana perentah Major 
Farquhar dan boleh kita menerangkan dari hal ini ka-pada 
Government barang kali boleh menjadi kebajikan serta menolong-
kan di-atas Penghulu bala yang akan datang ini supaya Penghulu 
boleh lepas maka ada-lah kita berjanji dengan setiawan di-atas diri 
Penghuiu serta menanggong yang tiada boleh menjadi satu apa-
apa baik dapat muafakat atau tiada melainkan Penghulu dengan 
orang-orang sakalian-nya boleh pulang kembali ka-Naning dengan 
kesenangan-nya itu 

* Orig. may have , sa-sa-orang. 

Orig. has , perhaps for sa-suatu. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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ada-pun bichara muafakat ini tiada* boleh dengan empat 
Suku sahaja ta'dapat tiada muafakat ini mahu dengan Penghulu 
sendiri ada-nya 

terkarang ka-pada dua-puloh hari bulan August sanat 1831. 

XXIII . 

20. August 1831: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, 
Malacca, to the Yang di-pertuan Raja Ali, Remhau. 

Stating that the writer had heard that evilly disposed persons had 
informed Raja Ali that the Government intended to attack Rem-
bau; disclaiming any such intention, and assuring Raja Ali that 
the Government had no desire to interfere with any of the inland 
rulers and chiefs and requesting him so to inform them; stating 
that the writer had received news that Raja Ali was assisting the 
Penghulu of Naning with troops and guns, but doubted the truth 
of such report, there being many false reports circulated by evil-
minded persons; and forwarding a copy of a letter from the 
Governor of the Straits Settlements, the original of which was 
supposed to have perhaps miscarried. 

Surat Tuan Samuel Garling datang ka-pada Yang di-pertuan Raja 
Ali di-dalam Rembau ada-nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu maka ada-lah kita mendapat khabar 
orang-orang yang jahat-jahat itu menyatakan ka-pada sahabat kita 
Government Inggeris itu hendak merosakkan negeri sahabat kita 
maka dari hal itu ini-lah kita nyatakan ada-pun dari pekhabaran * 
i tu tiada-lah benar sa-kali-kali maka dari sebab itu terlalu banyak 
suka jikalau sahabat kita menghukumkan ka-pada orang yang 
membuat dusta dan angkara menyebutkan nama Government 
Inggeris itu 

Shahadan ada-pun sahabat kita ada bersahabat dengan Govern
ment Inggeris dan Government Inggeris-pun ada bersahabat dengan 
segala raja-raja dan penghulu-penghulu yang di-darat itu dan 
Government Inggeris itu tiada mahu memasoki di-dalam bichara-
bichara raja-raja dan penghulu-penghulu yang di-darat itu ada-pun 
dari hal itu melainkan sahabat kita khabarkan-lah dari hal ini 
ka-pada raja-raja dan penghulu-penghulu yang di-darat itu 

shahadan ada-pun sekarang ini ada kita mendapat pekhabaran 
sahabat kita ada menolong ka-pada Penghulu Naning itu serta 
meng[h]antar rayat dan meriam dan senjata akan Penghulu 
Naning itu tetapi bagaimana-lah kita boleh perchaya dari hal 
pekhabaranf yang demikian itu? 

* Orig, here has another wrongly. 

Orig. has 
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maka dari sebab itu bahwa ini-lah kita berkirim sa-puchok 
surat ini ka-pada sahabat kita supaya sahabat kita boleh menge-
tahui-nya yang kehendak kita itu bagaimana ada tersebut di-atas 
satar* ini jua 

shahadan sekarang ini banyak-lah orang-orang yang jahat-
j aha t itu membawa khabar ka-sana ka-mari khabar yang dusta-
dusta itu-lah ada-nya 

dan lagi ada-pun surat (yang) sahabat kita itu sudah-lah 
sampai ka-pada Tuan Besar itu dan Tuan Besar itu ada memberi 
surat perjawaban itu di-[h]antarkan ka-pada perahu orang Linggi 
tetapi di-dalam pikiran kita entah ada sampai surat itu ka-pada 
sahabat kita entah-pun tiada maka sekarang ini ada-lah kita 
pesertakan surat salinan perjawaban dahulu itu itu-pun bersama-
sama dengan surat ini datang ka-pada sahabat kita ada-nya 

tersurat ka-pada dua-puloh hari bulan August tarikh sanat 
1831. 

XXIV. 

3 January 1832 :§ Governor|| Ibbetson to the Yang di-pertuan 
[Muda] Raja Ali, the Dato? Penghulu Lela Maharaja, and 
the four Sukus of Rembau. 

Acknowledging the receipt of a letter from the addressees and 
noting with regret that they had been giving assistance to the 
Naning rebels on the basis of false reports against the Government 
which they had not attempted to verify; declaring that Govern
ment would overlook the matter so far as the addressees were 
concerned but would enforce its claims against Naning in order 
to put it on the same footing as the rest of Malacca territory, 
inasmuch as the Penghulu of Naning had disobeyed all orders and 
also trespassed and robbed on the land of Surin, which was not 
within the limits of Naning jurisdiction, and that his acts of 
disobedience had been frequent; maintaining that there was no 
alternative left but force, as the British Government was not 
accustomed to admit defeat at the hands of any earthly ruler, and 
the addressees were well aware that in former times Naning was 
subject to the same customs of government as Malacca, and it was 
only on account of the poverty of the inhabitants that some relief 
was subsequently given to them as an act of grace, but no change 
was made in its general status; apologising for delay in replying 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 

Orig. has 

Cancelled in the variant copy. 

