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      Sivachandralingam Sundara Raja is an Associate Professor in History at the Department of
      History, Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences, University of Malaya. His field of specialization is Malaysian
      Economic History with interests in trade and the Indian community.
    


    
      Routledge Studies in the Modern History of Asia
    


    
      For a full list of available titles please visit: https://www.routledge.com/Routledge-Studies-in-the-Modern-History-of-Asia/book-series/MODHISTASIA
    


    
      119. Britain’s Imperial Retreat from China, 1900–1931
    


    
      Phoebe Chow
    


    
      120. Constitution Making in Asia
    


    
      Decolonisation and State-Building in the Aftermath of the British Empire
    


    
      H. Kumarasingham
    


    
      121. Neutrality in Southeast Asia
    


    
      Concepts and Contexts
    


    
      Nicholas Tarling
    


    
      122. Britain’s Retreat from Empire in East Asia, 1905–1980
    


    
      Edited by Antony Best
    


    
      123. The Dismantling of Japan’s Empire in East Asia
    


    
      Deimperialization, Postwar Legitimation and Imperial Afterlife
    


    
      Edited by Barak Kushner and Sherzod Muminov
    


    
      124. Public Health and the Modernization of China, 1910–2015
    


    
      Liping Bu
    


    
      125. The Economy of Colonial Malaya
    


    
      Administrators versus Capitalists
    


    
      Sivachandralingam Sundara Raja
    


    
      126. Secularism, Decolonisation, and the Cold War in South and Southeast Asia
    


    
      Clemens Six
    


    
      127. Chinese Middlemen in Hong Kong’s Colonial Economy, 1830–1890
    


    
      Kaori Abe
    


    
      128. World War Two Legacies in East Asia
    


    
      China Remembers the War
    


    
      Chan Yang
    

  


  
    
      The Economy of Colonial Malaya
    


    
      Administrators versus Capitalists
    


    
      Sivachandralingam Sundara Raja
    


    [image: Image]

  


  
    
      First published 2018
    


    
      by Routledge
    


    
      2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN
    


    
      and by Routledge
    


    
      711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017
    


    
      Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business
    


    
      © 2018 Sivachandralingam Sundara Raja
    


    
      The right of Sivachandralingam Sundara Raja to be identified as author of this work has been asserted by him/her
      in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.
    


    
      All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any
      electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or
      in any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers.
    


    
      Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used
      only for identification and explanation without intent to infringe.
    


    
      British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
    


    
      A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library
    


    
      Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
    


    
      Names: Raja, Sivachandralingam Sundara, author.
    


    
      Title: The economy of colonial Malaya : administrators versus capitalists / Sivachandralingam Sundara Raja.
    


    
      Description: Abingdon, Oxon ; New York, NY : Routledge, 2017. | Series: Routledge studies in the modern history
      of Asia | Includes bibliographical references and index.
    


    
      Identifiers: LCCN 2016057478| ISBN 9780415786713 (hardback) | ISBN 9781315226682 (ebook)
    


    
      Subjects: LCSH: Malaya–History–British rule, 1867-1942. | Malaya–Economic policy. | Malaya–Pollitics and
      government. | Malaya–Commerce.
    


    
      Classification: LCC DS596.6 .R34 2017 | DDC 330.9595/03–dc23
    


    
      LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2016057478
    


    
      ISBN: 978-0-415-78671-3 (hbk)
    


    
      ISBN: 978-1-315-22668-2 (ebk)
    

  


  
    
      Contents

    


    
      
        	
          Cover
        


        	
          Half Title
        


        	
          Title Page
        


        	
          Copyright Page
        


        	
          Table of Contents
        


        	
          List of illustrations
        


        	
          Acknowledgements
        


        	
          Abbreviations
        


        	
          1. Introduction

          
            	
              Research problem
            


            	
              Scope
            


            	
              Significance of this publication
            


            	
              Note on sources
            


            	
              Notes
            

          

        


        	
          2. Policy of the Colonial Office and the Role of Men on the Spot with
          Regard to Investment in the Malay States, 1800–1896

          
            	
              British economic activities in the Malay peninsula before
              1874
            


            	
              Colonial Office policy with regard to investment before
              1874
            


            	
              British economic activities in the Malay States from
              1874
            


            	
              Colonial Office policy with regard to Investment from
              1874
            


            	
              British economic activities in the Federated Malay States
              (FMS) from 1896
            


            	
              Colonial Office policy with regard to investment from
              1896
            


            	
              Conclusion
            


            	
              Notes
            

          

        


        	
          3. British Economic Involvement in the State of Perak

          
            	
              Agriculture
            


            	
              Mining
            


            	
              Conclusion
            


            	
              Notes
            

          

        


        	
          4. British Economic Involvement in the State of Selangor

          
            	
              Agriculture
            


            	
              Mining
            


            	
              Conclusion
            


            	
              Notes
            

          

        


        	
          5. British Economic Involvement in Negeri Sembilan

          
            	
              Agriculture
            


            	
              Mining
            


            	
              Conclusion
            


            	
              Notes
            

          

        


        	
          6. British Economic Involvement in Pahang

          
            	
              Agriculture
            


            	
              Mining
            


            	
              Conclusion
            


            	
              Notes
            

          

        


        	
          7. Conclusion

          
            	
              Notes
            

          

        


        	
          Appendix I
        


        	
          Appendix II
        


        	
          Appendix III
        


        	
          Appendix IV
        


        	
          Appendix V
        


        	
          Appendix VI
        


        	
          Bibliography
        


        	
          Index
        

      

    


    
      
        List of illustrations
      


      
        Acknowledgements
      


      
        Abbreviations
      


      
        1    Introduction
      


      
        2    Policy of the Colonial Office and the Role of Men on the
        Spot with Regard to Investment in the Malay States, 1800–1896
      


      
        3    British Economic Involvement in the State of Perak
      


      
        4    British Economic Involvement in the State of Selangor
      


      
        5    British Economic Involvement in Negeri Sembilan
      


      
        6    British Economic Involvement in Pahang
      


      
        7    Conclusion
      


      
        Appendix I
      


      
        Appendix II
      


      
        Appendix III
      


      
        Appendix IV
      


      
        Appendix V
      


      
        Appendix VI
      


      
        Bibliography
      


      
        Index
      

    


    
      
        	
          Cover
        


        	
          Table of Contents
        

      

    


    
      
        	
          i
        


        	
          ii
        


        	
          iii
        


        	
          iv
        


        	
          v
        


        	
          vi
        


        	
          vii
        


        	
          viii
        


        	
          ix
        


        	
          x
        


        	
          1
        


        	
          2
        


        	
          3
        


        	
          4
        


        	
          5
        


        	
          6
        


        	
          7
        


        	
          8
        


        	
          9
        


        	
          10
        


        	
          11
        


        	
          12
        


        	
          13
        


        	
          14
        


        	
          15
        


        	
          16
        


        	
          17
        


        	
          18
        


        	
          19
        


        	
          20
        


        	
          21
        


        	
          22
        


        	
          23
        


        	
          24
        


        	
          25
        


        	
          26
        


        	
          27
        


        	
          28
        


        	
          29
        


        	
          30
        


        	
          31
        


        	
          32
        


        	
          33
        


        	
          34
        


        	
          35
        


        	
          36
        


        	
          37
        


        	
          38
        


        	
          39
        


        	
          40
        


        	
          41
        


        	
          42
        


        	
          43
        


        	
          44
        


        	
          45
        


        	
          46
        


        	
          47
        


        	
          48
        


        	
          49
        


        	
          50
        


        	
          51
        


        	
          52
        


        	
          53
        


        	
          54
        


        	
          55
        


        	
          56
        


        	
          57
        


        	
          58
        


        	
          59
        


        	
          60
        


        	
          61
        


        	
          62
        


        	
          63
        


        	
          64
        


        	
          65
        


        	
          66
        


        	
          67
        


        	
          68
        


        	
          69
        


        	
          70
        


        	
          71
        


        	
          72
        


        	
          73
        


        	
          74
        


        	
          75
        


        	
          76
        


        	
          77
        


        	
          78
        


        	
          79
        


        	
          80
        


        	
          81
        


        	
          82
        


        	
          83
        


        	
          84
        


        	
          85
        


        	
          86
        


        	
          87
        


        	
          88
        


        	
          89
        


        	
          90
        


        	
          91
        


        	
          92
        


        	
          93
        


        	
          94
        


        	
          95
        


        	
          96
        


        	
          97
        


        	
          98
        


        	
          99
        


        	
          100
        


        	
          101
        


        	
          102
        


        	
          103
        


        	
          104
        


        	
          105
        


        	
          106
        


        	
          107
        


        	
          108
        


        	
          109
        


        	
          110
        


        	
          111
        


        	
          112
        


        	
          113
        


        	
          114
        


        	
          115
        


        	
          116
        


        	
          117
        


        	
          118
        


        	
          119
        


        	
          120
        


        	
          121
        


        	
          122
        


        	
          123
        


        	
          124
        


        	
          125
        


        	
          126
        


        	
          127
        


        	
          128
        


        	
          129
        


        	
          130
        


        	
          131
        


        	
          132
        


        	
          133
        


        	
          134
        


        	
          135
        


        	
          136
        


        	
          137
        


        	
          138
        


        	
          139
        


        	
          140
        


        	
          141
        


        	
          142
        


        	
          143
        


        	
          144
        


        	
          145
        


        	
          146
        


        	
          147
        


        	
          148
        


        	
          149
        


        	
          150
        


        	
          151
        


        	
          152
        


        	
          153
        


        	
          154
        


        	
          155
        


        	
          156
        


        	
          157
        


        	
          158
        


        	
          159
        


        	
          160
        


        	
          161
        


        	
          162
        


        	
          163
        


        	
          164
        


        	
          165
        


        	
          166
        


        	
          167
        


        	
          168
        


        	
          169
        


        	
          170
        


        	
          171
        


        	
          172
        


        	
          173
        


        	
          174
        


        	
          175
        


        	
          176
        


        	
          177
        


        	
          178
        


        	
          179
        


        	
          180
        


        	
          181
        


        	
          182
        


        	
          183
        


        	
          184
        


        	
          185
        


        	
          186
        


        	
          187
        


        	
          188
        


        	
          189
        


        	
          190
        


        	
          191
        


        	
          192
        


        	
          193
        


        	
          194
        


        	
          195
        


        	
          196
        


        	
          197
        


        	
          198
        


        	
          199
        


        	
          200
        


        	
          201
        


        	
          202
        


        	
          203
        


        	
          204
        


        	
          205
        


        	
          206
        


        	
          207
        


        	
          208
        


        	
          209
        


        	
          210
        


        	
          211
        


        	
          212
        


        	
          213
        


        	
          214
        


        	
          215
        


        	
          216
        


        	
          217
        


        	
          218
        


        	
          219
        


        	
          220
        


        	
          221
        


        	
          222
        


        	
          223
        


        	
          224
        


        	
          225
        


        	
          226
        


        	
          227
        


        	
          228
        


        	
          229
        


        	
          230
        


        	
          231
        


        	
          232
        


        	
          233
        


        	
          234
        


        	
          235
        


        	
          236
        


        	
          237
        


        	
          238
        


        	
          239
        


        	
          240
        


        	
          241
        


        	
          242
        


        	
          243
        


        	
          244
        


        	
          245
        


        	
          246
        


        	
          247
        


        	
          248
        


        	
          249
        


        	
          250
        


        	
          251
        


        	
          252
        


        	
          253
        


        	
          254
        


        	
          255
        


        	
          256
        


        	
          257
        


        	
          258
        


        	
          259
        


        	
          260
        


        	
          261
        


        	
          262
        


        	
          263
        


        	
          264
        

      

    

  


  
    
      Illustrations

    


    Figures


    
      2.1    Straits settlements administrative setup,
      1858–1867
    


    
      2.2    Western Malay States administrative setup,
      1874–1896
    


    
      2.3    Federated Malay States administrative setup, 1896–1909
    


    Tables


    
      1.1    Land revenue of Federated Malay States (premium,
      rents and licences for agricultural and mining lands), 1896–1910 value in Straits Dollars
    


    
      1.2    Geographical distribution of capital issued for
      imperial governments and enterprises, 1865–1914 (in million pounds Sterling)
    


    
      1.3    Federated Malay States general return of revenue
      and expenditure, 1889–1909
    


    
      2.1    Duty on tin ($), 1875–1896
    


    
      2.2    Railway receipts ($), 1875–1896
    


    
      2.3    Land revenue ($), 1875–1896
    


    
      2.4    Postal and telegraph revenue ($), 1875–1896
    


    
      2.5    Tin production in the Federated Malay States
      (tonnes), 1896–1914
    


    
      2.6    Rubber acreage in Federated Malay States,
      1896–1914
    


    
      3.1    Agriculture in Perak, 1895–1909
    


    
      3.2    Mining in Perak, 1895–1909
    


    
      4.1    Agriculture in Selangor, 1896–1909
    


    
      4.2    Mining in Selangor, 1895–1909
    


    
      5.1    Agriculture in Negeri Sembilan, 1895–1909
    


    
      5.2    Mining in Negeri Sembilan, 1895–1909
    


    
      5.3    Objections of the miners
    


    
      6.1    Agriculture in Pahang, 1896–1909
    


    
      6.2    Mining in Pahang, 1895–1909
    

  


  
    
      Acknowledgements

    


    
      In writing this book, I am grateful to a number of people who assisted me throughout the period of research and
      in reediting and revising the book. I would like to thank Professor Dato’ Dr Ramlah Adam whose assistance was
      crucial in seeing me through my research. I have benefitted enormously from her advice, criticisms and
      suggestions. I wish also to thank Professor Dr Loh Wei Leng for the help she rendered in the early stage of my
      research. I would also like to thank my colleagues in the Department, especially Associate Professor Dr Joseph
      Milton Fernando for his kind advice which prompted me to make a trip to the Public Record Office to enrich my
      sources. My thanks also go to Dr Ahmad Kamal Ariffin Mohd Rus for the stimulating discussions we had with regard
      to this study.
    


    
      There were others whose advice, information and assistance during the study I value very much. These include,
      Emeritus Professor Tan Sri Dr Khoo Kay Kim, Professor Dr K.S. Nathan, Emeritus Professor Dr Abdullah Zakaria
      Ghazali, Professor Dr Shakila Parween Yacob and Professor Dr Adnan Haji Nawang from the History Department,
      University of Malaya and Professor Abu Talib Ahmad from University Sains Malaysia.
    


    
      I also wish to record my gratitude to Professor Emeritus Rajeswary Ampalavanar Brown of Royal Holloway College
      for her invaluable advice that I submit the manuscript to Routledge to be evaluated for publication. The work was
      revised after almost a decade and this was mainly from her call and assessment that the work is of high quality
      and needs to be made known to a wider audience. I am very much indebted to her for this. For this to happen I was
      lucky to be assisted by my student Shivalinggam Raymond Sivan who helped me to find additional sources from the
      National Archives to fill the gaps. My thanks also go to Dr Roy Anthony Rogers from the Department of
      International and Strategic Studies of University Malaya who helped me with the research in the early days of my
      studies.
    


    
      I would also like to thank the staff of the various institutions who have assisted me in various ways, throughout
      the research. I am particularly grateful to the staff of the National Archives of Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur; the
      University of Malaya Library, Kuala Lumpur; The National Archives, Singapore; the Library of the National
      University of Singapore and especially the Malaysia and Singapore Collection
      of the National University of Singapore; in the United Kingdom, Betsy from the Foreign and Commonwealth Library;
      Rachel M. Rowe from the Library of the Royal Commonwealth Society, Cambridge; Rhodes House Library, Oxford and
      the Public Record Office, London.
    


    
      I would also like to thank the University of Malaya for providing financial assistance (air fare) that made
      possible a month-long trip to Public Record Office from 1–30th April 2001. The visit
      helped to enrich my sources in various ways.
    


    
      I am deeply grateful to Prabhakaran Nair from the National Archives of Malaysia for assisting with the
      proof-reading of the chapters and for his useful advice. I would also like to thank my brother, Sivasuriyamoorthy
      Sundara Raja for his moral support during my research days.
    


    
      Finally, I wish to thank my wife Sumathi Thirupathy, my beloved daughter Vansheka Prevena and parents for giving
      me much needed encouragement to persist in and complete this work.
    