Orig. has 
The original has 1831, which is certainly wrong. 

|| At this time, for a short period, the title of Governor had been 
changed to Resident, as appears in the Malay letter, but to avoid confusion 
I have retained the more usual term, both here and in XXV and XXVI, 
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to the addressees' letter and expressing a desire to meet them 
with a view to making a new treaty of friendship between Malacca, 
and Rembau.* 

Ini surat dari-pada Tuan Ibbetson Resident tiga buah negeri Pulau 
Pinang Singapura dan Melaka berkirim ka-pada sahabat lata Yang 
di-pertuan Raja Ali serta Dato' Penghulu Lela Maharaja serta ke-
empat Suku yang memegang perentah di-dalam negeri Rembau 
ada-nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-pun warkat dari sahabat kita 
Yang di-pertuan Rembau serta Dato' Penghulu Lela Maharaja 
serta keempat Suku sudah-lah sampai dengan sejahtera-nya ka-
pada kita ini dari sebab itu maka sekarang mengerti-lah kita dari 
hal sahabat kita menolong ka-pada yang membuat derhaka ya-itu 
Naning maka menjadi mashghul-lah hati kita dari hal sahabat kita 
menjadi kemudahan perchayakan perkhabaran orang yang jahat-
jahat itu yang hendak mengambil faedah di-dalam-nya itu sahabat 
kita-pun tiada dahu[lu] memereksai dari kebenaran-nya maka 
sahabat kita ikutkan 

shahadan maka sekarang dari hal benehana itu sudah-lah 
[h]abis menjadi luput-lah sudah dari hati kita sebab keterangan 
surat sahabat kita itu dan lagi dengan suchi ikhlas hati kita dari 
hal itu tiada-lah Government menuntut-nya lagi dan jangankan 
di-tuntut-nya itu Government hendak menegohkan antara kita 
sahabat bersahabat dengan perjanjian yang ba[ha]ru supaya ke-
mudian hari-nya menjadi tetap 

shahadan maka tiada kita hendak sembunyikan ka-pada 
sahabat kita Government ta'dapat tiada melainkan hendak-lah 
dengan kekerasan-nya hendak memukul Naning itu hendak di-
letakkan adat seperti adat yang di-pakai oleh segala orang negeri 
Melaka ini karna Penghulu Naning itu ia melawan segala perentah 
dan bertambah pula dengan kekerasan-nya ia berampas tanah hak 
orang ya-itu Enche' Surin punya ada-pun tanah itu tiada sa-kali-
kali di-bawa[h] perentah Naning dan kelakuan perbuatan yang 
di-buat oleh Penghulu Naning itu kerap kali sudah di-buat-nya 
yang tiada ia mau mengikut-nya perentah Government atau di-
sangkali-nya pekerjaan-nya itu atau ia mau menerangkan per-
buatan-nya itu 

maka sekarang tiada apa boleh di-buat lagi melainkan per-
jalanan yang kekerasan jua jikalau tiada demikian itu boleh men
jadi luput-lah tekebur-nya dan aniaya-nya itu Government Inggeris 
tiada biasa menewaskan diri-nya ka-pada sa-suatu raja di-dalam 
dunia ini maka sahabat kita-pun yang terlebeh-lebeh maalum orang 
Naning itu dahulu kala-nya ada memakai adat perentah seperti 

* The reference is no doubt to the treaty settled on the 20th January 
1832 (Aitchison, op. cit., Vol. I I , pp. 488-91, No. CL). subject to ratification 
by the Governor General. Aitchison dates it the 28th, but Begbie's account 
(op. cit., pp. 196-99) makes it clear that it was signed and sealed on the-
20th. 
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adat orang Melaka jua kemudian di-kasehani di-atas-nya karna ia 
terlalu miskin dan perjalanan-nya itu ada baik jikalau bagitu jua 
sampai sekarang ini pekerjaan-nya itu ta'dapat tiada tiada di-
ubalikan 

shahadan ada-pun dari hal kita tiada segera membalas warkat 
sahabat kita itu sebab tertahan pekerjaan kita yang sedikit itu 
tetapi kita serta sampai sekarang ini di-Melaka maka kita kirim 
surat ini ka-pada sahabat kita 

maka ada-lah yang terlebeh-lebeh maksud kita hendak bertemu 
dengan Yang di-pertuan serta Dato' Penghulu yang berdua serta 
Suku yang kedulapan itu di-Pangkalan Kota dan mana* 

bahwa ketika itu boleh-lah kita dengan sahabat kita membuat 
perjanjian setia menegohkan sahabat bersahabat antara Melaka 
dengan Rembau supaya kekal sa-lama-lama-nya 

terkarang surat ini ka-pada tiga hari bulan January sanat 
1832. 

XXV. 
7 Shaaban 1247 (11th or 12th January 1832). Governor 

Ibbetson to the Yang di-pertuan of Seri Menanti, the 
Dato* Kelana Putera of Sungai Ujong, and the Penghulu 
of Johol. 

Assuring the addressees that the expedition prepared by Govern
ment was meant merely to suppress the rebellion in Nailing and 
not aimed at any of the neighbouring States, in so far as they did 
not aid Naning; and adding that authority had been received from 
the Governor General of India to enter into an amended treaty 
of friendship with the addressees for mutual benefit in the future. 