    
      
        Associate Professor Dr Sivachandralingam Sundara Raja
      


      
        Head, Department of History
      


      
        University of Malaya
      


      
        February 2017
      

    

  


  
    
      Abbreviations

    


    
      
        
          	ADO

          	
            
              Assistant District Officer
            

          
        


        
          	AHC

          	
            
              Acting High Commissioner
            

          
        


        
          	AR

          	
            
              Annual Report
            

          
        


        
          	ARG

          	
            
              Acting Resident-General
            

          
        


        
          	ARNS

          	
            
              Annual Report Negeri Sembilan
            

          
        


        
          	ARP

          	
            
              Annual Report Perak
            

          
        


        
          	BRO

          	
            
              British Resident Office
            

          
        


        
          	CLM

          	
            
              Commissioner of Lands and Mines
            

          
        


        
          	CLR

          	
            
              Collector of Land Revenue
            

          
        


        
          	CO

          	
            
              Colonial Office
            

          
        


        
          	Col. Sec

          	
            
              Colonial Secretary
            

          
        


        
          	DO

          	
            
              District Officer
            

          
        


        
          	FO

          	
            
              Foreign Office
            

          
        


        
          	FMS

          	
            
              Federated Malay States
            

          
        


        
          	FMSAR

          	
            
              Federated Malay States Annual Report
            

          
        


        
          	HC

          	
            
              High Commissioner
            

          
        


        
          	HCO

          	
            
              High Commissioner’s Office
            

          
        


        
          	JMBRAS

          	
            
              Journal of the Malayan Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society
            

          
        


        
          	JSEAH

          	
            
              Journal of South East Asian History
            

          
        


        
          	JSEAS

          	
            
              Journal of South East Asian Studies
            

          
        


        
          	MAS

          	
            
              Modern Asian Studies
            

          
        


        
          	MM

          	
            
              Malay Mail
            

          
        


        
          	NS

          	
            
              Negeri Sembilan
            

          
        


        
          	PAR

          	
            
              Perak Administration Report
            

          
        


        
          	PLCSS

          	
            
              Proceedings of the Legislative Council of the Straits Settlements
            

          
        


        
          	PP

          	
            
              Parliamentary Papers
            

          
        


        
          	PP

          	
            
              Perak Pioneer
            

          
        


        
          	PWD

          	
            
              Public Works Department
            

          
        


        
          	RG

          	
            
              Resident-General
            

          
        


        
          	RGO

          	
            
              Resident-General’s Office
            

          
        


        
          	SGDC

          	
            
              Straits and General Development Company
            

          
        


        
          	SPA

          	
            
              Selangor Planters’ Association
            

          
        


        
          	
            SS
          

          	
            
              Straits Settlements
            

          
        


        
          	SSLCP

          	
            
              Straits Settlements Legislative Council Proceedings
            

          
        


        
          	SSF

          	
            
              Selangor Secretariat File
            

          
        


        
          	UPA

          	
            
              United Planters’ Association
            

          
        

      
    

  


  
    
      1      Introduction

    


    Research problem


    
      This book seeks to assess the extent to which individuals and corporations wishing to invest in the agricultural
      and mining sectors of the Federated Malay States (FMS) from 1896 to 1909 were affected not only by the policies
      of the Colonial Office,1 but also by the varying attitudes and
      decisions made by the Residents,2 the Resident-Generals3 and the High Commissioners.4
      There had been in fact a serious adversarial relationship between these local administrators and investors that
      obstructed potential capital investments in the Malay States.
    


    
      This argument raises further contention that although the British administration of the FMS deemed capital inflow
      to be crucial, commercial elites had to face obstructions in their ventures due to excessive bureaucracy. As a
      matter of fact, investment procedures in the agricultural and mining industries involved high degrees of
      hierarchical discretion within the colonial administration. Typically a top-down approach, investment policies
      were first developed by the official mind in London (Colonial Office), to be eventually carried out by the ‘man
      on the spot’, who was the British administrator of a particular state. The business community had indeed been
      instrumental in the policy-making process, but was not on every occasion a successful lobbyist. These three
      groups did, however, play direct and indirect roles in regulating the activities of both local and foreign
      investors in the Malay States of Perak, Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and Pahang.
    


    
      Before the 1870s, the Colonial Office opposed British investment as business turnover resulting from the
      transaction was bound to strengthen the position of the Sultans.5
      There were certain quarters that supported British investment and others who were against it. This premise is
      spelt out clearly in Sinclair’s article titled “Hobson and Lenin in Johor: Colonial Office Policy towards British
      Concessionaires and Investors 1878–1907”, which shows that conflicts arose among officials at various levels of
      colonial administration in economic matters. The view often expressed was that increasing prosperity of the state
      and the strength of the Malay polity would not have justified British intervention (Sinclair, 1967a: 336).
      However, the governors of the Straits Settlements desired British capital
      penetration into the Malay States for the reason that they personally had a lot to gain from such a move. This
      was evident when Sir Charles Clifford, the Chairman of the Malay Peninsular Agency Limited, who was the cousin of
      Governor Frederick Weld, was given a concession. Sir Frank Swettenham, the ex-Governor who retired in 1903 had
      also acquired several concessions from the Sultan of Johore (Sinclair, 1967a: 343). The above cases, which
      happened in the ‘Unfederated’ Malay State of Johore, provide examples of the kinds of conflict and varying
      attitudes among British officials; between the Colonial Office and British officials; between investors and
      British officials; and between British officials and the Malay Rulers with regard to the expansion of British
      capital in the Malay States.
    


    
      There was a clear lack of policy-making coordination between the Colonial Office, the High Commissioner, and the
      Resident-General, Residents as well as various other officers at the Federal and State levels. This must indeed
      sound strange, as the formation of the Federation was required to be based on a well-conceived plan. A Federal
      Scheme that outlined the jurisdiction and role of the various officers and the periodic issuance of Circulars
      from the office of the Resident-General should have left no room for doubt as to the distribution of
      responsibilities.
    


    
      The Federation led to hitherto non-existent problems for the British at the administrative level. After 1896 the
      British administrators had to deal with decisions of the Colonial Office, which began to play an important role
      in these territories. This was to be expected simply because the Federation represented a territorial entity that
      was likely to become a nation-state and therefore deserved due attention as an important part of the British
      Empire.
    


    Scope


    
      The discussion covers the period between the formation of the Federated Malay States in 1896, and the formation
      of the Federal Council in 1909.The formation of the FMS in 1896 coincided with an increase in investments within
      the Malay States. This is obvious from Table 1.1 showing the
      revenue gained by each of the four states from the agricultural and mining sectors in the period between 1896 and
      1909.
    


    
      
        Table  1.1     Land revenue of Federated Malay States
        (premium, rents and licences for agricultural and mining lands), 1896–1910 value in Straits Dollars
      


      [image: Image]


      
        Source: Federal Estimates, 1896–1910.
      

    


    
      With the formation of the Federation, one would have expected policy matters to be sorted out between the High
      Commissioner, the Resident-General and the Resident.6 In reality,
      however, there were many occasions when the Resident-General discarded the opinion of the Resident, and instances
      when the High Commissioner overruled the suggestions of both the Resident-General and the Resident. The Rulers
      and the State Councils also lost their influence to the Resident-General and High-Commissioner, not to mention
      the officials of the Colonial Office.
    


    
      The year 1909 represents an effective cut-off year for bringing the analysis to a conclusion, for by this time,
      the growing awareness of the problems affecting capital investment (due to dissenting opinions amongst officials
      at various levels of British administration) was vexing the Colonial Office and
      steps were then taken to redress the situation through administrative reform.
    


    
      Under the Federal Council which was formed in 1909, the High Commissioner was the President and the chief
      administrator of the Federated Malay States. The title of Resident-General was replaced by that of Chief
      Secretary to the Government. Despite the change of title, the functions remained the same. The Chief Secretary,
      like the Resident-General continued to act as agent and representative of the British Government under the High
      Commissioner.
    


    
      The Federal Council brought together the Residents, Resident-Generals and High Commissioners to discuss and
      resolve any contentious issues and to implement common policies in the four states. The spirit of the Federation
      was, therefore, better expressed in the structure provided by the Federal Council which provided little free play
      for autonomous decisions.
    


    
      This introduction is followed, in Chapter 2, by an analysis of
      British economic activities in the Malay States from 1800 to 1896. It is a period of great significance to the
      British in Malaya, which saw the consolidation of the Straits Settlements, the transfer of administrative control
      from Calcutta to London and British intervention in the Malay States. Particular mention is made of the policy of
      the Colonial Office and the role of the men on the spot with regard to investment. Chapters 3–6 deal with various
      case studies on administrative impediments to the Malay States in the years between 1896 and 1909, beginning with the situation in Perak (Chapter 3);
      followed by Selangor (Chapter 4); Negeri Sembilan (Chapter 5); and Pahang (Chapter
      6). The final chapter presents an evaluation of British capital penetration in the Malay States.
    


    Significance of this publication


    
      The book is important for its contribution to our understanding of Malaysian economic history in the period of
      the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. Numerous writings have dealt mainly with the development of
      various industries without a detailed examination of how individual and corporate investors from the mining and
      agricultural sectors fared in the Malay States. This study uncovers the truth that investors were badly affected
      by the conflicts between the Residents, Resident-Generals and High Commissioners in the early stages of British
      capital inflow in the FMS.7 The discussion also includes
      bureaucratic problems confronting investors, such as restrictive land rules and clashes between liberal and
      rule-bound British officials in the FMS administration.
    


    
      In pursuing this theme, the writer has consulted various records housed at the National Archives of Malaysia,
      including those of the High Commissioner’s Office, the State Secretariat of Pahang and Negeri Sembilan, plus the
      Colonial Office. These sources provide insights into the real problems faced by the local and foreign capitalists
      and the extent to which the Colonial Office and the relevant personalities were involved in either hindering or
      encouraging the free movement of capital in these states.
    


    
      In short, this study researches an area that has long been neglected by historians. It is expected to contribute
      towards an understanding of British economic imperialism at work in the late nineteenth century, and the laying
      of the foundation for the management of commercial enterprises in the Malay States.
    


    
      Indeed, writings on Malaysian economic history in the nineteenth and early twentieth century have mostly been
      focused on tracing the development of the main economic commodities such as tin and rubber without looking into
      the problems faced by foreign and local investors in the respective sectors.8 The other works on the Malayan economy have chosen to concentrate on issues involving the
      export sector, agricultural and industrial development, unemployment, distribution of income and wealth, human
      factors in economic development as well as on money and finance. All these works focus on twentieth-century
      Malaysian economic history without discussing the administrative and bureaucratic constraints on the promotion of
      private enterprise in the Malay States.9
    


    
      The more comprehensive works on the development of British Malaya from 1896 to 1909 include Chai Hon-Chan’s
      The Development of British Malaya, 1896–1909 (1967), which gives a thorough account of developments in
      the Federated Malay States between 1896 and 1909. The work also covers economic development in agriculture and
      tin mining but with no particular emphasis on problems faced by investors and financial elites.
    


    
      J.G. Butcher’s The British in Malaya 1880–1941: The Social History of a
      European Community in Colonial South-East Asia (1980) explains how Europeans adapted to life in Malaya and
      the general position of the Europeans in Malayan society. It helps us to understand how British personalities
      perceived investment by foreigners and locals – whether they were more accommodative to foreign companies
      compared to local firms.
    


    
      Emily Sadka’s The Protected Malay States, 1874–1895 (1968) focuses on the evolution of the Residential
      System from the period of British intervention to the formation of the Federated Malay States. The work
      investigates a number of issues such as the shaping of imperial policy and strategy and the role played by the
      local administration in the decision to intervene in the Malay States; development of the government system;
      communications; and the formulation of immigration, labour and land policies. Most importantly the study contains
      an interesting discussion of the manner in which the Secretary of State, the Governor of the Straits Settlements
      and the Residents exercised authority in the Protected Malay States. An analysis is also given of the economic
      policies and their effects on economic development and social change. To a certain extent, Sadka’s work
      highlights some of the problems faced by the High Commissioner, Residents and Resident-General in the Malay
      States. However, Sadka’s work deals only with the brief period between the beginnings of British intervention in
      1874 until the signing of the Federation Treaty in 1895. This research aims to go beyond 1895, to analyse the
      results of the Federation in terms of the ambivalence it created with regard to capital investment in the Malay
      States, and ends with the setting up of the Federal Council in 1909.
    


    
      Eunice Thio’s British Policy in the Malay Peninsula 1880–1910 (1969) studies the formation,
      implementation and impact of British policy in the Malay Peninsula between 1880 and 1910 but its focus is not on
      the problems of British capitalist interests. The author also examines in detail the various agents involved in
      policy formulation – the officials in the Colonial Office and the men on the spot. Although Thio discusses some
      of the problems faced by investors, her primary focus is on the state of Selangor. However, Thio did not consult
      some of the major primary sources such as the High Commissioner’s Office, and State Secretariat files such as
      those of Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and Pahang; Residents’ Files; and Conference of Residents Papers.
    


    
      Li Dun Jen’s British Malaya: An Economic Analysis (revised, 1982) provides an analysis of British
      imperialism at work, with chapters on finance, trade, tin, rubber, population and labour. The focus of the work
      is the development of capitalism after the First World War. Philip Loh Fook Seng’s The Malay States
      1877–1895: Political Change and Social Policy (1969), is another work which deals with the official actions
      of various personalities and outlines some of the attitudes and motives that determined the political formation
      and social framework of the Federated Malay States. Much of the book is devoted to Sir Frederick Weld’s term of
      office as Governor. It highlights the clash of responsibilities involving the Colonial Office, the Governor
      and the Residents, and the concerns of the Colonial Office over some of the
      actions taken in its name in Malaya. Dun Jen emphasizes administrative conflicts in the FMS rather than matters
      pertaining to agriculture and mining which were the main activities in the Malay States. Another limitation of
      this work as a reference source is that it stops at 1895 when in actual fact it was from that year onwards that
      the Malay states witnessed the inflow of large British capital. In addition, the primary sources Loh relied on
      were mainly Colonial Office Records (series 273) and not files of the High Commissioner’s Office or the Federal
      Secretariat files.
    


    
      John Drabble’s An Economic History of Malaysia, c. 1800–1990 (2000) is the latest work which deals
      specifically with the Malaysian economy in the 1800s and 1900s. It combines the economic history of the country
      with modern economic trends. Particular attention is paid to explaining Malaysia’s signal success in achieving a
      relatively smooth shift away from the agricultural economy of the colonial period to a more industrialized
      economy in the 1990s. It is a general economic history of Malaysia without specific focus on conflict between
      officials and investors in the Malay States.
    


    
      The research has also been undertaken to analyse the validity of some of the claims made by various historians
      who have tended to paint a rosy picture of the British attitude towards the inflow of capital into the Federated
      Malay States.
    


    
      Basically, this study contradicts the supposed positive relationship between British administrators and the
      so-called ‘gentlemanly capitalists’, as implied by P.J. Cain and A.G. Hopkins. First proposed in the 1980s and
      elaborated in their 1993 masterpiece British Imperialism, they describe the more significant roles of
      London-based landed elites and investors, rather than manufacturing interests, in steering British expansion
      overseas. The authors may have then believed that these commercial elites had successfully maintained an amicable
      relation with British imperial officials and therefore possessed far-reaching economic influence. This is not,
      however, provable in the context of FMS administrators, who had shown great indifference towards investors and
      landed gentries, plus also found themselves in conflict over concession for investments. Such situations served
      only to hamper land investments in the agricultural and mining sectors, particularly from 1896 to 1909.
    


    
      Cain and Hopkins’s inference, although well within the realms of possibility, is too reductionistic in its
      approach towards investment matters (Richie & Williamson, 2004: 9). A major flaw of the theory is that it
      neglects the various administrative complexities involving British officials and investors. The theory, for
      example, tends to highlight the harmonious link said to have existed between gentlemanly elites and the political
      authority, to the exclusion of the likelihood of investment barriers. The duo simply proposes “a social
      cohesiveness between official and unofficial” (Dumett, 1999: 195), which was unachievable on the ground to any
      significant level.
    


    
      The concept of ‘gentlemanly capitalism’ has been applied by Anthony Webster in his Gentlemen Capitalists:
      British Imperialism in South East Asia, 1770–1890 (1998). Using the concept, he provides detailed case
      studies for an analysis of the political economy of British trade policy in
      Malaya. This is especially important as the Malayan region has been very much neglected not only in the vast
      synthesis of Cain and Hopkins, but also in recent reviews such as in the collection of essays in Gentlemanly
      Capitalism, Imperialism and Global History (2002) by Shigeru Akita. In Webster’s view, British economic
      imperialism in Malaya was consequent to the bargaining power of London-based financial and mercantile interests,
      and not so much due to British industrial concerns. As a result, the role of London capital interest in the
      expansion of British economic interest in Malaya (which, in turn, led to British intervention in the region) has
      largely been overemphasized. Another major shortcoming is that it fails to assess the extent to which gentlemanly
      capitalists, or investors for that matter, were actually able to exert influence in the centralized government of
      the FMS from 1896 onwards – a lacuna which this book attempts to bridge.
    


    
      In contrast to the very basis of ‘gentlemanly capitalism’, the central concern of the book suggests an
      impractical degree of metropolitan control over the expansion of commercial capital. It reveals, instead, the de
      facto control of key government officials in the FMS on incoming business ventures. The study not only reveals
      the extent to which local administrators expressed disinterest towards investors who had connections with the
      ‘metropole’, but also shows their disregard for investment policies issued by the Colonial Office in London.
    