Bahwa ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan Ibbetson Resident tiga buah 
negeri Pulau Pinang dan Singapura dan Melaka ada berkirim ka 
-pada Yang di-pertuan di-Seri Menanti dan Dato' Kelana Putera 
Sungai Ujong dan Penghulu Johol 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu jangan-lah kira-nya sahabat kita 
menjadi hebat mendengar Government ada mengumpulkan bala-
tantera peperangan di-Melaka ini ada-lah pikiran baik juga kita 
memberi khabar ka-pada sahabat kita jangan-lah kira-nya menjadi 
shak dan lagi dari hal antara kita dengan sahabat kita itu bagitu 

j u a sa-lama-lama-nya sahabat bersahabat 
shahadan maka ada-lah kita meuyatakan ka-pada sahabat kita 

Government Inggeris telah tentu-lah akan pergi memukul Naning 
yang derhaka ka-pada tuan-nya itu tetapi tiada mau membuat 
pergadohan ka-pada negeri yang Iain-lain jikalau tiada menolong 
ka-pada Naning itu 

shahadan jangan-lah kira-nya sahabat kita kurang mengerti 
ada-lah kita menyatakan telah sudah-lah kita mendapat idzin dari-

* This reads awkwardly and there seems to be something omitted here, 
The original has 1831. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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pada Governor General Benggala akan membaiki perjanjian sahabat 
bersahabat dengan sahabat kita yang boleli menegohkan antara 
kita dengan sahabat kita sa-lama-lama-nya maka mereka-mereka 
yang kedua pehak negeri boleh menjadi sentosa dari nyawa-nya 
dan harta-nya itu 

shahadan melainkan sahabat kita boleh menerima perkataan 
yang tersebut ini tanda ikhlas-nya Government Inggeris supaya 
dengan segera-nya sahabat kita boleh memberi maksud dari hal ini 
ada-nya 

tersurat ka-pada tujoh hari bulan Shaaban sanat 1247. 

XXVI. 

12 January 1832.: Governor Ibbetson to the Yang di-pertuan 
Raja Ali, the Dato' Penghulu Lela Maharaja, and the 
four Sukus of Rembau 

Acknowledging a letter from the addressees to the effect that 
owing to there being no boats available they were unable to meet 
the Governor at the mouth of the Linggi river ; stating that owing-
to the shallowness of the river higher up it was impossible for the-
Governor to meet them at Ramuan China, but suggesting a meet
ing half way, i.e. at Sempang Bandar, where the river forked, and 
offering to send boats for the convenience of the addressees; and 
forwarding (or promising to forward) a draft of the proposed 
treaty for the information of the addressees. 
Ini surat dari-pada Tuan Ibbetson Resident tiga buah negeri Pulau. 
Pinang Singapura dan Melaka berkirim surat ka-pada sahabat kita 
Yang di-pertuan Raja Ali serta Dato' Penghulu Lela Maharaja 
serta keempat Suku yang memegang perentah di-dalam negeri 
Rembau ada-nya serta dengan puji-pujian 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-pun surat sahabat kita yang 
termazkur ka-pada tujoh hari Shaaban itu telah sampai-lah sudah 
ka-pada kita apa yang tersebut di-dalam warkat itu telah mafhum-
lah kita maka ada-lah sahabat kita menyatakan dari sebab ke-
tidakan perahu itu maka sahabat kita tiada boleh datang bertemu. 
ka-pada kita di-Kuala Linggi itu dan kita-pun demikian itu jua 
karna kapal kita tiada boleh mudek ka-Ramuan China itu sebab 
ayer Sungai Linggi jalan Ramuan China Kechil itu tiada chukup-
dalam ayer-nya maka dari sebab itu menjadi kesukaran antara 
kedua pehak kita dengan sahabat kita itu barang maalum-lah. 
kira-nya sahabat kita maka boleh-lah kita membagi dua dari 
kesukaran itu maka boleh-lah kita bertemu dengan sahabat kita 
di-Sempang Bandar ya-itu tentang mana Sungai Linggi dari kuala 
mudek berchabang dua satu chabang ka-Linggi dan satu chabang-
ka-Rembau melainkan dari maksud kita ini telah harap-lah kita. 
akan sahabat kita menyukakan yang demikian itu jua dan boleh-
lah kita menghantarkan perahu-perahu akan menjeniput sahabat 
kita itu 
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shahadan di-dalam antara sampai ka-pada waktu kita dengan 
sahabat kita bertemu itu ada-lah kita hantar ka-pada sahabat kita 
tuladan surat perjanjian yang hendak di-perbuat itu maka boleh-
lah sahabat kita membacha dan sahabat kita boleh mengetahui 
dari maksud Governor General Benggala itu 

shahadan di-dalam antara sahabat kita membalas surat kita 
ini melainkan kita bersedia-lah kita akan berangkat itu-lah ada-nya 

[tersurat] ka-pada dua-belas hari bulan January sanat 1832.* 

XXVII. 

9 February 1832: Government Proclamation. 
Announcing the intention of Government to send a second ex
pedition against Naning; assuring the inhabitants of Naning and 
neighbourhood that no harm would be done to them provided they 
remained quiet, or carrying on their usual occupations, but that 
houses found abandoned would be destroyed; and offering the-
following rewards for the capture of the undermentioned persons,, 
viz. 

Dol Sa'id 1000 dollars 
Andika, chief of the suku Anak Melaka, of Naning, 
Peta Melayu, of Aver Gajah Mati, 
Pendekar Tambi, of Melaka Pindah, 
Enche' Muhammad and Enche' Had, of Jementah, Muar, 

200 dollars each. 

Pelekat 
Memberi tahu bahwa balatantera Kompeni hendak naik kembali 
ka-Naning akan hendak mengalahkanf ka-pada yang membuat 
derhaka di-Naning itu 

maka ada-lah di-beri tahu ka-pada segala orang-orang yang 
ada tinggal di-Naning atau mereka-mereka yang ada tinggal di-
dalam daerah yang ada dekat-dekat itu jikalau ada ia tinggal 
dengan diam-nya atau dengan pekerjaan-nya yang sa-lama ini ta'-
dapat tiada melainkan di-peliharakan oleh afsir Government 
akan rumah tangga dan anak bini harta benda sakalian itu 

jikalau ada demikian itu pada kemudian hari-nya nanti: 
Government boleh membalaskan di-atas-nya itu dengan kebajikan 
jua 

jikalau tiada demikian itu dan dapat rumah tangga-nya ter-
tinggal neschaya binasa-lah oleh balatantera itu 

* The date is doubtful in the original, looking like; 1832 corrected to* 
1831. But the former must be the right date. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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' ' officers. " 
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shahadan barang siapa yang boleh menangkap serta membawa 
orang yang kepala derhaka yang tersebut di-bawa[h] ini ta'dapat 
tiada melainkan boleh-lah menerima upah-nya sa-ribu ringgit besar 

Dol Sa'id* 
dan lagi barang siapa yang boleh membawa pula orang-oraog 

yang tersebut di-bawa[h] ini maka boleh menerima upah-nya ka-
pada sa-orang dua ratus ringgit besar 

sa-orang Andika Suku Anak Melaka di-Naning 
dan sa-orang Peta Melayu yang ada tinggal di-Ayer Gajah Mati 
dan sa-orang Pendekar Tambi yang ada tinggal di-Melaka 

Pindah 
dan sa-orang Enche' Muhammad and Enche' Had orang Je-

mentah tanah Muar ada-nya 
terkarang pelekat ini ka-pada sembilan hari bulan February 

tarikh sanat 1832. 

XXVIII . 

(Undated): Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Temenggong of Muar. 

Complaining that the Temenggong had made an armed incursion 
upon two villages in Malacca territory, viz. Rim and Chabau, 
thereby terrifying their inhabitants, in violation of established 
usage between friendly states and presumably under advice from 
evil counsellors; protesting vigorously against such acts of aggres
sion and complaining that Enche' Muhammad and Enche' Had, 
together with armed followers, had been left behind in the raided 
territory when the Temenggong returned to Muar, and were 
terrifying and robbing the inhabitants [Here the letter, which 
appears to be a fragment, ends]. 

* The name of Dol Sa ' id appears in the margin with an indication 
that it should be inserted in the text between membawa and orang yang 
kepala derhaka. But the wording shows tha t tha t would not be i ts proper 
place. 

The D a t o ' Engkau Temenggong Paduka Tuan of Muar had already 
as early as February 1820 (dur ing the short Dutch interregnum) begun to 
assert his pretensions to the border village of Chabau. This appears clearly 
from two chaps granted by him to the penghulu of tha t village which were 
sti l l in the possession of his descendant and remote successor Penghulu 
Sulong Arin of Chabau and the l a t t e r ' s aged father in 1893, when copies 
were made of them by permission of the owners. The first one is dated 
Fr iday , 3 Jumada-l-akhir A. H. 1235 and the second merely 1237. Both 
documents contain li t t le else than inductions to enforce Muslim religious 
observances, part icularly at tendance a t the mosque service (under penalty 
of being fined for absence, 10 dollars in the first chap, and 210 in the second). 
T h e first one gives the penghulu jurisdiction as far as the hamlet of Asahan, 
inclusive. The second mentions tha t the sukus (or clans) represented in 
the mukim were Mungkal, Semelenggang, Biduanda, and Tiga Batu , in tha t 
order, and tha t the penghulu of the village a t the t ime was D a t o ' Dalim. 
There is a reference to this act of aggression in J . B . A. S., S t ra i t s Branch 
(1884), No. X I I I , pp . 201-2, Appendix pp . xxxiii, xxxiv. See also Begbie 
(op . cit., pp. 203-4). 
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Bahwa ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan Raja Samuel Garling yang 
memerentah di-dalam negeri Melaka serta taalok-taalok-nya datang 
ka-pada sahabat kita ya-itu Temenggong di-dalam Muar 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu maka ada-lah sekarang tiga-puloh 
hari sudah lama-nya Temenggong datang bersama-sama dengan 
anak-anak raja serta penglima dan hulubalang membawa alat 
senjata masok ka-dalam tanah Kompeni ya-itu tempat-nya Rim 
dan Chabau itu memberi takut ka-pada anak buah kita yang di-
tempat itu 

bahwa Temenggong-pun yang terlebeh mengetahui jua adat-
nya sa-suatu raja-raja akan datang memasoki dengan alat senjata 
ka-dalam tempat sa-suatu raja-raja yang ada bersahabat itu jikalau 
tiada terlebeh dahulu mendapat idzin-nya itu dan lagi istimewa 
pula kira-nya sahabat kita jikalau orang yang lain datang memasoki 
dengan alat senjata ka-dalam negeri sahabat kita itu nesehaya 
sahabat kita-pun menjadi marah jua pekerjaan yang demikian itu 

shahadan pada pikiran kita telah ada-lah orang yang burok 
punya ajaran ka-pada sahabat kita menyuroh melakukan kelakuan 
yang demikian ini karna sahabat kita-pun ada-pun ada muda belum 
sampai chukup akal dan lagi terlebeh-lebeh pula pikiran kita sebab 
sahabat kita dengan sa-bentar itu jua pulang kembali ka-Muar 

barang maalum kira-nya sahabat tiada-lah kita hendak me-
nyatakan yang lain melainkan tiada patut sa-kali-kali perbuatan 
sahabat kita yang demikian ini melainkan pada lain kali-nya 
jangan-lah sahabat kita membuat yang demikian ini 

tetapi maka ada-lah sahabat kita meninggalkan di-dalam 
tanah kita itu Enche' Muhammed dengan Enche' Had dengan 
orang-orang-nya yang bersenjata itu waktu sahabat kita kembali 
itu maka sekarang orang itu ada membuat takut di-atas anak buah 
kita di-tempat itu maka dengan kekerasan-nya ia mengambil wang 
dan beras 

[Here the fragment ends] 

XXIX. 