    
      The chapters of the book do not attempt to provide a comprehensive critique of ‘gentlemanly capitalism’, but
      rather to indicate areas where the business–government relations in the FMS could not possibly fit within the
      theoretical framework which Cain and Hopkins pinpoint as being central to the maintenance of British imperial
      role.
    


    
      Drake’s article entitled “The Economic Development of British Malaya to 1914: An Essay in Historiography with
      Some Questions for Historians” (1979) presents yet another optimistic notion of capital investment in Malaya. To
      quote Drake, “the colonial Government set about creating an environment in which private enterprise generally
      could flourish” (Drake, 1979: 282). With regard to technical advances in the Malay States, he claims “technical
      advances in mining methods made possible the profitable working of thousands of acres which were previously
      considered uneconomical for mining” (Drake, 1979: 278).
    


    
      With regard to infrastructure, he asserts, “the Government’s main direct contribution to economic development was
      the building of (first) railways and (later) roads for administration and to link the mines with the ports”
      (Drake, 1979: 272). He also added, “Englishmen were becoming convinced of their responsibilities to the subject
      peoples of the colonies. In the hands of progressive, development-minded administrators like Swettenham,
      Clifford, Low, and Rodger, this attitude was translated into spectacular construction of transport and
      communication facilities” (Drake, 1979: 273).
    


    
      Drake also claims that the FMS Government created the ideal legal and administrative framework to encourage
      private industry, as indicated in the following:
    


    
      
        The Government also created an efficient legal and administrative framework
        which was especially valuable to private industry. The mining industry was first to feel these benefits; it
        operated under clearly defined regulations governing land tenure, drainage, work safety, water use, taxes, and
        royalties, as well as having the prior advantage of an accurate Government land survey. Agriculture was
        similarly encouraged by land law reforms, irrigation schemes, and research and experiment conducted by the
        Department of Agriculture (established 1905).
      


      
        (Drake, 1979: 274)
      

    


    
      With regard to agricultural development, Drake maintains, “the early British administrators of the Malay States
      were very anxious for agricultural development to take place, and did their best to promote it”. He also adds
      that, “The majority of state officials wholeheartedly supported the policy of encouraging settlement and
      agriculture by rent remissions and judicious loans” (Drake, 1979: 274–275).
    


    
      Even so, Drake too painted a rosy picture of the kind of revenue that the Federated Malay States enjoyed from
      1896–1909. The impression is that everything was well and good, and conducive to the enrichment of the four Malay
      States. According to Drake:
    


    
      
        in 1898 the revenue of the four federated states was 9.4 million dollars, of which 34 percent came from tin
        duty. By 1902 the revenue was 20.6 million and by 1907, 28.8 million. The contribution of tin duty to the
        revenue fluctuated between 32.6 percent and 45.8 percent over the period 1898–1907.
      


      
        (Drake, 1979: 277)
      

    


    
      Although this may be true, it must be mentioned that this economic success did not emerge as a natural outcome of
      the Federation. The economic factor must be understood in the larger context of negotiations, conflicts and
      compromises between officials at different levels of the colonial administration.
    


    
      Beside Drake, there were also other scholars who painted a rosy picture of capital inflow into the Malay States.
      Lim Teck Ghee in his work, Peasants and Their Agricultural Economy in Colonial Malaya 1874–1941
      maintains:
    


    
      
        the vital incentive for the economic development of the Malay states was provided by the colonial Government. …
        with the policy of liberal expenditure on projects designed to facilitate the economic development of the
        states, the colonial Government pursued liberal policies in important matters such as immigration, land and
        taxation to attract capital and labour.
      


      
        (Lim Teck Ghee, 1977: 12–13)
      

    


    
      P.P. Courtenay in his work, A Geography of Trade and Development in Malaya (1972) seems to thoroughly
      appreciate the British administration’s encouragement to capitalists intending to
      venture into the Malay States. He asserts:
    


    
      
        the principal effect of British administration on the pattern of tin mining in western Malaya after 1874 was
        brought about by its encouragement of private enterprise. This was undertaken primarily by its conventional
        role of maintaining law and order and by the provision of social overhead capital.
      


      
        (Courtenay, 1972: 89)
      

    


    
      R.N. Jackson in his work, Immigrant Labour and the Development of Malaya, 1780–1920 (1961) suggests that
      “with the appointment of British Residents in Perak, Selangor and Sungei Ujong in 1874, more settled conditions
      soon followed. Law and order were enforced, taxation was regularised, proper systems of land alienation were
      introduced, and a policy of official encouragement to economic development was adopted” (Jackson, 1961: 91).
    


    
      In addition, J.C. Jackson claims in his Planters and Speculators (1968) that “it had for long been the
      general official desire to stimulate agricultural development, and it was widely believed that one of the most
      effective ways of doing so was to encourage the European capitalist or planting industry” (Jackson, 1968: 223).
    


    
      J.S. Sidhu in his work Administration in the Federated Malay States, 1896–1920 claims that “British
      economic policies were geared to the long term aim of establishing a large number of successful agricultural
      enterprises and modernizing the tin mining industry by injection of highly capitalized European companies with
      up-to-date equipment and improved techniques”. He further adds, “a variety of liberal policies were introduced,
      capitalists were encouraged to invest, concessions of land were freely given out” (Sidhu, 1980: 6).
    


    
      The third reason for wanting to undertake this research is to study the problem faced by investors which has not
      been well researched. To quote Drake, “More needs to be known, for example, about relationships (legitimate and
      otherwise) between foreign developers, Malay princes, and landowners, and the colonial and metropolitan
      governments. It is also important to identify the nature, size and sources of any capital inflow before 1905”
      (Drake, 1979: 289). Drake notes that the only works so far to deal with capital inflow in the Malay States are
      those of Sinclair, “Hobson and Lenin in Johore” (1967a); J. de V. Allen, “Johore 1901–1914” (1972); L.R. Robert,
      “The Duff Syndicate in Kelantan, 1900–1902” (1972); and Shahrom Ahmat, “The Structure of the Economy of Kedah,
      1879–1905” (1970). To date, the only existing work that deals with the subject is that of Shaharil Talib whose
      publication, After its Own Image, the Trengganu Experience, 1881–1941 (1984) examines the response of
      the Trengganu ruling class to the accelerated inflow of outside capital, and the resulting social differentiation
      within the Trengganu society.
    


    
      The fourth reason for wanting to undertake this research is to demonstrate that there was nothing unusual about
      colonial ambivalence in regards to investors’ plight in the Malay States. The
      Malay States were, after all, a part of the non-Dominion colonies in which British investment hardly had a stake.
      This is borne out by the following statistics in Table 1.2
      presented by O’Brien in “The Costs and Benefits of British Imperialism, 1846–1914” (1996).
    


    
      
        Table  1.2     Geographical distribution of capital issued
        for imperial governments and enterprises, 1865–1914 (in million pounds Sterling)
      


      
        
          
            	

            	Dominion

            	Colony

            	India
          


          
            	Investments by the private sector

            	
              
                369
              


              
                (65%)
              

            

            	
              
                84
              


              
                (16%)
              

            

            	
              
                108
              


              
                (19%)
              

            
          


          
            	Investments by the British Government

            	
              
                503
              


              
                (66%)
              

            

            	
              
                31
              


              
                (14%)
              

            

            	
              
                131
              


              
                (20%)
              

            
          


          
            	Total

            	
              
                872
              


              
                (71%)
              

            

            	
              
                115
              


              
                (9%)
              

            

            	
              
                239
              


              
                (20%)
              

            
          

        
      


      
        Source: O’Brien, 1996: 174.
      

    


    
      The statistics demonstrate that only a quarter of British investible funds flowed into the empire. Of this meagre
      investment, colonies attracted only 9% as compared to 71% and 20% that were channelled to the Dominions and India
      respectively.
    


    
      The statistics below show that the Federated Malay States did yield progressively higher revenue for a number of
      years between 1889 and 1909.10 But the figures also show that the
      money spent on the Malay States was increasing over the years. The difference between income and expenditure was
      negligible for most years between 1889 and 1909. Indeed, for a number of years, expenditure even exceeded income.
    


    
      Indeed, as O’Brien demonstrates, the benefit for the empire builders of investment in the colonies has been
      overestimated by various radical historians, especially by those of the Marxist-Lenin school of thought.11 The dubious return for the Empire, of investment in the Federated Malay
      States explains the ambivalence in the attitude adopted by the British administration towards the penetration of
      capital in these states.
    


    Note on sources


    
      The research has been conducted by consulting both primary and secondary sources. The research highlights
      selected cases of conflicts in the Federated Malay States and presents them in the order in which the Malay
      States were annexed. In highlighting these cases, the writer has been assisted with ample supply of primary
      sources, which include official documents (both published and unpublished) as well as private papers and
      newspapers. A large part of the official documents referred to belong to the Colonial Office record series,
      supplemented by locally available sources which include the High Commissioners’ Office Files, 1896–1909; Selangor
      Secretariat Files, 1896–1909; Negeri Sembilan Secretariat Files, 1896–1909; Annual Reports of the Federated Malay States, 1896–1909; Proceedings of the Straits Legislative Council (1896–1909);
      and Abstracts of Proceedings of the Residents’ Conference (1902–1911). The private papers consulted include
      Harvey Papers and the Swettenham Papers; and newspapers gleaned include the Malay Mail (1896–1910),
      Perak Pioneer and Prince of Wales Island Gazette (1820–1830).
    


    
      
        Table  1.3     Federated Malay States general return of
        revenue and expenditure, 1889–1909
      


      
        
          
            	

            	Revenue

            	Expenditure
          


          
            	1889

            	  5,013,003

            	  4,091,078
          


          
            	1890

            	  4,840,065

            	  5,237,275
          


          
            	1891

            	  4,572,310

            	  5,554,800
          


          
            	1892

            	  5,347,589

            	  5,883,407
          


          
            	1893

            	  6,413,134

            	  6,797,538
          


          
            	1894

            	  7,511,809

            	  7,162,396
          


          
            	1895

            	  8,481,007

            	  7,582,553
          


          
            	1896

            	  8,434,083

            	  8,598,147
          


          
            	1897

            	  8,296,687

            	  8,795,313
          


          
            	1898

            	  9,364,467

            	11,110,042
          


          
            	1899

            	13,486,410

            	11,499,478
          


          
            	1900

            	15,609,807

            	12,728,930
          


          
            	1901

            	17,541,507

            	17,273,158
          


          
            	1902

            	20,550,543

            	15,986,247
          


          
            	1903

            	22,672,567

            	16,219,872
          


          
            	1904

            	22,255,269

            	19,318,768
          


          
            	1905

            	23,964,593

            	20,750,395
          


          
            	1906

            	27,223,476

            	18,899,425
          


          
            	1907

            	28,793,745

            	20,225,993
          


          
            	1908

            	24,623,325

            	25,874,573
          


          
            	1909

            	25,246,863

            	23,633,851
          

        
      


      
        Source: Reproduced from table entitled Federated Malay States, General Return of Revenue, Expenditure, Trade
        and Population, Federated Malay States Annual Report, 1922: 24.
      

    


    Notes


    
      1    The Colonial Office was headed by a Secretary of State for the Colonies
      (post created in 1768) and he was the Assistant to the Chief Secretary of State (post created in 1605) or Prime
      Minister (“Department to Control Arms Conduct of Eastern Affairs”, 12 March 1902, Copy of Memo from Governor,
      Frank Swettenham to the Secretary of State, CO 273/284). (Concerning this, refer also to Jeffries, 1956: 25 and
      Bertram, 1930: 30–31.) With regard to the Malay States, the Colonial Office received information about the local
      situation from the Governor of the Straits Settlements who was also the High Commissioner, supplemented by
      official and private correspondence from the Resident before 1896 and from the Resident-General after 1895. The Governor had the final say on all matters relating to the Malay
      States. To quote Eunice Thio:
    


    
      
        although the Colonial Office laid down the broad lines of policy, it was not in full control of the process of
        expansion or consolidation which depended partly on local developments and the man on the spot. Consequently,
        the role of local officials in policy-making, especially the Governor, can scarcely be overrated.
      


      
        (Thio, 1969: XV)
      

    


    
      2    With the signing of the Pangkor Treaty, the Sultan of Perak received and
      provided a suitable residence for a British officer to be called Resident. The Sultan was required to consult his
      advice and act on all matters other than those touching on Malay religion and customs. J.W.W. Birch was the first
      Resident of Perak in 1874 and this was followed in Selangor with the appointment of J.G. Davidson as the Resident
      of Selangor. In Negeri Sembilan, British rule was enforced with the appointment of Martin Lister. In Pahang, J.P.
      Rodger became the first Resident. The Residential System meant government in the name of the Sultan of the State
      (Gullick, 1964: 41). Under the Residential System, each state had its Ruler, State Councils, British Resident,
      European Civil Service and European Professional Departments (Maxwell, 1943: 139). The State Council which
      comprised the rulers, the Resident, some Malay chiefs and one or two Chinese headmen met several times a year,
      and dealt with matters such as the appointment of native chiefs, grant of money to mosques, giving of formal
      assent to all proposed new legislation and deciding on cases involving death sentences. The rulers had no other
      important functions, nor any control over the administration. They did not control the budget or any expenditure,
      except in cases involving pensions or allowances for poor Malays (Malay Mail, 27 January 1903). The
      authority and duties of the State Council were not stated in any written declaration, but were merely established
      by practice. The Sultans had long since handed over the entire administration of the country to British officials
      appointed and controlled by the Colonial Office.
    


    
      3    The role of the Resident-General came into play when the four Malay
      States – Perak, Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and Pahang – agreed to form the Federated Malay States with a
      Resident-General as the federal executive in July 1895. The Federation was formally inaugurated in 1 July 1896
      and Frank Swettenham was appointed as the first Resident-General. The Resident-General was responsible to the
      Governor of the Straits Settlements, stationed in Singapore. The Resident-General was the High Commissioner’s
      executive representative. He was the chief executive officer directly in control of the Federated Malay States
      administration. For further information on the role of Resident-General see Ghosh (1977: 41–42).
    


    
      4    The Governor of the Straits Settlements who was stationed in Singapore
      was also the High Commissioner of the Federated Malay States and, as the Queen’s representative, was responsible
      to the Secretary of the State for the Colonies in London. In 1909, a Federal Council was created for the proper
      administration of the Federation and the Presidency of the Council was taken by the High Commissioner himself.
      The title of ‘Resident-General’ was replaced by ‘Chief Secretary to Government’ and he remained as the agent, and
      representative of the British Government under the High Commissioner. The Rulers, together with the State
      Council, agreed to follow the Chief Secretary’s advice in all matters of administration other than religion.
    


    
      The Federal Council passed all laws affecting the Federated Malay States, but such legislation was enacted by the
      Rulers with the advice and consent of the Federal Council. The Federal Council retained supreme financial control
      within the Federation, but each State Council appropriated in a State Supply Enactment the expenditure in respect
      of purely state services up to a definite sum allocated to the State by resolution of the Federal Council.
    


    
      5    Keith Sinclair, “Hobson and Lenin in
      Johore: Colonial Office Policy Towards British Concessionaires and Investors, 1878–1907”, Modern Asian
      Studies (hereafter MAS), Vol. 1, No. 4, 1967. Sinclair concludes that, “The Colonial Office, far
      from being manipulated by investors, was unresponsive to their needs, and treated them with a coolness which did
      [sic] not always stop short of contempt” (Sinclair, 1967a: 352).
    


    
      6    Barbara Watson Andaya and Leonard Y. Andaya, A History of Malaysia, London:
      Macmillan Press Ltd., 2017: 183.
    


    
      7    There are many examples of how conflicts of personality among officials
      in the Federated Malay States and the Colonial Office hampered capital inflow into the Malay States. For example,
      in Pahang, the subject on terms of lease of the concession of the Malayan (Pahang) Concession Company highlighted
      the conflict between the Colonial Office and the man on the spot, the High Commissioner (HCO, 31/1896). In this
      particular case, the Colonial Office was not happy with the indefinite quantity of land being locked up in the
      hands of a particular syndicate – the Malayan (Pahang) Concession Company. The policy of the Colonial Office was
      to encourage more varied commercial enterprises. This stand contradicted the position taken by the Governor
      C.B.H. Mitchell, who wanted the concession to be retained by the existing Company. In this particular case,
      conflict between the High Commissioner and the Colonial Office was very obvious.
    


    
      Other examples of how individuals and officials in the respective states hampered the activities of capital
      inflow by British and foreigners will be discussed in the following chapters.
    