29 February 1832: Government Proclamation. 
Stating that a report had been received that stockades had been 
erected on the Naning road with a view to obstructing the passage-
of the expedition; informing the inhabitants of Naning that all 
such stockades would be destroyed and warning them to remove 
from them any paddy or other goods, as it was not the desire of 
Government to harm the property, such as buffaloes, paddy, etc., 
of those who offered no resistance; and assuring them that, provided 
they remained quiet, or carried on their usual occupations, no 
harm would be done to them, or if any were done, they should 
immediately lay a complaint. 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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Pelekat 

Bahwa Government telah mendapat khabar ada banyak kubu-kubu 
sudah di-dirikan orang di-jalan Naning itu akan mengadang bala
tantera Government 

maka ini-lah di-beri tabu ka-pada sakalian orang yang ada 
tinggal di-Naning itu maka segala tempat-tempat itu hendak di-
Tosakkan oleh balatantera itu 

shahadan barang siapa yang ada menaroh padi atau barang-
barang yang lain di-dalam kubu-kubu itu melainkan dengan segera-
nya baik di-keluarkan karna bukan maksud Government itu hendak 
binasakan dari hak orang-orang yang tiada melawan perentah 
Government itu seperti kerbau atau padi atau harta-nya itu 

shahadan hai orang Naning jangan-lah tiada menerima-nya 
pengajaran ini sebab Government tiada menjadi taksir ka-pada 
kemudian hari-nya itu 

shahadan jikalau ada ia tinggal dengan diam-nya atau dengan 
pekerjaan yang sa-lama ini terpelihara-lah oleh kepala balatantera 
supaya tiada boleh orang-orang balatantera itu binasakan dari 
anak bini dan harta benda-nya itu dan jikalau ada yang demikian 
i tu niengadu-lah ka-pada ketika itu jua ada-nya 

terkarang pelekat ini ka-pada dua-puloh sembilan hari bulan 
February sanat 1832. 

XXX. 
20 March 1832: Government Proclamation. 

Requiring all strangers entering Malacca by sea or by land to 
Teport themselves to the police within twenty-four hours under 
pain of severe penalties to be inflicted on them and on persons 
harbouring them. 

Pelekat 
Memberi tahu ka-pada sakalian orang seperti perentah Polis yang 
telah sudah di-dalam negeri Melaka ini dari hal orang-orang 
dagang yang masok ka-dalam negeri ini baik dari laut atau dari 
darat 

shahadan dari sebab itu segala orang-orang dagang itu ta'-
dapat tiada mahu ia sendi [ri]-nya memberi tahu ka-dalam Polis 
lama-nya di-dalam dua-puloh empat jam dan barang siapa yang 
melanggar perentah yang tersebut ini ta'dapat tiada nanti di-
hukum dengan sa-penoh-penoh hukuman di-atas orang itu dengan 
orang yang pmrya rumah yang ada menaroh orang dagang itu 

March dua-puloh hari bulan sanat 1832. 

XXXI. 
18 April 1832: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 

to the Temenggong of Muar. 

Complaining that persons under the Temenggong's jurisdiction, 
viz. Tengku Busu, Enche' Muhammad and Enche' Had, with 

Journal Malayan Branch [Vol. III, Part , I I . 



APPENDIX. 333 

about 100 men from Segamat, had gone to assist Naning, which 
as between friendly states was a unfriendly act. 
Bahwa ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan Samuel Garling datang ka-
pada sahabat kita Temenggong Muar dengan puji-pujian 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu maka ada-lah kita menerangkan 
ka-pada sahabat kita ada-lah kita mendapat khabar Tengku Busu 
dan Enche' Muhammad dan Enches Had ada membawa orang 
Segamat ada kira-kira-nya sa-ratus orang akau menolong ka-Naning 
serta berjanji pula hendak memtantu dengan orang-orang lagi 

shahadan maka ada-lah kita melepaskan* taksir ka-pada 
sahabat kita ada-pun pekerjaan ini terlebeh-lebeh maalum kira-
nya sahabat kita karna mereka yang tersebut itu di-bawah 
perentah sahabat kita ada-pun Melaka dengan Muar ada bersababat 
jua dan lagi Tengku Busu dan Enche' Muhammad dan Enche' Had 
itu di-bawah perentah sahabat kita ada-nya 

terkarang surat ka-pada dulapan belas hari bulan April sanat 
1832. 

XXXII. 

29 May 1832: Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to Raja Ali of Rembau, the Dato' Kelana Putera of 
Sungai Ujong, the Dato' Penghulu of Johol, and the 
Temenggong of Muar. 

Referring to previous letters assuring the addressees that the 
intentions of Government were merely to arrest Dol Sa'id, Peng
hulu of Naning, expel evil doers, and restore prosperity in Naning, 
and requesting the addressees to prevent their subjects from 
giving assistance to Dol Sa'id and to inform the Government of 
anything that might cause trouble to it in connection with the 
Naning affair; expressing astonishment at hearing that Dol Sa'id 
had received assistance in the shape of men, arms, and ammuni
tion from States that were regarded as friendly to the British 
Government, but presuming that the addressees were ignorant of 
this or unable to prevent i t ; in view, however, of the damage none 
thereby in British territory, announcing an immediate blockade 
of the Linggi, Kesang, and Muar rivers, to prevent the conveyance 
of arms and provisions to the enemy, such blockade to cease when 
hosilities ceased but to continue as long as Dol Sa'id continued to 
resist the Government's forces in Naning. 

Bahwa ini surat dari-pada Tuan Samuel Garling Resident Coun
cillor di-dalam negeri Melaka ada berkirim sa-buah surat ka-pada 
Yam Tuan Raja Ali di-dalam Rembau dan sa-buah surat ka-pada 
Dato' Kelana Putera di-Sungai Ujong dan sa-buah surat ka-pada 

* Orig. has 

Orig. may have ini 

1925] Royal Asiatic Society. 
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Dato' Penghulu Johol dan sa-huah surat ka-pada Temenggong 
Muar dengan'puji-pujian-ny a 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu maka ada-lah kita membayankan 
ka-pada sahabat kita dari hal surat Tuan Resident yang memerentah 
tiga buah negeri itu yang telah sudah dahulu di-nyatakan ka-pada 
sahabat kita dari-pada hal angkara Dol Sa'id yang di-jadikan 
Penghulu di-dalam Naning ya-itu tanah Kompeni 

maka ada-lah kehendak surat kita yang dahulu itu sahabat 
kita jangan menjadi wasangka dari sebab balatantera itu naik ka-
Naning itu tiada dengan, sa-suatu, jalan melainkan hanya-lah maksud 
kita yang hendak menangkap Dol Sa'id itu sahaja serta meng-
[h]alaukan orang-orang yang membuat kebinasaan di-dalam tanah 
kita supaya boleh menjadi kebajikan di-atas Government dan lagi 
boleh menjadi kesempurnaan dan sejahtera-nya di-atas segala anak 
buah kita yang di-Naning itu 

ada-pun surat kita yang dahulu itu ada-lah kehendak kita 
sahabat kita boleh melarangkan di-atas orang-orang yang ada ta-
alok di-bawa perentah sahabat kita itu akan menolong Dol Sa'id 
itu dan lagi boleh memberi khabar dengan segera-nya jikalau ada 
sa-suatu hal yang mendatangkan kesukaran ka-pada Government 
dari sebab fasal Naning itu 

maka hairan-lah kita mendengar yang Dol Sa'id itu mendapat 
ketolongan orang-orang dan senjata-senjata dan ubat peluru dari-
pada tempat-tempat perentah yang lain ada-pun yang sa-lama ini 
di-dalam pikiran kita ada sahabat dengan Government Inggeris 
itu pada ikhtiar kita barang kali sahabat kita tiada mengetahui dari 
hal pekerjaan atau tiada kuasa akan melarangkan dia tetapi men
jadi juga kebinasaan jua di-dalam tanah kita di-darat itu hingga 
sampai ka-pada hari ini menjadi pergadohan jua maka dari sebab 
itu Government ta'dapat tiada hendak-lah membuat perjalanan 
yang ketentuan serta dengan segera-nya yang amat tegoh dari 
dahulu itu 

sa-bermula ada-pun dari hal Sungai Linggi dan Sungai Kesang 
dan Sungai Muar itu hendak di-kawal maka dari hal itu kita 
memberi khabar ka-pada sahabat kita Government hendak empang 
sungai-sungai yang tersebut itu dengan segera-nya jua supaya 
jangan boleh di-bawa-nya masok perkara segala senjata-senjata dan 
makan-makanan itu ka-pada seteru kita 

shahadan jikalau sudah selesai pergadohan Naning dan tempat-
tempat di-darat itu dengan sa-ketika itu jua boleh di-lepaskan 
kawal-kawal sungai-sungai itu tetapi sekarang Dol Sa'id itu sudah 
memungkirkan sumpah setia-nya yang dahulu di-atas Kuran al-
adzim itu dan sa-lagi ia ada di-Naning akan melawan ka-pada 
Government Inggeris itu ta'dapat tiada melainkan di-tegohkan jua 
kawal-kawal sungai itu ada-nya 

terkarang surat ini ka-pada dua-puloh sembilan hari bulan 
May sanat 1832. 
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XXXTIL 

29 May 1832: Samuel Garling. Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Tengku Penglima Besar Sayid Sa'aban. 

Informing him that his good services to Government had been 
reported to Governor Ibbetson who expressed his high appreciation 
of them and desired that his thanks should be conveyed to Sayid 
Sa'aban, with the further intimation of a reward to be granted 
after the cessation of hostilities.* 
Bahwa ini surat dari-pada Tuan Samuel Garling ka-pada sahabat 
kita Tengku Penglima Besar ya-itu Sayid Sa'aban yang ada 
sekarang ka-pada waktu ini di-dalam Naning di-Bukit Sabusok 
dengan puji-pujian-nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-pun dari hal sahabat kita yang 
sudah menjalankan pekerjaan di-atas Government itu pekerjaan 
yang kebajikan itu melainkan kita-pun sudah-lah sampaikan ka-
pada Tuan Ibbetson Governor pada tiga buah negeri maka Tuan 
itu-pun memuji-muji-lah di-atas pekerjaan sahabat kita dan lagi 
bagitu banyak punya terima kaseh di-atas sahabat kita 

shahadan apabila selesai-lah pergadohan ini neschaya nanti 
di-kurniakan di-atas sahabat kita ada-nya 

terkarang surat ini ka-pada dua-puloh sembilan hari bulan 
May sanat 1832. 