    
      8    Such works include Wong Lin Ken, The Malayan Tin Industry to
      1914, Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1965; Yip Yat Hoong, The Development of the Tin Mining
      Industry of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur: University of Malaya Press, 1969; P.T. Bauer, The Rubber Industry: A
      Study in Competition and Monopoly, London: Longmans & Green and Co., 1948; J.H. Drabble, Rubber in
      Malaya, 1876–1922: The Genesis of the Industry, Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press, 1973; and Lim Teck
      Ghee, Peasants and Their Agricultural Economy in Colonial Malaya, 1874–1941, Kuala Lumpur: Oxford
      University Press, 1977. Western Enterprise in Indonesia and Malaya: A Study in Economic Development,
      London: Allen & Unwin, 1957, by G.C. Allen and Audrey G. Donnithorne specifically discusses the development
      of western enterprise in the Malay States. This is a study of the part played by western individuals, firms and
      governments in the economic development of Indonesia and Malaya from the early nineteenth century to the
      mid-1950s, with particular emphasis on the period beginning 1845.
    


    
      9    These works include Nicholas J. White, Business, Government, and The End of Empire:
      Malaya, 1942–1957, Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press, 1996; Stephen Chee and Khoo Siew Mun (eds),
      Malayan Economic Development and Policies, Kuala Lumpur: Malayan Economic Association, 1975; Chew Fook
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      10    The research was not able to show the investment figures in the
      agriculture and mining sectors because such statistics were not available.
    


    
      11    The rebuttal of the Marxist-Leninist theory is also reflected in the writings of D.K.
      Fieldhouse, “Imperialism: A Historiographical Revision”, The Economic History Review, Second Series,
      Vol. 14, No. 2, 1961: 195–196 and John Legge, “A New Imperialism in the Late 19th
      Century? Revisiting an Old Debate” in Brook Barrington (ed.), Empires, Imperialism and Southeast Asia, Essays
      in Honour of Nicholas Tarling, Clayton: Monash Asia Institute, 1997.
    

  


  
    
      2      Policy of the
      Colonial Office and the Role of Men on the Spot with Regard to Investment in the Malay States, 1800–1896

    


    British economic activities in the Malay peninsula before 1874


    
      The occupation of Penang by Francis Light in 1786 and Singapore by Stamford Raffles in 1819, as well as the
      cession of Malacca under the Anglo-Dutch Treaty in 1824, enabled the British to effectively control the Straits
      of Malacca and make progress towards the peninsula’s hinterland. In 1826, the three settlements were united under
      what was known as the Straits Settlements. Penang was the capital of the settlements and it was under the direct
      control of the Government of India. In 1832, Singapore became the administrative centre of the Straits
      Settlements (Turnbull, 1972: 3). Throughout this period the settlements came under the control of the government
      of Bengal. In 1851, the administration of the settlements was removed from the control of Bengal and placed under
      the control of the Governor-General of India. In 1858 with the abolition of the East India Company, the
      settlements came under the control of the India Office. The local authority for the settlements was the Governor
      in Singapore and each settlement had its own Resident Councillor (Emerson, 1937: 92).
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        Figure  2.1    Straits Settlements administrative setup,
        1858–1867
      

    


    
      With the formation of Straits Settlements, Singapore became an important trading
      port attracting traders from East and West. In brief, it became the hub of trade in the Far East. The success of
      Singapore was to a large extent due to its free port status.1 In
      1820, the revenue of Singapore was only $620 a month but it had increased to above $15,000 a month by 1843. Its
      population that in 1823 totalled less than 11,000 rose to 57,000 in 1843 (Turnbull, 1964a: 132). With the
      development of Singapore, more investors from the Island started to invest in the Malay States (Khoo Kay Kim,
      1972: 51). From the early 1830s, Chinese pepper and gambier planters began to move to the river valleys of
      Johore. Meanwhile, with the opening of the tin fields of Larut and Selangor, Chinese miners moved in the
      thousands to the interior. The rich Chinese traders from the Straits Settlements dominated the trade with the
      Malay States. They were also backed by capital from European merchants (Turnbull, 1964a: 132). It was estimated
      that in 1863 trade between the Straits Settlements and the Malay States was worth nearly one million pounds
      sterling a year.2 According to Khoo Kay Kim, “by the late 1860s and
      early 1870s, the economy of the western Peninsular states was being geared to the needs of the technologically
      advanced European nations, and production reached a point never before attained in the history of the Malay
      states” (Khoo Kay Kim, 1972: 52).
    


    
      With the increased activities of the investors in the Malay States, it brought to light the conflicts not only
      between the Chinese secret societies and the Malay rulers, but also between the Malay rulers and Malay chiefs to
      gain control of mining fields. This rivalry sometimes led to disputes between rival Chinese factions which spread
      to the Straits ports and threatened the peace. At times the miners clashed with the Malay chiefs (Turnbull,
      1964a: 132).
    


    
      The official policy of the Government of India in the affairs of the Malay States was one of non-intervention.
      According to Mills:
    


    
      
        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 … On the few
        occasions in which intervention occurred it was due either to treaty obligations, or to attacks on British
        interests so flagrant that they could not be permitted.
      


      
        (Mills, 1960: 203)3
      

    


    
      According to Millls, since 1844 attempts were made by the business community from Singapore advocating
      development of British trade with the Malay States either by giving advice to the Malay rulers or annexing their
      states. It was said the method was ahead of the age before the Residential System was officially introduced in
      1874 (Mills, 1960: 204).
    


    
      When the mercantile community in Singapore petitioned the House of Commons to be released from the control of the
      Indian Government due to its indifference to local affairs by Order in Council of 1 April 1867, the Settlements were established as a crown colony and the administration was transferred
      to the care of the Secretary of State of Colonies in England (Winstedt, 1964: 168). After the transfer,
      Government of Straits Settlements was in the hands of a Governor and command-in-chief, who was assisted by an
      Executive Council and a Legislative Council.
    


    
      The unofficial British economic activities in the hinterland led to intervention in the Malay States in the
      second half of the nineteenth century. According to Turnbull:
    


    
      
        the gradual accumulation of unofficial economic interests in the Malay hinterland that cried out for
        protection, created a situation in which the British Government was dragged at first reluctantly to intervene,
        and from which it could rapidly extend its power in the Malay world later in the century.
      


      
        (Turnbull, 1964a: 128; see also Webster, 1998: 20–21)
      

    


    
      By 1873, the Chinese merchants in the Straits Settlements were petitioning the British Government for protection
      of their investments in the interior. There were two groups that strongly clamoured for British intervention in
      the Malay States. The first were frustrated European owners of capital in the Straits Settlements and the second,
      those in the mining industry (Caldwell, 1977: 18). To quote Caldwell:
    


    
      
        In 1872 there were strong petitions from the Chambers of Commerce of Malacca and Singapore, and in 1873, 248
        big Chinese merchants in the Straits Settlements made another appeal. In London, itself, we should note
        specifically the parts played by, firstly the London agents of Paterson, Simons and Co; a firm whose partners
        had been active in a variety of ways in the Malay states for some time prior to 1874, and had come to realize
        from their own experience the necessity of political authority to back up business initiative, and secondly, by
        the Selangor Tin Mining Company under the directorship of W.H. Read, a man of many interests focusing on the
        area, and well connected in the city. Everyone, whether European or Chinese, who had risked capital in the
        Malay states had an interest in bringing pressure on the British to take such steps as would safeguard their
        monies and enterprise.
      


      
        (Caldwell, 1977: 20–21)4
      

    


    
      The lessons learnt by the British in the Malay States since the eighteenth century had made them extra cautious
      whenever they embarked on economic ventures. European investors had seen many setbacks and it had taught them
      many lessons. Such setbacks were encountered by Paterson, Simons and Co. in Pahang and W.T. Lewis in the Krian
      rice fields in the 1860s. This made the businessmen comprehend that:
    


    
      
        modern political administration was essential if ambitious projects with long
        maturation periods were to have reasonable prospects of success; and second, that capital could only be risked
        in greater volume when appropriate infrastructure (roads, railways, ports, storage facilities and the like) had
        been provided, and when suitable land and company law, banking and credit facilities, and so on, had been made
        available. These necessary tasks could only be undertaken by, or under the auspices of, western-style
        government.
      


      
        (Caldwell, 1977: 22)5
      

    


    
      It is also interesting to note that in January 1868 prominent merchants and officials like James Guthrie, John
      Crawfurd and William Paterson formed the Straits Settlements Association in London to defend their business
      interest in the Malay States (Webster, 1998: 170–171).
    


    
      The scenario in the Malay States from the second half of the nineteenth century was not in favour of British
      capitalist interest. From the 1860s the exploitation of tin had begun to seriously undermine the political
      structures and social order of the western Malay States. As rival factions within the Malay political elite,
      frequently in alliance with rival Chinese secret societies, fought for control of tin resources, a severe
      breakdown in the established order was imminent and the need for intervention was increasingly felt.
    


    
      In Perak, the death of Sultan Yusof in 1857 and the appointment of Raja Ismail as Bendahara created a problem of
      succession, which encouraged non-royal chiefs to compete for the throne. Two such personalities were the
      Laksamana from Lower Perak and Menteri Ngah Ibrahim from Larut. Both of them were able to hold on to power, based
      on their successful ventures into tin mining (Turnbull, 1964: 170). The civil strife between the parties
      threatened trade on the Krian River, rendering the half-day’s sail along the coast from Larut to Penang unsafe.
      This prompted the press in Penang and Singapore to urge the British Government either to take control of the
      Krian district or to establish peace.
    


    
      British intervention in Sungai Ujong, Negeri Sembilan can be traced to the 1820s. In 1828 there were 1,000
      Chinese miners in Sungai Ujong. A fight broke out with the Malays and many Chinese were killed, properties
      confiscated and the tin trade shattered. Unfortunately the strife in the interior paralysed the tin trade in the
      1830s. Meanwhile, there was competition between the Dutch Malacca merchant families, the Neubronners and
      Westerhouts, to take control of the Sungai Ujong tin trade. This dragged the Eurasian Melaka officials who were
      related to them into their intrigues. The matter was further complicated with the Melaka Baba Chinese Merchants
      becoming deeply involved in the politics and tin trade of the state. Things became worse in the 1870s following
      the conflict between two chiefs of Sungai Ujong, Dato Klana and Dato Bandar who were fighting for control of the
      tin mining areas and Linggi river (Khoo Kay Kim, 1972: 60–61; Turnbull, 1972: 299–300).
    


    
      In Selangor it was tin that attracted the British. The rivalry between the Bugis
      brothers, Jumaat who became Raja of Lukut in 1846 and Abdullah who came to power in Klang in 1849 caused
      problems. Their rivalry led to a civil war that hampered British activities. This complicated matters for
      investors such as W.H. Read6 and Tan Kim Ching7 who wanted to take over the revenue farms of Klang. They had in fact made
      an agreement with Raja Bot to this effect in 1866. They eventually appealed to Governor Cavenagh to step in to
      materialize their aim. Warnings were issued to the Sultan who was in no position to take action (Khoo Kay Kim,
      1972: 75–76; Turnbull, 1972: 302).
    


    
      Similarly, in Pahang, the death of Bendahara Ali in 1857 provoked a succession dispute between his eldest son,
      Mutahir, who succeeded him as Bendahara and a younger son, Wan Ahmad. A quarrel over revenue escalated into a
      struggle for the leadership itself, plunging Pahang into a protracted civil war lasting from 1858 until 1863. For
      more than half a century, Ali, likewise the Temenggong in Johore, had strengthened his position by allying
      himself with the Sultan of Johore. Bendahara Ali’s policy had benefited the Singapore Chinese merchants who had
      taken full advantage. For his part, the Bendahara too derived substantial revenue from the trade of the
      Chinese.8
    


    
      Under these circumstances, the pressure for formal intervention increased as political turmoil in the entire
      western Malay states jeopardized the economic interest of investors.9 The relative importance of ‘gentlemanly capitalists’ is of some relevance here. In
      Gentlemanly Capitalists: British Imperialism in South East Asia, 1770–1890 (1998), Anthony Webster made
      particular mention of Seymour Clarke, a director of the Selangor Tin Company and the brother-in-law of W.H. Read,
      for having played a key role in persuading the Colonial Office to resort to an interventionist approach in 1873.
      Being a prominent business elite in the London commercial network, he is said to have triggered the Straits
      Merchants to push the Colonial Office to make the best of interference in order to safeguard their vested
      interests in the unstable region (Webster, 1998: 188). Moreover, Clarke is deemed responsible for amplifying the
      threat of foreign arbitration, presumably by Germany, which might occur if political disputes in the Malay States
      were not settled through British intervention (Tarling, 2003: 50). Their influence was proven effective: when
      petitions from the Straits Merchants and the Malacca Chinese Merchants were received, the Colonial Office was
      forced to withdraw its non-intervention policy.
    


    
      Formal intervention was initiated in Perak through the signing of the Pangkor Treaty in January 1874, by which
      terms the Sultan of Perak agreed to accept a British Resident, whose advice had to be solicited and acted upon on
      all questions except those touching on Islamic matters and Malay custom. J.W.W. Birch10 became the first Resident of Perak. Later in the same year, British authority was extended
      to Selangor where J.G. Davidson, one of the petitioners from a merchant syndicate, was appointed as the first
      Resident of Selangor. Sungai Ujung and Pahang were ‘ceded’ to the British in 1874 and 1888 respectively.
    


    
      A review of the activities of the British in Malaya from the second half of the
      eighteenth century until the first half of the 19th century clearly shows that the
      British were indirectly involved in the political affairs of the Malay States. Their involvement was mainly to
      protect the interests of western enterprises (particularly British) in the Malay States, as they were pertinent
      to the rapid progress of Singapore’s trade. The Malay States were seen as potential investment outlet for
      capitalists from the Straits Settlements.
    


    Colonial Office policy with regard to investment before 1874


    
      Prior to intervention, British officers who came to the Malay States were not officially concerned about
      establishing colonial rule. Important debates nevertheless took place between the Colonial Office and local
      British officials regarding the most appropriate policies and the degree of central control in the states.
      According to scholars who have worked on this subject, it was obvious that the Colonial Office did not have any
      clear policy with regard to political matters and entrepreneurial interests in the East. J. de vere Allen deduces
      that the Colonial Office did not have any policy for the Malay States at any moment between 1867 and mid-1874
      (Allen, 1963: 2). He adds that, “There were of course, frequent references to the policy of Her Majesty’s
      Government on various issues, but this was no more than the intentionally imposing jargon of official
      pronouncements” (Allen, 1963: 2).
    


    
      Moreover, Allen notes that the matters of the Malay States were considered trivial and there was no proof that
      matters arising in the Malay States were looked upon seriously by the Colonial Office before 1874. According to
      him “when problems were referred to the Colonial Office they were of course dealt with, but not according to any
      perceptible and consistent pattern, for the general question had not yet been considered on its own merits”
      (Allen, 1963: 2).
    


    
      C.D. Cowan in his work, Nineteenth Century Malaya opines that the period before 1874 was a period of
      non-intervention, based on a policy the Colonial Office inherited from the India Office (Cowan, 1961: 65). Even
      when Straits affairs were transferred from the India Office to the Colonial Office in 1867, no attempts were made
      to encourage investments in the Malay States. In fact it was said that in the 1860s the Colonial Office was
      unaware of the affairs of the Malay States. They had limited knowledge of the geography of this part of the world
      and there was a lack of communication because of tighter control from Whitehall. At the same time the men on the
      spot did not wish to be seen to be at variance with the directives from Whitehall (Allen, 1963: 4–5). Prior to
      1874, the Colonial Office was only looking for Governors whose behaviour would be serviceable to Whitehall. They
      were expected to correspond regularly with the Colonial Office, answer queries from Whitehall, and fully
      understand and symphatize with the predicament and attitudes of the men in the Colonial Office (Allen, 1963: 7).
    


    
      One of the main reasons why the Colonial Office did not want to interfere in the Malay States was that it wished
      to avoid burdening the Treasury with more expenses. The Treasury was said to be
      a very powerful department and was saving money. Any activities in the Malay States, which required money, would
      not easily have the approval of the Treasury. According to Turnbull, “Calcutta was rigid in its determination not
      to be drawn into time and money-consuming adventures in the Malay hinterland” (Turnbull, 1964a: 130). It was
      hoped that the first Governor of the Straits would not incur any additional financial burden. To quote Allen,
      “the Colonial Office was nervous of anybody who seemed likely to drag it into a colonial venture requiring troops
      and money” (Allen, 1963: 8).
    


    
      Although prior to 1874 there was great concern from the merchants with regard to the activities of the European
      powers in the East, the general principle of the Government was still one of economic non-interventionism.
      According to Nicholas Tarling, in the 1860s, foreigners’ activity in the Straits Settlements and the Malay States
      had caused anxiety as it was seen as being inimical to British interest. This feeling of insecurity further
      heightened when steamers appeared in the East through the opening of Suez Canal in 1869 and by the establishment
      of telegraphic links direct with European business centres. The competition was stiff from European nations such
      as Switzerland, Belgium and Germany to establish settlements in the East. The merchants therefore felt that
      Britain should have a decisive policy to encourage British investment in the Straits Settlements and Malay
      States. But the Government seemed to be nonchalant in this regard. According to Tarling:
    


    
      
        To Her Majesty’s Government, however, there appeared to be no reason to compensate Straits merchants for losses
        by the activities of foreign powers who offered fair opportunities for general British commercial competition.
        French activity in Indo-China, apart from its strategic implications, was not unwelcome; while Dutch activity
        in Sumatra, relieving British forces of the expensive burden of there suppressing piracy, was welcome,
        particularly when regulated by the treaty of 1871. The Siamese were a convenience in the Peninsula.
      