XXXIV. 

9 June 1832: Government Proclamation. 

Complaining that in spite of protests addressed to various rulers 
and chiefs assistance continued to be given by neighbouring States 
in the shape of men, arms, and ammunition, to Naning, which was 
in rebellion against the Government in breach of the oath of 
allegiance of its Penghulu and Sukus; stating that letters had 
been sent to various rulers and chiefs announcing the intention 
to blockade the Linggi, Kesang, and Muar rivers until such time 
as such assistance ceased to be given to the rebellious Dol Sa'id 
and Naning had become settled; and accordingly proclaiming the 
aforementioned blockade, to prevent anyone from entering or 
leaving by the said rivers, until such time as aforsaid. 

Pelekat 
Bahwa ada-lah tanah Naning itu yang ada derhaka ka-pada Govern
ment Inggeris ada-pun tatkala dahulu Penghulu-nya dengan ke-
empat Suku-nya telah sudah bersumpah setia di-bawah perentah 

* As stated in a letter from Mr. Thomas Lewis, Acting Resident 
Councillor, Malacca, dated 24 February 1837, this took the shape of a 
monthly allowance of 104 Company Rupees eight annas, as from November 
1836, subject to a proviso that it might cease if he made trouble with 
neighbouring States or did anything that the Malacca Government did not 
like. 

The figure 2 is not clear but this must be the year. 
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Government itu maka ada-lah sekarang kerap kali-nya khabar 
sampai ka-pada kita menyatakan terlalu amat banyak ketolongan 
ya-itu orang-orang dan senjata-senjata ubat jieluru dari raja-raja 
dan penghulu penghulu yang sa-lama ini pada kira kita ada ber-
sahabat dengan Government Inggeris 

shahadan ada-lah Government Inggeris yang telah sudah me
nyatakan ka-pada raja-raja dan penghulu-penghulu akan melarang-
kan di-atas anak buah dan rayat-nya itu jangan ia masok di-dalam 
pekerjaan Dol Sa'id yang derhaka itu tetapi di-dalam pada itu ada 
juga ketolongan-nya 

maka dari sebab ketolongan ka-pada derhaka Dol Sa'id itu 
maka ada-lah surat-surat di-kirimkan ka-pada raja-raja itu dart 
penghulu-penghulu akan hendak mengawali sungai-sungai ya-itu 
Linggi dan Kesang dan Muar sampai [h]abis terlepas ketolongan 
ka-pada derhaka Dol Sa'id itu dan tanah Naning itu boleh menjadi 
kesempurnaan 

bahwa ini-lah memberi tahu ka-pada segala orang maka ada-
lah Sungai Linggi dan Sungai Kesang dan Sungai Muar itu ada 
terkawal ka-pada ketika ini tiada boleh orang masok atau keluar 
dari sungai-sungai itu sampai [h]abis pekerjaan Naning itu dan 
orang-orang dan harta benda sakalian-nya itu boleh menjadi ke
sempurnaan dengan sejahtera-nya 

terkarang pelekat ini ka-pada sembilan hari bulan June tarikh 
sanat 1832. 

XXXV. 

10 June 1832: Samuel Garling, Resident. Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Temenggong of Muar. 

Acknowledging receipt of a letter from the Temenggong; informing 
him of the arrival of a British war ship to blockade the neighbour
ing rivers; requesting him immediately to recall his Segamat 
subjects who under the leadership of Enche* Had and Enche' 
Muhammad* had gone to the assistance of Naning; expressing the 
intention to blockade the mouth of the Muar river until the 
unlawful encroachment on the border villages, Rim, Chohong, etc., 
between Mt. Ophir and Sungai Chinchin Hilang had ceased and 
Naning had been conquered; and expressing the hope that the 
Temenggong would take prompt steps as requested. 
Bahwa ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan Samuel Garling datang ka-
pada sahabat kita Temenggong Muar ada-nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu surat dari-pada sahabat kita itu 
sudah-lah sampai ka-pada kita apa-apa yang termazkur di-dalam-
nya itu telah mafhum-lah kita 

* In a letter to the Yang di-pertuan Muda of Rembau, under date 
3 Rabi'u-l-akhir 1252 (18 July 1836) Samuel Garling wrote that these 
persons would be allowed to enter and leave the Company's territory like 
anyone else provided that they conducted themselves properly and made no 
further trouble there; and that their old offences were forgotten. 
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shahadan maka ada-lah kita memberi tahu ka-pada sahabat 
kita kapal perang Inggeris telah ada-lah datang akan mengawali 
sungai yang dekat-dekat itu ada-pun nama Kapitan kapal perang 
itu Plumridge* dan kapal Maharaja Inggeris itu Magicienne 

shahadan ada-pun maksud kita dengan segera-nya sahabat 
kita menyuroh memanggil kembali dari Naning anak buah sahabat 
kita orang Segamat itu yang di-perentahkan oleh Enche' Had dan 
Enche' Muhammad itu sahabat kita menegahkan orang-orang itu 
masok ka-dalam tanah perentah Melaka 

shahadan seperti kampong Rim Chohong dan segala kampong-
kampong yang ada antara Gunong Ledang dengan Sungai Chinehin 
Hilang itu terlalu amat sangat di-aniayakan oleh Enche' Had dan 
Enche' Muhammad dan lagi di-dalam ketika ini juga Enche' Had 
dan Enche* Muhammad itu dengan kekerasan-nya ia merampas 
harta benda orang-orang itu melainkan sekarang dengan per-
chintaan kita kita memberi tahu ka-pada sahabat kita sa-lagi ada 
perjalanan yang demikian ini tiada-lah kita memberi masok atau 
keluar sa-barang perahu dari Kuala Muar itu apabila tanah Naning 
itu kembali ka-pada perentah-nya serta tanah-tanah Melaka 
sakalian-nya sudah habis musoh-musoh-nya itu melainkan boleh-
lah di-rentikan kawal-kawal itu 

shahadan dengan sa-penoh-penoh harap kita di-atas sahabat 
la ta akan menjalankan pekerjaan ini boleh dengan segera-nya 
menjadi kebajikan dan kesempurnaan dan sejahtera-nya 

terkarang ka-pada sa-puloh hari bulan June sanat 1832. 