      
        (Tarling, 1957: 84)
      

    


    
      One point which is certain is that the Colonial Office was not willing to grant increased authority to Governor
      Ord,11 the first Governor of Straits Settlements, if it concerned
      the merchant’s interest (Allen, 1963: 18). Although prior to 1874 the official policy was not to intervene in the
      Malay States, there were a number of occasions where the men on the spot intervened to protect economic
      interests.12
    


    British economic activities in the Malay States from 1874


    
      Needless to say, the four Malay States underwent rapid economic growth under British rule, with the main focus on
      tin mining and commercial crops. The state of Perak became an important producer of tin following the discovery of lode by Long Jaafar in 1848. Besides tin, the official crops encouraged
      were coffee, tapioca, gambier, pepper and sugar cane. The other states too were involved in tin mining and
      agricultural activities.
    


    
      In terms of administration, from 1874–1896, the Residents under the purview of the Colonial Office administered
      the four states. Until 1895 the Residents13 of the four states were
      subordinate only to the Governor of the Straits Settlements in Singapore to whom they submitted their journals of
      proceedings, annual reports and budget. Often the Governor was ignorant of the Malays and their affairs. This was
      due to lack of proper communications such as proper roads and railways, which made extended tours extremely
      difficult and correspondence was subject to long delays. It was not surprising to note that serious differences
      existed in the administration of justice and in matters relating to taxation and land settlement; and the laws
      passed by the several states were very often found to contradict one another.
    


    
      Prior to the Federation, the Resident represented the highest executive authority in the State. He had under him
      a Secretariat; and enjoyed close contact with the head of every department. The District Officers were
      responsible for every branch of administration in their respective districts. They were in charge of matters
      relating to land, collection of rental and taxes, and control of Sanitary Boards. They also acted as Magistrates.
      The assistant district officers were in charge of sub-districts or a department within a large district.
    


    
      The problem with colonial administration prior to 1896 was that there was no direct link between the Colonial
      Office and the Residents. This prevented the Secretary of State from supervising the actions of the men on the
      spot. According to Sadka, “with the exception of Residents’ appointments and large public works, there was no
      established category of subjects reserved for its (Colonial Office)
      consideration or, of material forwarded for its information” (Sadka, 1964: 188).
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        Figure  2.2    Western Malay States administrative setup,
        1874–1896
      

    


    
      From 1874 attempts were made to encourage capital flow into the Malay States. Various steps were taken to
      encourage mining and agriculture. British policy on the whole could be termed as laissez-faire as there
      was no interference in the affairs of the Europeans and the Chinese immigrants who were involved in the mining
      sector. If there was intervention it was only to protect British business interest.14
    


    
      The principal source of revenue for the four states was the export duty on tin. The second was the duty imposed
      on imported opium and the third on the import duties on spirits and the exclusive right to manufacture them for
      native consumption (Swettenham, 1983: 183–189). The Government’s revenue was also acquired from land in the form
      of quit rent and premium. The revenue from services was gathered largely from postal, telegraph and railway
      services. The revenue from the duty on tin, railway, land, postal and telegraph services of the four states for
      the period 1875–1896 are shown in Tables 2.1 to 2.4.
    


    
      
        Table  2.1     Duty on tin ($), 1875–1896
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        Source: Sadka, 1968: 411.
      

    


    
      
        Table  2.2     Railway receipts ($), 1875–1896
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        Source: Sadka, 1968: 412.
      

    


    
      
        Table  2.3     Land revenue ($), 1875–1896
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        Source: Sadka, 1968: 412.
      

    


    
      
        Table  2.4     Postal and telegraph revenue ($),
        1875–1896
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        Source: Sadka, 1968: 412.
      

    


    
      For the period 1875–1896, tin was the main revenue earner ($25,989,664), followed by railway ($6,726,48); land
      ($3,528,600); and postal and telegraph services ($624,459). In terms of states, Perak ranked the top revenue
      earner, followed by Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and Pahang. The large collection of revenue from the duty on tin
      was due to a number of measures undertaken by the Malay States to encourage mining. The measures included
      allowing the establishment of secret societies, and providing loans to planters and individual miners. Between
      1880 and 1896, the average ad valorem rate of tin duty in the state of Perak was between 9 to 15.3 per cent and
      in Selangor between 8.1 and 14.6 per cent (Sadka, 1968: 332).
    


    
      Frank Swettenham15 also affirmed that 20 years since intervention
      until 1894, British had contributed to tremendous development in the Malay States including the organization of a
      police force, prisons, hospitals, public buildings, lighthouses, water-works, roads, railways and telegraphs.
      They had also built 200 miles of railways, 2,000 miles of road and 1,000 miles of telegraph lines (Swettenham,
      1983: 185).
    


    
      With British intervention in 1874, one is bound to wonder why investors were not successful in maintaining their
      hold in the Malay States. The reason is that the Residential System failed to define clearly the role of
      investors or traders in the Malay States. No one knew exactly what would be the role of the Resident, and whether
      he should also be responsible for encouraging trade. According to Sadka:
    


    
      
        The plan to establish Residents in the Malay states was necessarily vague and ill-formulated; it suggested,
        without defining, the role of the Resident – as protector of British subjects and foreigners engaged in trade;
        as the medium of communication between the native states and the outer world, and as a progressive influence on
        government organization and policy.
      


      
        (Sadka, 1968: 49)
      

    


    
      It is to be noted that the Residents were in the process of adjusting to the
      circumstances.
    


    
      What the local government and the business community needed was government effort to encourage trade, economy,
      and security for traders, as well as protection of the Chinese population and the encouragement of immigration.
      This was not forthcoming under the Residential System as expected by the business community who pushed for
      intervention in anticipation of proper law and order to promote economic activities in the states. (Sadka, 1968:
      50). They were actually reluctant to invest further in those Malay States that lacked proper infrastructure and
      other facilities. In fact, capital flow into the Straits Settlements and Malay States was insignificant until tin
      and rubber attracted British investment in the 1890s (Webster, 1998: 171). At this time the Chinese were dominant
      in the mining industry and it was wise for the British to leave them alone because the Government gained
      substantial revenue (tax) from the production of tin as well as the sales of the mining monopoly rights to the Chinese (Sadka, 1968: 332–333). Through the revenue farm system, the Government
      gave privileges to collect export duty on atap, firewood and jungle produce, to license opium shops, to
      manufacture and sell toddy, spirits, to keep gaming houses and pawn shops, collect duty on opium and to sell
      candu or cooked opium (Sadka, 1968: 333).
    


    
      The British were only able to dislodge the Chinese when attempts were made by the British to dominate the mining
      and agricultural industries in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. This included granting monopoly
      rights to the Straits Trading Company by manipulating freight rates and duties in their favour; enacting land
      legislation that disfavoured the Chinese and Malays; abolishing revenue farms, controlling opium and prohibiting
      secret societies (Caldwell, 1977: 22–23). Only in the late 1890s were attempts made to enlarge and develop
      departments such as those relating to post and telegraph, mines and public works. Many of the procedures and
      establishment rules had been borrowed from the Straits Settlements. By the 1890s the Malay States had clear procedures in matters concerning official correspondence, supervision of public
      funds and administration of public works (Sadka, 1968: 224). In the words of Sadka, “The sophistication of the
      administrative services of the Federated Malay States in more recent times had a beginning in the work of
      nineteenth-century Residents” (Sadka, 1968: 25). These measures fulfilled the interest of investors in the
      following decade.
    


    
      Despite the development in the four states, there was a problem of control, which eventually led to the idea of
      federation in the late 1890s. As stated by Swettenham:
    


    
      
        each Resident went his own way and was inclined to resent either suggestion or interference. Some important
        matters, such as the system of revenue farms, the amount of tin duty, and the rate of quit rent on Government
        lands, had been established, as regards principle, in the earliest days, and only details were open to varying
        treatment. … as time went on and the States grew in importance, these
        differences, at first irritating, became unbearable and led to federation.
      


      
        (Swettenham, 1906: 251)
      

    


    


    Colonial Office policy with regard to Investment from 1874


    
      The Colonial Office’s clearly expressed policy with regard to investment in the Malay States was indicated in the
      dispatch from the Colonial Secretary, Lord Kimberley to the Governor of Straits Settlements on 14 January 1881:
    


    
      
        Her Majesty’s Government would view with satisfaction that the intercourse between the Straits Government and
        the Malay States should assume a character of more intimate friendship, but no measures involving a change in
        the relations of those States to the British Government, beyond what is
        already sanctioned, should be taken without instructions from home; except for temporary purposes in case of
        urgent necessity. … The general policy which should be pursued is to avoid annexation, to encourage the Native
        Rulers to govern well and improve their territories, and only interfere when mis-government reaches such a
        point as seriously to endanger the peace and the prosperity of the Peninsula.
      


      
        (Thio, 1969: 17–18)16
      

    


    
      Kimberley clearly advocated the “attainment of orderly government and the promotion of economic enterprise”
      (Thio, 1969: 18), for which in a private letter to Lord Ripon (Governor-General of India) in February 1883, the
      Colonial Secretary asked the latter to facilitate labour inflow into the Malay States. Ripon seemed to think that
      Kimberley “took a great interest in the progress of these States which under British guidance, bid fair to afford
      a valuable field for European enterprise”17.
    


    
      Kimberley’s commitment to protect British capitalist interest in the Malay States could be inferred from the
      volume of investments made by the British from 1867–1873.18 It
      explains why the Colonial Office had to have a clear policy to encourage British investors in the Malay States.
      According to Khoo Kay Kim, the firm Paterson and Simon and Company invested $22,500 in Kuantan, a substantial
      outlay that had to be protected from the risk of civil war that erupted in Pahang (Khoo Kay Kim, 1966a: 57). In
      Penang, it was reported that the Consular of Penang, W.T. Lewis was granted land for cultivation and that the
      total yield for the year 1861–1862 amounted to $150,000. In Selangor, W.H. Read (the brother-in-law of Seymour
      Clarke) and Tan Kim Cheng (a Singapore-based merchant) had taken over the Klang revenue farm worth $1,000,000.
      The Klang tin mine operating with Straits European capital yielded 21,000 pikuls of tin. Chinese tin miners were
      employed from Malacca in the mines with the support of British capital. In Sungai Ujung, mining concession was
      granted to Henry Velge, a Malacca-based merchant of Dutch descent, to operate the Sungai Ujong Tin Mining Company
      (Khoo Kay Kim, 1966a: 57–59). All these activities in the post-intervention period prompted the Colonial Office
      to have a policy in support of investment in the Malay States.19
    


    
      The Colonial Office policy regarding investments in the Malay States was one that favoured them whenever profit
      was assured (Sadka, 1964: 196). In fact the Secretary of State for the Colonies noted with pleasure the rise in
      the land revenue of Selangor and stressed the importance of road building and investments in agricultural sectors
      (Sadka, 1964: 196–197).20
    


    
      Although the Colonial Office favoured investments, the Governor, Resident and the District Officers (men on the
      spot) seemed to have a conflicting approach. Frank Swettenham in his book British Malaya was of the
      opinion that it was the Governor in Singapore who was not in favour of investments/liberal grant of lands and
      mines to investors. According to him:
    


    
      
        About five years after the appointment of British Residents, several
        experienced Ceylon planters visited the Malay States and applied for about 100,000 acres of land, in Perak, for
        agricultural purposes. The Resident was very anxious to grant it on terms which would satisfy the applicants,
        but an order was sent from Singapore refusing a longer lease than ninety-nine years. All the applications were
        withdrawn, and, when a more liberal and enlightened policy was adopted, it took a long time and much trouble to
        induce reliable men to invest their money in a country so little known and so undeveloped as the Malay
        Peninsula. Thus the mistake of the Indian Government in the Straits was repeated, but fortunately was not
        allowed to retard the advancement of the country for more than a few years.
      


      
        (Swettenham, 1906: 237; 1983: 195)
      

    


    
      Beside the Governor, the officers in the Malay States too did not encourage investment. Swettenham highlighted
      this in his speech to the Royal Colonial Institute on 31 March 1896. Swettenham reported the absence
    


    
      
        of private European enterprise, except in planting and a few mines. He felt that there would have been more if
        further encouragement had been offered, but the problem was that some British officials appear to acquire, in
        the course of service, a habit of looking with suspicion on all their own countrymen who have any official
        dealing with them.
      


      
        (Swettenham, 1983: 193)
      

    


    
      Swettenham also claimed that top echelon officials frequently hindered investment, while the subordinates weighed
      investment down by excessive bureaucracy.
    


    
      Scholars who had worked on the subject also supported Swettenham’s views. Emily Sadka rightly pointed out that
      there were many occasions when the Governors and Residents were at loggerheads. The two main Governors of this
      period were Frederick Weld (1880–1887) and Cecil Clementi Smith (1887–1893) and the prominent Residents were Hugh
      Low (1877–1889) and Frank Swettenham (1889–1896). Weld was portrayed as a person who relied very much on his
      subordinates (Sadka, 1968: 153). Still and all, generally, the Residents had to submit a detailed report of
      project proposals to the discretion of the Governor, whose response was negative in most cases, or differed from
      existing approval. In the case of the 1892 Kinta Railway Extension, for example, the succeeding Governor was
      against the project although Swettenham had the approval from the previous Governor and the Secretary of the
      State. It was a particular moment to prove that the Governor was unsupportive of Swettenham’s liberal approach
      towards investors in the state of Perak. To quote Sadka:
    


    
      
        Swettenham himself, when Resident of Perak, felt the force of the Governor’s authority when he was confronted
        in 1890 by an Acting Governor unsympathetic to his policy of open-handed expenditure and unreserved support for entrepreneurs in the states. The Kinta railway extension was held up,
        though it had been approved in principle by the Governor and Colonial Office … revenue farmers unable to pay
        their rents were denied relief despite Swettenham’s plea for liberal treatment.
      


      
        (Sadka, 1968: 154)
      

    


    
      This shows that incongruous policies of the local administrators could have also prevented business elites from
      venturing into the Malay States. This also explains the need for a Federation to clearly define the roles of the
      administrators.
    


    British economic activities in the Federated Malay States (FMS) from 1896


    
      Between 1896 and 1909, there were standardization and uniformity in matters relating to land laws and various
      aspects of administration in the FMS to cater to the tremendous growth of the mining and agricultural sectors.
      The development of these sectors was assisted by the FMS Government in forms of granting liberal land concessions
      and introducing land regulations after 1900. In 1906, quit rent on agricultural land over 10 acres was fixed at
      $1 per acre per annum, and providing for a rise of up to $3–$4 depending on its classification after several
      years (Lim Teck Ghee, 1977: 95). Through the application of the lalang clause the state confiscated large tracts
      of abandoned land belonging to Chinese shifting cultivators (Jackson, 1968: 235). The Government too established
      a Planters Loan Fund which made large loans available cheaply and easily. As requested by the United Planting
      Association of Malaya (UPAM), in 1904, the state authorized half a million dollars to be used as capital for a
      loan fund to assist bona fide planter applicants at an interest rate of 6 per cent. At the end of 1904, a total
      of 11 applications for loans valued at $149,350 were received (Drabble, 1973: 39). The British administration
      also created an environment that was conducive for agriculture and mining. Efforts were made to improve
      infrastructure including drainage, roads, railways and bridges with a view to helping the plantation and mining
      economy.
    


    
      In terms of administration, with the formation of FMS, the four Malay states of Perak, Pahang, Selangor and
      Negeri Sembilan were centralized under a Resident-General at Kuala Lumpur. He, in turn, was answerable to the
      Governor in Singapore. Whereas the latter, also being the Governor of the Straits Settlements and the High
      Commissioner for the FMS, was answerable only to the Colonial Office in England.
    


    
      It is also interesting to note that from the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries more European estates
      and mines were opened in the Malay States and with that both sectors played an ever more influential role in
      promoting investments and had a bigger say in government policy (Butcher, 1979: 14–18). The number of Europeans
      too increased in the Malay States. In 1911, the European population in the FMS numbered 3,284, most of whom
      were based in Perak and Selangor (Butcher, 1979: 27). The number of Europeans
      involved in agriculture, mining and commerce in 1901 was 899, which then rose to 2,112 in 1911. This increase
      explains the following change in British policy with regards to investment in the Malay States.
    


    
      
        Table  2.5     Tin production in the Federated Malay States
        (tonnes), 1896–1914
      


      [image: Image]


      
        Source: Wong Lin Ken, 1965: 249.
      

    


    Colonial Office policy with regard to investment from 1896


    
      With respect to Colonial Office policies pertaining to investment in the Malay States, Joseph Chamberlain, the
      Secretary of State for the Colonies in 1896 clearly stated that the policy of the Colonial Office was to
      encourage more commercial enterprise in the Malay States.21
      Similarly, J.A. Swettenham, the Colonial Secretary of Straits Settlements wrote to C.P. Lucas, Assistant Under
      Secretary that “the duty of the Colonial Office and Resident-General is to promote the agricultural wealth of the
      peninsula and to stimulate and multiply its product. To this end, every great care should be taken not to
      discourage intending planters”.22
    


    
      In fact, C.P. Lucas recognized the worth of Governor Sir Charles Mitchell’s decision to promote cultivation in
      the Malay States. According to him, “the governor was right to do everything he
      could to attract European settlers and promote cultivation in an under populated country of great potential
      wealth” (Heussler, 1981: 17). Mitchell was said to have gone out of his way to assert that he and the Colonial
      Office supported liberal concession to applicants who raised money in England for coconut, coffee and rice mills
      in the Malay States.23
    


    
      
        Table  2.6     Rubber acreage in Federated Malay States,
        1896–1914
      


      
        
          
            	Year

            	Acreage
          


          
            	1897

            	       345
          


          
            	1898

            	    1,761
          


          
            	1899

            	    3,227
          


          
            	1900

            	    4,693
          


          
            	1901

            	    5,695
          


          
            	1902

            	    7,239
          


          
            	1903

            	  11,239
          


          
            	1904

            	  19,239
          


          
            	1905

            	  43,425
          


          
            	1906

            	  85,579
          


          
            	1907

            	126,235
          


          
            	1908

            	168,048
          


          
            	1909

            	196,953
          


          
            	1910

            	245,774
          


          
            	1911

            	352,974
          


          
            	1912

            	399,197
          


          
            	1913

            	433,324
          


          
            	1914

            	471,050
          

        
      


      
        Source, Drabble, 1973: 215.
      

    


    
      Eunice Thio was of the opinion that:
    


    
      
        the basic principles underlying British policy in the Peninsula in the latter part of the nineteenth century
        and early twentieth centuries, viz. to protect and encourage economic enterprise and to keep out other foreign
        powers whose intrusion would endanger the security of India and the sea route to the far east passing through
        the Straits of Malacca.
      


      
        (Thio, 1969: 120–134)
      

    


    
      This was also supported by Sir Frederick Weld, the Governor of the Straits Settlements, who strongly believed in
      extending British frontiers in the Malay States (Thio, 1969: 18). His view received support, especially with the
      return of Lord Kimberley to the Colonial Office in 1880. According to Thio: “whenever a forward step seemed advisable on economic, political and strategic grounds, he [Kimberley] did not
      hesitate to adopt it” (Bastin & Winks, 1966: 230).
    


    
      [image: Image]


      
        Figure  2.3    Federated Malay States administrative setup,
        1896–1909
      

    


    
      From the above statements it is clear that the policy of the Colonial Office was to encourage investments in the
      Malay States. Indeed it was willing to help by whatever means possible to promote investment there. In fact, this
      was the wish of the Resident-General when the Federation was formed, that the High Commissioner would make every
      effort to promote investment in the FMS. This was clearly stated in the Federated Malay States Annual
      Report. According to the Resident-General:
    


    
      
        one of the objectives of the Federation was to give the Governor (now appointed High Commissioner for the Malay
        States) an adviser who would speak in sympathy with the interests and aspirations of the Malay States and those
        enjoyed in developing them, whether as officials, planters, miners or traders”.24
      

    


    
      It was with the intention of promoting investments that efforts were made to
      create a political and administrative environment conducive to attracting investors to the Federated Malay
      States. Flexibility was hence necessary to encourage investments because if there were a rigid administration
      with frequent legislative amendments, both local and foreign investors would have hesitated to invest.
    


    
      With the formation of the Federation, the four Malay States saw the enactment of a uniform mining law that was
      very much welcomed by investors. Attempts were also made to standardize the acreage of land granted to investors.
      For example the state of Selangor and the state of Perak had two different acreage systems, respectively known as
      the 320-acre system and 640-acre system. By 1909, the Federation had done away with many of the rules and
      regulations that were prohibiting investments. In 1909, three prominent businessmen were appointed to the Federal
      Council to look into the problems of investors, and one of them was the Director of the Malay Mail. It
      was the Malay Mail, ever since it was launched in 1896, which strongly highlighted issues pertaining to
      government rejection of investment proposals. (Robson, 2001: III; Wright and Cartwright, 1908: 263).
    


    Conclusion


    
      The Colonial Office policy on investment in the Malay States changed periodically. From 1800–1867, the Colonial
      Office did not have a clear investment policy, which was left to the discretion of the man on the spot. The
      policy was clearer in 1874 and the years immediately thereafter at a time when Britain officially intervened in
      the Malay States to encourage enterprise which would bring returns to England. There was, as a result, rapid
      economic growth in the Malay States. Although the Colonial Office had a coherent policy to promote investment,
      there were many instances when the Governor of Singapore and administrators (Resident and District Officers) in
      the respective states showed indifference towards investors.
    


    
      With the formation of the Federated Malay States in 1896, the policy of the Colonial Office was again clearly in
      support of investments. However there were conflicts at all levels of decision-making with regards to promotion
      of investment in the agricultural and mining sectors of the Federated Malay States. The following chapters will
      examine the complex relationship between British administrators and investors, as well as various cases
      concerning administrative impediments to investment in each of the states from 1896 to 1909.
    


    Notes


    
      1    For a complete picture of trade between the Straits Settlements and other
      parts of the world refer Mills, 1960: 219; Wong Lin Ken, 1960: 159–175.
    


    
      2    Governor to Calcutta, 31 October 1863, Straits Settlements Record,
      National University of Singapore, XLI, p.183 from Turnbull, 1964a: 132. Refer also to Caldwell, 1977: 18–19.
    


    
      3    For detailed analysis of the policy of the East India
      Company towards the Malay States see Chapter IX, “The Malayan Policy of the East India Company, 1786–1867”, in
      Mills, 1960: 203–218.
    


    
      4    See Khoo Kay Kim, 1972: Chapter 4.
    


    
      5    See also Courtenay, 1972: 86.
    


    
      6    W.H. Read or William Henry Macleo Read (1819–1909) was a merchant and an
      influential figure in the Straits Settlements. He sought constitutional changes in the Straits Settlements, which
      he believed would give the European population in the Straits Settlements political power with their growing
      economic standing. Read was the Dutch consul for twenty-eight years, from 1857 to 1885; he was also the Chairman,
      Singapore Chamber of Commerce in 1865; the first non-official member of the Legislative Council in 1867 and
      leader of the European mercantile community until he retired to Britain in 1887 (Turnbull, 1972: 24; Buckley,
      1984: 17).
    


    
      7    Tan Kim Ching (1829–1892) was born in Singapore where became the head of
      the Hokkien Huay-kuan Association and was known to the Straits-born Chinese community in Singapore as Kapitan
      China. He became a leader in the shipping business in Singapore and was appointed as Justice of the Peace in 1872
      and acted for many years as Consul for Siam (Turnbull, 1972: 32).
    


    
      8    Bendahara to Governor, 17 June 1862, Straits Settlements
      Records, W 42, Item 232, quoted in Turnbull, 1972: 175.
    


    
      9    The precise reasons that led Britain to extend its political authorities into the Malay
      States have long been the subject of academic controversy and will not be dealt with here.
    


    
      10    J.W.W. Birch served as a midshipman in the Royal Navy before joining
      the Department of the Commissioner of Roads in Ceylon in 1846. He was the Commissioner of Requests and Police
      Magistrate from 1853–1856. From 1858–1867 he was the Assistant Government Agent in various provinces before
      becoming Government Agent for the Eastern Province in 1868. In 1870 he became the Colonial Secretary, Straits
      Settlements and in 1874 became the Resident of Perak. He was murdered in Lower Perak in November 1875 (Sadka,
      1968: 387).
    


    
      11    Colonel Sir Harry Ord was the first Governor of Straits Settlements
      (1867–1873). He was educated at the Royal Military Academy at Woolwich, 1835–1857 and later served in West
      Indies, West Africa and was involved in the Anglo-French expedition to the Baltic. After leaving Malaya he was
      employed as Governor of Western Australia (1877–1879) and died in 1885 (Cowan, 1961: 29).
    


    
      12    There were a number of instances where the British intervened to
      protect investors’ interests. Two incidents can be highlighted to explain the matter. The first was related to
      the bombardment of Trengganu in 1867 by Colonel Cavanagh, the Governor of Straits Settlements. This was to
      protect the interest of merchants who were trading in Pahang. The problem came to surface when civil war broke
      out in Pahang and there were claimants to the throne between Wan Ahmad and Wan Mutahir. When war broke out in
      1857, the merchants complained that it affected their trade in Pahang. At this time Cavanagh offered to settle
      the war peacefully but the two brothers rejected it, but he did warn Trengganu not to interfere in Pahang. In
      1861, Tun Mutahir drove Wan Ahmad out of Pahang. Wan Ahmad fled to Bangkok for help. In 1862, the Siamese helped
      Wan Ahmad to attack Pahang. Cavanagh protested that the Siamese were violating the Burney Treaty by interfering
      in Trengganu and Pahang. In October 1862, the Singapore Chamber of Commerce complained to Cavanagh that the
      invasion by Wan Ahmad in Pahang had disrupted trade. Finally acting on his own Cavanagh sent a warship to
      Trengganu to bombard the fort at Kuala Trengganu (Mills, 1960: 196–198 and Ghazali, 1984: 72–84).
    


    
      In the case of Naning, the problem started when the British took over Malacca in
      1824 and had to settle a very complicated land system. During the investigation of the land system, trouble broke
      out between the British in Malacca and the people of Naning. Naning was a small Minangkabau state, about ten
      miles from Malacca. When the Dutch were in Malacca, Naning paid a tenth of its crop to them. The Dutch did not
      interfere in the internal affairs of the state. When the British took over Malacca, they claimed the territory of
      Naning. W.T. Lewis, Resident Councillor of Malacca and Governor Fullerton stated that Naning was a district of
      Malacca. They decided that the Penghulu and the other Naning chiefs should be given pensions and become
      tax-collectors. The other officials like Samuel Garling, Resident Councillor of Malacca and John Anderson,
      Secretary of Penang, disagreed. They stated that the Company had no claim over Naning. In spite of this, Naning
      was asked to pay a tenth of its produce. The Penghulu, Abdul Said refused. Fullerton then decided to invade
      Naning. Later, however, he asked the government in India to deal with Naning. The reply was delayed and Abdul
      Said took it as a sign of weakness on the part of the British government. He seized some fruit trees belonging to
      a Malay in Malacca. Meanwhile the British became afraid that Abdul Said would influence the people in Malacca to
      boycott paying taxes. Moreover, nothing had been done about the threat to invade Naning and the British feared
      they would lose their prestige. Governor Ibbetson then sent a force of 1,200–1,400 men to Naning in 1832. This
      was the beginning of the Naning War. The Company gained nothing in capturing Naning. Instead it cost the company
      100,000 pound sterling (Turnbull, 1972: 264–271; Ghazali, 1985: 24–46).
    


    
      13    Under the Residential System, each state had its Ruler, State Councils,
      British Resident, European Civil Service and European Professional Departments (Maxwell, 1943: 139). The Native
      Rulers took no part in the actual government of the respective states, beyond taking the Chair at the State
      Council Meetings. The State Council which comprised the rulers, the Resident, some Malay chiefs and one or two
      Chinese headmen met several times a year, and dealt with minor matters such as the appointment of native chiefs
      and granting of money to the administration. They did not control the budget or any expenditure, except in cases
      involving pensions or allowances to poor Malays; they gave formal assent to all proposed new legislation and
      decided on cases involving death sentences. The rulers had no other important functions, nor any control over the
      administration (MM, 27 January 1903). The authority and duties of the State Council were not stated in
      any written declaration, but were merely established by practice. Meetings were conducted in Malay and all
      enactments were drafted in English. The Sultans had long since handed over the entire administration of the
      country to British officials appointed and controlled by the Colonial Office.
    


    
      14    This could be seen in the case of the Federated Malay States (Perak,
      Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and Pahang). In these states, the natives and the immigrants did not see the British as
      interfering in their local affairs. In the agricultural sector, the British encouraged the importation of
      immigrants (Yip Yat Hoong, 1969: 67). In 1853, in order to encourage exports, the duties for the export of tin to
      England were repealed. The British did not prohibit the formation of Secret Societies among the Chinese. The
      Secret Societies became a tool to recruit Chinese labourers and played the role of a police force to maintain
      peace and order in the mines. Besides this, the British also encouraged road building and other infrastructure.
      Until 1895, the British Government gave licenses to miners to operate tin mines, which encompassed a small area
      though it was uneconomic. This was done to encourage small-scale industry and to help the Chinese miners who were
      accustomed to mine with labour intensive methods (Wong Lin Ken, 1965: 56). All these measures were seen as part
      of the laissez-faire policy. See also Sadka, 1968: 336–337 and 348–349.
      Efforts by the Government to encourage investors in the Malay States are also discussed in detail on pp. 336–337.
      For the performance of European firms from 1870–1890, see pp. 348–349.
    


    
      15    Sir Frank Athelstane Swettenham was born in 1851 at Belper, Derbyshire
      and was educated locally at St Peter’s School, York. Swettenham, who was already serving in the Ceylon Government
      Service, applied for Straits Cadetship on the advice of his elder brother, Alexander, who also entered the civil
      sevice. He passed second out of a group of 20 applicants and arrived in Singapore at the end of 1870. He was the
      British Resident of Selangor (1882–1889) and of Perak (1889–1896) after having already acted in that capacity in
      1884–1886. He became the first Resident-General in 1896–1901; and between 1901 and his retirement in 1904,
      Governor Straits Settlements and High Commissioner for the Malay States. He died in 1946 (Allen, 1964;
      Swettenham, 1942; Barlow, 1995).
    


    
      16    For reasons of intervention in the state of Perak, Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and
      Pahang refer to J.M. Gullick, Indigenous Political System of Western Malaya, London, Athlone Press,
      1958: 11–18; For an alternate explanation as to why the British adopted a more active policy in the Malay States
      during the 1870s see Swettenham, 1906: 173–177; Cowan, 1961: 169–175; W.D. MacIntyre, “Britain’s Intervention in
      Malaya: The Origin of Lord Kimberley’s Instruction to Sir Andrew Clarke in 1873”, JSEAH, 2(3) 1961:
      47–69; and Nicholas Tarling, “Intervention and Non-intervention in Malaya”, Journal of Asian Studies,
      21(4), 1962: 523–557. Also Khoo Kay Kim, “J.W.W. Birch: A Victorian Moralist in Perak’s Augean Stable?”,
      Journal of The Historical Society, 4, 1965/66; “The Pangkor Engagement of 1874”, JMBRAS, 57(1)
      1974: 1–9 and “The Pangkor Treaty in Malaya”, Peninjau Sejarah, 1(1), 1966 and Webster, 1998: 167–200.
    


    
      17    BM adda MS Ripon Papers 43523 Vol. XXXIII Kimberly to Ripon, 23 February 1883, Thio,
      1969: 19.
    


    
      18    According to Drabble, “the total amount of capital invested is not known with any
      exactitude” (Drabble, 1981: 223).
    


    
      19    See Philip Loh Fook Seng, The Malay States, 1877–1895, Political
      Change and Social Policy, Singapore: Oxford University Press, 1969: 118–124 for the number of agriculture
      and mining concession granted to Europeans in the Malay States between 1870–1880.
    


    
      20    Quoted from CO 273/166 Knutsford to Dickson, 277 of 16 September 1890.
      See also Thio, 1969: 119–120. “The Secretary of State for the colonies made one important policy recommendation,
      which he reiterated year by year; it was that agriculture be developed, as a balance to mining, by the
      introduction of Chinese and Indian peasant families”. For a complete picture of the policies of the Resident and
      the High Commissioner, see Sadka, 1968: 119–115.
    


    
      21    Joseph Chamberlain to the High Commissioner, C.B.H. Mitchell, HCO,
      31/1896.
    


    
      22    Letter from J.A. Swettenham to C.P. Lucas, Secretary of State dated 7
      February 1896, Colonial Office 273/313.
    


    
      23    Another interesting point to be noted is that it was said that planters
      with good connections in England (Colonial Office) would have the support of the Secretary of State, Governors,
      Resident-General and Residents. See correspondence forwarded by Swettenham to Lucas, 15 June 1898, 273/240,
      including personal letters from Major Charles Lambton, owner of a coffee estate in Negeri Sembilan, to Perak
      Resident E.W. Birch and from H.W. Ashly, manager of the Cheviot Estate, Seremban to E.W. Birch. Lambton was also
      in direct contact with Lord Selbourne, Under Secretary of State. Swettenham assured C.P. Lucas, Assistant
      Undersecretary that the government would share the cost of a road to Lambton’s Estate. See also Swettenham to
      Under Secretary of State, 13 March 1898, 273/245, on supporting a company that was building steam tramways in
      Negeri Sembilan and between Selangor and Pahang. It was said that planters and miners were assisted with land concession with favourable terms, supported with labour, and the Colonial
      Office also shared the cost of building roads and railway lines (Heussler, 1981: 17–18).
    