XXXVI. 

16 June 1832 : Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor, Malacca, 
to the Dato' Kelana Putera of Sungai Ujong. 

Acknowledging the receipt of a letter from the Dato' Kelana 
requesting that the Linggi river might not be blockaded and sug
gesting that he himself could prevent the transit of goods to 
Naning; pointing out that, as the addressee was well aware, a 
quantity of arms and ammunition had been sent to Naning since 
the beginning of the rebellion and that Government had evidence 
that most of them came by way of that river and were regularly 
forwarded from thence to Naning; maintaining that Government 
had been very patient in confining itself to the prohibition of that 
traffic, but that as that course had not answered to expectations, 
there was no alternative left but to blockade the mouth of the 
river: assuring the addressee that this would not have been done 
if there had been any other way of stopping the traffic in question, 
and that the blockade would cease as soon as the Naning affair had 

* Orig. has 

Orig. has 
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been settled: and expressing the hope that the addressee would 
be of assistance in the matter and prevent any further help being 
given to the rebellious Dol Sa'id. 

Bahwa ini surat dari-pada kita Tuan Samuel Garling Resident 
Councillor dari Melaka dengan puji-pujian datang ka-pada Dato' 
Kelana Putera di-dalam Sungai Ujong ada-nya 

wa baada-hu dari-pada itu ada-pun surat dari sahabat kita 
itu telah sudah-lah sampai ka-pada kita apa-apa yang termazkur 
di-dalam-nya itu telah mafhum-lah kita 

ada-pun permintaan sahabat kita jangan-lah di-tutup Kuala 
Linggi itu serta sahabat kita boleh melarangkan barang apa-apa 
benda pergi ka-Naning 

shahadan sahabat kita terlebeh-lebeh maalum yang ada pergi 
ka-Naning itu terlalu banyak senjata-senjata ya-itu senapang-
senapang dan ubat bedil dan peluru sa-lama Dol Sa'id menderhaka 
ka-pada Government maka sekarang dapat-lah keterangan-nya 
kebanyakan benda-benda yang tersebut itu datang dari Sungai 
Linggi dan ada satu kepala * tinggal di-tepi sungai itu ia-lah 
kebanyakan benda-benda yang tersebut itu datang dari Sungai 
sahabat kita terlebeh-lebeh ketahui sa-lama ini Government sabar-
kan jua melainkan di-suroh melarangkan jua perbuatan itu di-
dalam pikiran kita boleh ia berhenti 

shahadan -sekarang ini kita lihat tiada lulus maksud kita itu 
ta'dapat tiada melainkan tiada jalan yang lain hanya-lah kita 
tutup kuala itu 

shahadan jikalau ada perjalanan yang lain jangan benda-benda 
itu di-bawa ka-Naning sa-lagi ada Dol Sa'id menderhaka ka-pada 
Government perchaya-lah sahabat kita tiada kita menutupi kuala 
itu 

shahadan lagi apabila pekerjaan Naning itu sudah jelas 
melainkan kawal-kawal itu nanti di-rentikan 

shahadan terlebeh -lebeh harap kita yang sahabat kita boleh 
menolong di-dalam pekerjaan ini serta melarangkan ketolongan 
ka-pada Dol Sa'id itu supaya orang itu yang ada mungkir di-atas 
persumpahan setia itu ya-itu ada kerap kali persumpahan-nya yang 
demikian itu Melaka clan Sungai Ujong itu menjadi satu di-dalam 
maksud akan mendamaikan negeri 

shahadan sahabat kita boleh lebeh-lebeh pikir dari hal ini 
pekerjaan yang kebajikan ada-nya 

terkarang surat ini ka-pada enam-belas hari bulan June sanat 
1832. 

* Orig. has but perhaps is meant. 

t Orig. has 
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ERRATA. 

The Volume and Part Number lines at the foot of even pages, 
2 to 184 should read: Vol. I I I . , Part I I . . not Vol. I, Part I I , 
as printed. 

The division into Parts on p.p. 1, 99 and 199 was made in 
-error and should be disregarded. 
Page 6, line 1 in text. For fact read face. 

foot notes. For sup read suppressed 

text. For and read as 
„ „ tracties read treaties 
„ „ reffered „ referred 
„ „ Crawford,, Crawfurd 

„ „ cricumstances read 
circumstances 

„ „ Cerimon read Carimon or 
Kerimun 

„ „ grammer „ grammar 

„ Delete from reserved to waste 

„ For hundered read hundred 

„ „ Rambau „ Rembau 

„ „ extent „ extend 

„ „ distruct „ distrust 

„ „ mission „ missions 

„ „ orderd „ ordered 

„ „ Between statejs and with insert 
met 

„ „ Between as and the insert of 
„ „ For perceding read preceding 

„ appoinment „ appointment 
„ „ „ Council „ Consul 
„ „ „ Time „ time 
„ „ „ fourth „ forth 

„ „ „ state „ states 

„ „ „ emloyed „ employed 
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