    
      24    Resident-General to High Commissioner Sir C.B.H. Mitchell, Annual
      Report, Federated Malay States, 1897.
    

  


  
    
      3      British
      Economic Involvement in the State of Perak

    


    
      Perak was the first Malay state to witness the advent of British intervention in the country. The uncertain
      political conditions prevailing in Perak in the second half of the nineteenth century provided the fertile ground
      for intervention. The chaotic situation was occasioned by intense rivalry between the Malay chiefs, Raja Ismail
      and Raja Abdullah. The British had to intervene to protect its economic interest, and this led on to the signing
      of the Pangkor Engagement and the subsequent appointment of J.W.W. Birch as the first Resident of Perak and
      Captain Speedy as the Assistant Resident (Sadka, 1968: 65). Perak became a model for the development of the
      Residential System in the other states. With the advice of the British Resident, the ruler of Perak made a
      proclamation whereby foreigners were encouraged to invest in his state. The proclamation read as follows:
    


    
      
        Now, we make known to all European gentlemen, Chinese headmen, and others, that we shall regard with great
        favour anyone who will come and do useful work in our country, such as opening tin-mines or gold mines or
        agricultural purposes, or to carry on trade in our country, such as searching for gutta, rattan, or felling
        timber or following any other profitable business for themselves.
      


      
        … Whosoever likes to open plantations, such as sugar-cane, pepper, tobacco, cotton, or anything else, we will
        give the land for it free of cost; and may work on it for three years without paying any tax whatever upon the
        produce. Whosoever opens mines must pay the taxes according to the rule of our country.
      


      
        … Now, this we make known to all men, that whosoever is willing to work in our country may either discourse
        with us personally, or with the British Resident in Perak.
      


      
        (The Perak Proclamation, Malay Peninsula, Further Correspondence, No. 20 of C. 1320; quoted from Wong, 1975:
        25)
      

    


    
      Perak was incorporated into the Federated Malay States in 1896, and thereafter witnessed tremendous development
      with the implementation of western administration and the introduction of a fine infrastructural system. This
      attracted both private and institutional investors from within and outside the
      state. However, there were times when these investors were sorely affected by the hierarchical conflict between
      the Colonial Office, the High Commissioner, the Resident-General, the Resident, and various other parties
      including the Malay Rulers who were also involved in the promotion of financial capital.
    


    
      Conflicting administrative behaviour amongst British officials was very much related to their differences in
      educational background and schools of thought. The officials who came to administer the Malay States from
      1896–1914 were mainly upper middle-class Englishmen. Most of them were privately tutored and held university
      degrees. Frank Swettenham, George Maxwell, and J.P. Rodger were of middle-class origin, whereas Hugh Clifford and
      Martin Lister were sons of minor aristocracy. From 1896 onwards the majority of Malayan Civil Service cadets were
      from public schools and well educated (Stevenson, 1975: 74). According to Butcher, most of the civil servants who
      served in the Federated Malay States from 1874–1914 attended public schools such as Eton, Winchester, Harrow,
      Rugby, Shrewsbury, Charterhouse and Westminster (Butcher, 1979: 34 and Johan, 1984: 11).
    


    
      These Englishmen, either by birth or educational qualifications, were known as gentlemen whose ideal lifestyle
      involved “the marriage of social position with public service, privilege with duty, loyalty with honour and outer
      propriety with inner virtue” (Wicks, 1979: 60). For Wilkinson, “the gentleman’s behaviour was group-directed,
      class-directed and community-directed” (Wilkinson, 1970: 134). They exerted profound influence over the
      government context to make public service a gentlemanly obligation and by doing so this group successfully
      defended their identity, political power and social prestige.
    


    
      The so-called gentlemen’s qualities were greatly instrumental in instilling the pride of white man’s burden
      (Stevenson, 1975: 74) amongst British civil servants of Malaya, which then influenced their views on society and
      domestic policy-making. Attempts were also made to uphold the gentleman lifestyle in Malaya. Clubs were founded
      exclusively to cater for their upper middle-class lifestyle. For example in the 1890s, the Selangor Club and Lake
      Club were formed exclusively for Europeans. There were also cricket, golf and hunting clubs. (Stevenson, 1975:
      74).
    


    
      These Victorian1 administrators believed that:
    


    
      
        good government depended on personal qualities, not on training. The empire held together through a sense of
        loyalty among the administrators to certain standards, not a centralized system of administration. The emphasis
        was on the public spiritness. The paternal care of the district officer was far more important than the
        activities of metropolitan organizations.
      


      
        (Hyam, 1976: 161; see also Robinson, Gallagher and Denny, 1963: 1; Goodlad, 2000: 15)
      

    


    
      This meant that the administrator’s policies were bound to differ, especially in
      the agriculture and mining sectors of the Malay States in the late 1890s.
    


    
      The attitude of the administrators was also influenced by the political thoughts of the Fabians who advocated
      that whatever the government did must benefit the natives To quote Peace, they too “believed that aboriginal
      backwardness and efficiency must not be permitted to obstruct the advance of international civilization and
      development” (Peace, 1925: 136 quoted from Benians et al., 1959: 347). For the Fabians2 it was the progressive partnership between races (Commonwealth) that
      mattered more than colonial exploitation or imperial dominion (Porter, 1968: 115). According to Benians:
    


    
      
        The Fabians desired to see the Empire as a powerful and self conscious force planned energetically for the
        exploitation of resources and united more closely as trustees for British standards in the common interests not
        only for the whole British Commonwealth, but of the whole of civilized society.
      


      
        (Benians et al., 1959: 349)
      

    


    
      Joseph Chamberlain, who was the Secretary of State for the Colonies from June 1895 to October 1903, was himself a
      Fabian, as reflected in his debate in the House of Commons on 22 August 1895:
    


    
      
        Underdeveloped estates could never be developed without Imperial assistance … cases have already come to my
        knowledge of colonies which have been British Colonies perhaps for more than a hundred years in which up to the
        present time British rule has done absolutely nothing … I shall be prepared to consider very carefully myself,
        and then, if I am satisfied, confidently submit to the House, any case which may occur in which by the
        judicious investment of British money those estates which belong to the British Crown may be developed for the
        benefit of their population and for the benefit of the greater population which is outside.
      


      
        (Havinden and Meredith, 1993: 88)
      

    


    
      The noble values of the gentlemanly administrators of the British Empire were evident from their conspicuous
      attention to the needs of the natives (Casson and Goddley, 2010: 224). They aided them in systematizing
      irrigation, drainage, sanitation and health care programmes in the 1890s.3
    


    
      However, such benevolence did not bear on matters relating to investment. There is little evidence to suggest
      strong links between these gentlemanly administrators and gentlemanly capitalists in the FMS. These two groups
      did not always share opinions on a range of business matters. This necessitates a study on the realistic course
      of economic policy execution, which has to be understood in the context of prevailing attitudes and perceptions
      of the British administrators.
    


    Agriculture


    
      The development of agriculture in Perak depended almost entirely on the promotion of capitalist ventures. At the
      same time the state’s domestic environment had to be attractive enough to pull European, particularly British,
      enterprises. Numerous policies were then formulated to induce them to invest in the agricultural sector of Perak.
      Pivotal incentives came in the form of favourable land regulations. As early as 1875, planters were authorized to
      clear and plough uncultivated lands without having to pay rents and other charges for three years (Transmit
      Notice re Waste Lands, C.S. 125/75). The applicants were only needed to pay permit fees according to total
      acreage requested. By 1878, liberal terms were offered to the first bona fide introducers of new
      agricultural industries in Perak (Maxwell, 1901: 4–5). Tenure of land up to 999 years was granted as well.
      However, the Government reserved the right to resume the whole or any part of any land held under lease if
      one-quarter of the total area remained uncleared at the end of six months from the date the land was granted, or
      should more than three quarters of the total area remain uncultivated for six consecutive years, or if the entire
      land were to be abandoned for three consecutive years (General Land Regulations Perak, 1879: 5). Clause
      10 of the General Land Regulations Perak (1879), in view of further encouragement, stated that the rules
      in the directive were subject to special consideration in the case of pioneering agriculturalists and
      industrialists in the state.
    


    
      Thus, between 1895 and 1905, agricultural crops were cultivated on a large scale by mostly European-owned estates
      and moneyed Chinese cultivators. The main crops cultivated were sugarcane, gambier, tapioca, coffee, pepper,
      paddy and rubber. Special regulations for the planting of gambier and pepper were introduced in Perak in 1884 but
      both crops were not significant here (Jackson, 1968: 38). In the 1890s, tapioca was modestly cultivated in Matang
      district; but its cultivation was on the whole short-lived in Perak. The first large coffee estate in the state
      was worked by Mr Hawlam at Lower Perak (Annual Report of Perak for the Year 1895 (hereafter
      ARP): 19). By the end of 1896, 35,000 acres of land in the state were in the hands of European coffee
      planters (Jackson, 1968: 191). Paddy did attract the planters’ attention and in 1895, 8,000 new land leases were
      given out for planting paddy. Paddy planting resulted in a settled population and permanent revenue for the state
      of Perak (ARP, 1895: 21).
    


    
      Likewise, sugarcane also proved to be attractive among investors. Eleven thousand acres of land were granted to
      the Penang Sugar Estates Company in Lower Perak District in 1897 (Perak Administration Report for the Year
      1898: 6, hereafter PAR). In 1898, 3,280 acres of land was alienated to a British concessioner in
      the Lower Perak district for the cultivation of a coconut plantation. The total area of agricultural land
      alienated in Perak in 1899 amounted to 244,215 acres. The chief products were rice, sugar, coconut, Liberian
      coffee and rubber (ARP, 1899: 3). By 1905, Perak received 10,000 applications for rubber in the district
      of Matang; 12,000 in Lower Perak and 6,000 in Batang Padang (Jackson, 1968:
      227). Rubber planting was extended to every state in Malaya by 1908.
    


    
      For a general overview of Perak’s agricultural growth, Table 3.1 shows the amount of land
      alienated to principal agricultural estates for the cultivation of various crops, and the revenue gained from
      1895 to 1909.
    


    
      
        Table  3.1     Agriculture in Perak, 1895–1909
      


      [image: Image]
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        Source: Annual Report State of Perak, 1896–1909, Perak Administration Report, 1895–1909;
        Federated Malay States, Annual Report, 1896–1909, Perak Government Gazette, 1895–1909,
        Manual of Statistics Relating to Federated Malay States, 1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: * n.a. – not available
      

    


    
      Government encouraged investment in the agricultural sector in various other ways. One of its major initiatives
      in the 1880s was to make available sufficient labour force within easy reach of private cultivators for which the
      immigration of Tamils (or generally, the South Indian labourers) was organized. Labour was legally available, and
      at reasonable cost (the Perak state even subsidized to reduce steamship fares from Nagapatnam). This led
      investors and planters to venture easily into the cultivation of crops that were then lucrative: coffee, tea,
      Liberian coffee, and cocoa (Sandhu, 1969: 61; ARP, 1884: 22). Of equal significance was the expansion of
      infrastructures to provide communication linkages in fruitful agricultural areas. By the mid-1890s, the Perak
      Government had already been spending close to half a million dollars yearly on the maintenance and construction
      of roads (Annual Report by the British Resident of Perak, 1895: 13).
    


    
      Although such encouragement meant capital in-flow was indispensable to Perak’s agricultural progress, it does not
      follow that British officials were especially interested in generating money-spinning opportunities for
      concession hunters and businessmen (Drabble, 1974: 202). Since 1896, the agricultural development in the state
      was hampered by conflicts between British officials and investors locked either in support of, or against capital
      penetration. The discussion below will highlight such cases, which were apparent in the agricultural sector.
    


    Conflict between Resident-General and High Commissioner in regard to land alienation in the
    Malay States


    
      This particular case highlighted the fact that the High Commissioner and Resident-General had differences in
      opinion with regard to the alienation of land to investors.4
      Although the issue was specifically related to Selangor, the Perak case offered a model for future reformation of
      land law.
    


    
      Frank Swettenham, the Resident-General, in his dispatch to the Secretary of State for the Colonies highlighted
      the problem of land alienation in the Malay States. According to him, investors had to deal with stringent
      conditions. The Residents could only alienate a limited quantity of land to any individual or company. Decisions
      with regard to land alienation had to be approved by the Governor himself; however, on many occasions special
      terms were made, departing from the regulation.
    


    
      Since investors were reluctant to take up land on terms laid down in the Land Regulation,5 Swettenham wanted new terms that would induce them to invest in the Malay
      States without always having to request special consideration. He pointed out that it was the practice for
      special terms to be considered for land that
      was leased out in Perak or other Malay states. The acreage applied for was normally small. The Resident-General
      was of the opinion that planters should have a say in the selection of the land they wanted and should not be
      forced into taking up any land that was available.
    


    
      The Resident-General was also not happy with the policy in Selangor of granting land through auctions. He felt
      that the land might not be suitable for planting, and not worth a survey. He cited Mr Forsyth’s purchase of land
      through auction in Selangor as an example. The land was said to be useless and work had to be stopped. The land was subsequently abandoned and the Government was asked to provide some
      other land in exchange.6 The same matter was also brought up by
      C.P. Lucas of the Colonial Office to Mr Fairfield, the Secretary of the Colonies. C.P. Lucas drew attention to
      Swettenham’s memorandum to Fairfield requesting amendment to the regulation prohibiting Residents from alienating
      more than a specified area of town land to a single individual.
    


    
      The Resident-General also brought to the attention of the Colonial Office, the fact that in Selangor, investors
      could only apply for land not exceeding 320 acres for the cultivation of agricultural crops. This restriction in
      Selangor, was popularly known as the 320-acre system. In Perak, however, the limit was 640 acres. The
      Resident-General felt that the rule was a new one, and he doubted if it had really been designed against
      concessionaires. In the words of the Resident-General, the regulation “certainly hit planting enterprise, and
      planters have actually been discouraged by it”.7
    


    
      The Resident-General felt that compared to mining, the policy with regard to agriculture was discriminatory. To
      quote Swettenham:
    


    
      
        Government should be liberal in the terms on which it alienates the land. It is the opportunity of the planter,
        and it is also the opportunity of the Government; it would be a serious blunder if the fact were not grasped
        that the interests of both are identical. Failures cannot benefit the Government, and at this moment, when
        European planting in the Malay Peninsula is still in its infancy, the man who brings us his capital, invests it
        in agriculture and loses it, can only serve as a scarecrow to frighten away intending planters.
      


      
        Mining is and must ever be surrounded by risks; it is an unfortunate fact that many Europeans have invested
        considerable sums in mining ventures in the Malay States and have lost them; and yet it is not and has not been
        urged that the Government has placed difficulties in the way of acquiring mining land.
      


      
        (Swettenham, 1906: 296–297)
      

    


    
      The pressure from the Resident-General led to the inclusion of Clause 48 (Part IV) in the Land Enactment 1897
      which allowed the Resident the right to grant land not exceeding 640 acres; and vested the final authority to
      grant land exceeding 640 acres in the hands of the Resident-General. A similar law was introduced in all the
      other Federated Malay States. This was indeed an achievement for prospective planters. It was obvious that prior
      to 1897 the provisions of the land law had frequently obstructed planters who intended to introduce capital and
      develop the resources of the country. The amendment was seen as an important step towards encouraging investors
      in the state.8
    


    Differences between Resident and Resident-General: The Case of W.H. Tate


    
      The friction between the Resident and the Resident-General was evident in the case of an application made by W.H.
      Tate for certain land concessions in Perak.9 On 1 July 1896, Tate made an application to the Perak Resident for concessions on behalf of
      his fellow landed elites in England. They were prepared to raise 100,000 pound sterling to work on the
      concessions they applied for. The first request was for extension of time to erect mills for processing paddy
      according to the terms of the 1,000 acres concession granted to the same Company in Krian in the previous year.
      The second request was for concession of 2,000 acres (one block) in the district of Sitiawan for planting
      coconuts. The third request was for four blocks of land in different districts of the state to plant coffee, each
      not less than 640 acres, with a reserve of 1,280 acres to be granted if the first 640 acres were properly planted
      in accordance with the regulation.
    


    
      E.W. Birch, the Acting British Resident supported Tate’s request to F.A. Swettenham, the Resident-General, on 3
      July 1896. In his letter to the Resident-General, Birch stated that he had no objection to the extension of
      Tate’s paddy land concession in Krian by another six months to 31 July 1897. He also strongly recommended that
      2,000 acres of low-lying land in Sitiawan be granted at a premium of 35 cents an acre, and that the quit rent be
      reduced to 25 cents for the first three years. According to him, Sitiawan was not a developed district and it was
      therefore very encouraging to find people who were ready to embark on such a desirable project.
    


    
      Birch also recommended that four blocks of coffee land each measuring 640 acres be granted at a premium of 50
      cents per acre, on condition that the original grant of 640 was first cultivated. Tate had convinced Birch that
      he was a bona fide investor with a considerable amount of English capital in the state. He believed that the
      Resident-General would approve his proposal, especially since the cultivation of three staple products namely
      paddy, coconut and coffee was involved.10
    


    
      In his letter of 24 July 1896, Swettenham imposed certain stipulations as to the Resident’s request. The
      Resident-General had no objections to the first request for an extension of time to erect the mills for
      processing paddy according to the terms of the 1,000 acres concession. In granting the request, the
      Resident-General approved an extension of six months. As to the second request for one block of 2,000 acres in
      the district of Sitiawan for planting coconuts, the Resident-General recommended that a quit-rent of 25 cents be
      imposed on each acre for the first three years and 35 cents thereafter on the grounds that Sitiawan was still not
      developed, and that a Company with a large capital should therefore be encouraged to take up cultivation in the
      district. The Resident-General was willing to support the recommendation made by the Resident on the third
      request for four blocks of land in different districts of the state to plant coffee subject to a quit rent of 50
      cents an acre, provided the applicants could prove that they were able to raise capital to the amount of 50,000
      pound sterling. The Resident-General did not object to the request for a reserve of 1,280 acres but wanted each
      block to include a maximum of 1,000 acres and not of 640 acres.11
    


    
      In this particular case, Swettenham did not endorse all the suggestions made by
      the Resident, in spite of the fact that the latter had a good grasp of the situation on the ground. During this
      period, none of the four Malay States had federal laws to regulate land matters. The Federal Law was only
      introduced on 1 December 1897. Prior to that the Resident was to have the final say on land matters as stated in
      the Land Regulations Amendment, Order in Council, Perak, No. 6 of 1891.12
    


    Differences between Resident and High Commissioner: The Case of John Turner


    
      There was yet another case of differences between the Resident and the High Commissioner. This was in relation to
      the problem faced by the Straits Sugar Company Limited in developing the agricultural industry of the state. The
      company was not happy with the stringent terms imposed by the High Commissioner in regard to the acquisition of
      land. The Resident and the Resident-General (Frank Swettenham) were seen to be considerate, but not the High
      Commissioner.13
    


    
      The issue came to the fore when John Turner, the Managing Director of the London-based Straits Sugar Estates
      Company Limited submitted an application for land to the Secretary of the Perak State on 6 February 1901,
      requesting 5,000 acres of land at Batak Rabit on behalf of the firm. However, the High Commissioner imposed
      stringent terms for the Company to acquire land. This disappointed its investors who had already spent close to a
      million dollars on bona fide development of the agricultural industry in Perak.
    


    
      The Acting British Resident, in his letter of 12 March 1901 to the Resident-General, requested that Turner’s
      application be approved on the basis of the following considerations:
    


    
      
        a    Mr Turner had done very considerable work since the time he was granted land in Perak. The Gedong Estate
        that had once been jungle was converted into sugar cane plantation. A factory was raised, with machinery of the
        latest type, requiring a very great outlay.
      


      
        b    Another even more up to date factory than the one at Gedong Estate was to be built, and work had already
        started.
      

    


    
      The Acting Resident-General, in his letter of 31 March 1901 to the Acting High Commissioner wrote as follows:
    


    
      
        With reference to correspondence bearing your office number 1287/00, in which Sir J. Alexander Swettenham
        [former High Commissioner] stated that he had no objection to granting a concession of 5,000 acres of land in
        the Lower Perak district to the Straits Sugar Co., but objected to locking up any more reserve for the Company.
        I have the honour to submit for your excellency favourable consideration.14
      

    


    
      The Acting Resident-General also enclosed the copy of a minute dated 12 March
      1901 by the Acting British Resident of Perak, expressing support for the application. The letter indicated that
      both the Resident and the Resident-General were in favour of the Company’s activity in Perak. The latter wrote:
    


    
      
        In view of the excellent work done by the Company in developing the agricultural industry in Perak, I beg to
        support the Acting British Resident’s recommendation and to ask that your Excellency will reconsider the
        decision given by Sir J. Alexander Swettenham (former High Commissioner) in his minute dated 11th September 1900.15
      

    


    
      From the correspondence, one can gather that the High Commissioner was not in favour of “locking up” any reserve
      for the Company despite the Company’s track record.
    


    
      The Resident and Resident-General favoured the company’s proposal for extended ventures, being convinced that it
      was quite capable of becoming a prime mover in the expansion of sugar industry. However, the High Commissioner
      did not share similar expectations in this particular case. He paid less attention to their reasoning despite the
      fact that the Resident had intimate knowledge of the issues involved. Nor was he keen to support the ever-vital
      London business interests. As the final decision rested upon the High Commissioner, the bona fide investors had
      to endure much difficulty.
    


    Conflict between Investors and Officials: The Case of John Turner and John Ramsden


    
      The second case involving John Turner was yet another case of conflict between planters and officials. It was a
      case involving both John Turner and his colleague, John Ramsden, a prominent member of the landed gentry. They
      had made a joint application for two large blocks of agricultural land in the Lower Perak district on 29 June
      1904.16 Two separate applications were made. The first application
      was a request for 5,000 acres of land in Lower Perak above Bagan Datoh, whereby 500 acres of unalienated land
      were to be opened within five years of the date of entry, and 4,500 acres to be held as reserve. The second
      application was for a block of 15,000 acres of land in Lower Perak near Telok Anson whereby 1,500 acres of
      unalienated land were requested to be opened within five years of the date of entry and 13,500 acres of reserve
      land to be taken up within 15 years of the date of first entry. They also requested for special conditions
      whenever Government resumed land for roads, railways, canals, telegraph lines or other public works, on payment
      of compensation only for actual value of cultivated land so resumed, provided that such resumption of land did
      not interrupt the drainage, water-ways or roads necessary for cultivating the land and for the transport of
      produce connected with it.17
    


    
      The terms and conditions for both the applications were the same. Premium at a rate of $3 per acre was to be paid
      on the first 500 acres on the date of entry, and another $3 premium was to be
      paid on the reserve as and when it was taken up. The rent was fixed at 50 cents an acre per annum to be paid in
      the same way.
    


    
      The Acting British Resident of Perak, H.C. Belfield in his letter to the Resident-General, W.H. Treacher, dated 2
      July 1904, forwarded the application by Turner and Ramsden, and stated in the same letter that the terms proposed
      were what he was prepared to recommend, and he was submitting them to the Resident-General for his favourable
      consideration. The interesting point was that the Acting British Resident strongly felt their application should
      be considered as an “exceptional case” within the meaning of Clause 17, Land Enactment 1903.18
    


    
      The Resident-General to whom the matter was referred, was not happy with the recommendations made by the Acting
      British Resident.19 He refused to support an application for 5,000
      acres, of which 4,500 were to be held in reserve for the applicants for an unlimited period, bearing no ad
      interim quit rent, while the premium would not be payable until the said reserve was taken up. He also
      highlighted the fact that it was not the practice in the other states to grant such reserves except in the most
      special cases in which reserve land was only held for a year or two, and that too upon payment of modified rent
      until the reserve land was taken up. The Resident-General was only willing to consider the lease of 1,500 or
      2,000 acres on the terms mentioned in the Resident’s letter, and not the reserve. The Resident-General was
      totally against the policy of locking up an area of 18,000 acres of land on which no cultivation might be carried
      out for a period of 15 years. This, according to him was entirely opposed to the land alienation policy. Anyhow
      he agreed to refer the matter to the High Commissioner.
    


    
      John Turner in his letter to George Maxwell, the Acting Secretary to the Resident, requested that he call upon
      the Resident-General to reconsider his decision.20 Turner’s
      argument was on the basis that the reserve applied for formed one block with Nova Scotia Estate of which Sir John
      Ramsden owned by far the greater part, and that it was with the intention of ultimately joining that estate with
      the reserve that Turner submitted his proposal. The reserve was a necessary part of the scheme. He further
      stressed the bona fide desire on the part of the Company to cultivate the whole block, leaving out the element of
      speculation that would assuredly exist in the event of land between the two blocks being thrown open to others.
    


    
      He also added that Sir John Ramsden had large interests in the state. He had sunk an enormous amount of capital
      without having reaped any returns. Added to this, he had to confront the plague of rats and sickness amongst
      labourers, resulting in the decision to convert more than 1,200 acres for sugar cane cultivation. This was the
      argument for Ramsden requesting the reserve land. He called upon the Resident-General to put the case before the
      High Commissioner in the hope that his application would be reconsidered. The Resident-General, W.H. Treacher
      brought the matter to the attention of the High Commissioner requesting his view with regard to the
      matter.21
    


    
      The Resident-General himself was not in favour of Turner and Ramsden’s land
      application. He felt that the proposed locking up of some 18,000 acres of valuable agricultural land for an
      unlimited period of time was ill-advised and preposterous. However, he wanted to hear the views of the High
      Commissioner.22
    


    
      According to the most liberal terms that the Resident-General claimed the Government could offer, the premium and
      quit rent for the 2,000 acres and the reserve of 18,000 acres could not be any lower than the usual premium of $3
      an acre, and quit rent of 50 cents per acre.
    


    
      As regards the reserve of 18,000 acres, there was a requirement to pay an advance of $1.50 per acre as premium;
      with the balance of $1.50 per acre payable only when the reserve was finally taken up. The Resident-General also
      proposed that the land be reserved for ten years from the date it was granted, and the premium paid be forfeited
      if any portion of it was not taken up at the end of term.
    


    
      As for the High Commissioner, he agreed with the proposed terms of the Resident-General, and that it certainly
      was not the right time for the locking up of agricultural land in the Federated Malay States.23
    


    
      Turner and Ramsden had valid reasons to have their case treated on its own merits. Based on their earlier
      contributions to the plantation industry, one does not see why their applications could not be treated to the
      exclusion of others, or as simply termed by the Resident, an exceptional case. In 1898, Turner emerged as a
      pioneering investor in the Lower Perak region for commercialising sugar cane plantation on the Rubana and Nova
      Scotia estates (Martin, 2003: 20, 27). Ramsden, on the other hand, was already looking good to become the biggest
      rubber shareholder and individual landowner in the Peninsula. Be that as it may, the Resident-General’s opinion
      with respect to their applications was one of scepticism. His lack of certainty about any effective use of the
      requested land had beleaguered both investors. In general terms, importantly, the case establishes evidence to
      suggest that the Resident-General had neither optimistic opinion nor extra special consideration for prospective
      capital investment by British landed elites. The whole matter also brought to light contradictory opinions
      between the Resident, Resident-General and the High Commissioner as to the total acreage of land to be permitted
      to the applicants.
    


    Conflict between E.A. Barbour and Resident


    
      Planters were confronted with difficult situations when differences surfaced among British officials with regards
      to their respective positions on the cases involving capital inflow into the Malay States. This was again
      evidenced in the case of Mr E.A. Barbour, an ex-civil servant who had applied for 2,000 acres of land in Larut,
      Perak on 12 March 1910.24 Although the Land Officer recommended his
      application for the land, the British Resident was not willing to recommend the application to the
      Resident-General.
    


    
      Within a few weeks of the refusal, in what seemed to be a major cause of distress, the same block that Barbour
      had applied for was granted to Magill to whom Barbour had previously mentioned
      the land. Barbour could not understand why he was given such an impartial treatment, or how Magill’s claim to the
      land could be any stronger than his own. When the land was offered to Magill, he then offered it to Barbour for
      5,000 pound sterling. Barbour wanted to know the reasons for the British Resident’s decision.
    


    
      The Resident and the Resident-General waited so long to reply to Barbour, that he had no other choice than to
      refer the case to the High Commissioner of the FMS.25 In his
      statement of dissatisfaction, Barbour demanded an inquiry into the Government’s business dealings, which he felt
      were grossly unfair, given the trouble and the expenses that he had to endure in prospecting 2,000 acres of land
      in the Batu Krian district in Larut.
    


    
      The Secretary to the High Commissioner, in his letter dated 30 September 1910 to Barbour, stated that he
      concurred with the Resident’s action with regard to Barbour’s complaint. Barbour was still not satisfied, and in
      his letter of 4 October 1910 to the Secretary to the High Commissioner, wrote as follows:
    


    
      
        I regret that you have not seemed fit to offer me any explanation. I am quite aware that the Government are not
        bound to give reason for refusing land to applications, but the circumstances in this case have such an
        appearance of unfair dealing that it would be advisable I think to give me a reason, otherwise I shall feel
        compelled to refer the matter to London.26
      

    


    
      John Anderson, the High Commissioner,27 in his letter to the
      Secretary of State wrote of a report he received that Barbour was applying for land on behalf of his
      brother-in-law and, thus, the application clearly contravened the General Orders of the Government (see Appendix
      I).28 Barbour refused to be bound by the General Orders when
      informed about the ruling. The High Commissioner justified the action taken by the Resident by stating that
      Barbour did not have the means to develop the land and also that Barbour had applied for the land in early 1908
      at a time when he was appointed to the post of Surveyor General to the Transvaal. When informed that as a
      Government servant he could not apply for land on behalf of his brother-in-law, Barbour resigned from his
      Government post but continued to go ahead with his application.
    


    
      The explanation given by the High Commissioner was definitely not satisfactory. It was obvious that the
      explanation only complicated matters and served to bring to light how Barbour had been mistreated. It is felt
      here that the High Commissioner should have considered the application as soon as Barbour resigned from the
      Government.
    


    Mining


    
      In the last two decades before the First World War, Perak had some of the world’s most productive tin fields,
      especially the Kinta Valley area well known globally. The lion’s share of Malayan tin output between 1896 and
      1914 came almost entirely from Perak. It gained prominence at the end of the nineteenth century as mining ventures in Selangor and Negeri Sembilan reached their maximum production capacity
      and there would nowhere be any fruitful mining lands in these states (Wong Lin Ken, 1965; 169). These factors
      made Perak attractive in the eyes of both Chinese and European companies. But the rise of the state’s tin mining
      industry had been, historically, at least prior to the mid-1880s, an exclusive effort of the Chinese companies.
      The movement of European capital into the industry came gradually following British intervention in 1874.
      However, in 1883, several French capitalists did manage to make their entry into the sector when the “Société des
      Mines d’Etains de Perak” was granted land concessions to begin operations at Lahat and Klian Lalang (Yip Yat
      Hoong, 1969; 96). This was followed by other tin mines such as Melbourne Tin-Mining Company (1888), Sandhurst
      Mining Company, Larut Tin-Mining Company, Gopeng Consolidated Mines, Tekka Mines, Kinta Tin Mines, Tambun
      Company, Gopeng Hydraulic, Kampar Company, Tronoh Limited and many more (Yip Yat Hoong, 1969: 97). The amount of
      tin exported from Perak in 1890 was 237,000 pikuls; in 1899 the amount increased to 319,000 pikuls (Yip Yat
      Hoong, 1969: 61).
    


    
      The other significant produce, though not as paramount as tin in terms of world importance, was gold. In 1897,
      the Bukit Mas Mining Company was involved in gold mining in the Batang Padang District, the only quartz gold mine
      in Perak, and its output for the year was 1,100 ounces (ARP, 1897: 4). Perak produced gold amounting to
      22,200 ounces in 1898 and 14,888 in 1909 (Fermor, 1940: 43).
    


    
      Generally, the increase in the production of tin and gold was stimulated by the signing of the Pangkor Engagement
      and the subsequent introduction of British administration in Perak; the introduction of dredges; the granting of
      special concessions to western capitalists; as well as legislation including the Mining Code of 1895 and the
      Mining Law of 1899.29 Table 3.2 shows the
      principal mines, minerals, amount of land alienated for mining and the revenue gained in Perak from 1895–1909.
    


    
      
        Table  3.2     Mining in Perak, 1895–1909
      


      [image: Image]


      [image: Image]


      
        Source: Annual Report State of Perak, 1896–1909, Perak Administration Report, 1895–1909;
        Federated Malay States, Annual Report, 1896–1909, Perak Government Gazette, 1895–1909,
        Manual of Statistics Relating to Federated Malay States, 1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: n.a. – not available
      

    


    
      As in the case of the agricultural sector, there was again the same ambivalence within the mining industry with
      regards to the flow of capital in the state. The following discussion will look into such cases in the mining
      sector.
    


    Disagreement between Resident-General, High Commissioner and Colonial Office on Purchase of
    Shares


    
      The bone of contention between the Resident-General, High Commissioner and Colonial Office was with regard to
      whether Government officers could hold shares in the Malay States.30 The matter was accentuated when the Perak Resident wrote to the Resident-General, Frank
      Swettenham in early March 1899 inquiring whether government officers could purchase shares in the Company. The
      Resident-General replied that existing regulations did not allow public officials to do so without the consent of
      the High Commissioner. The Resident-General wanted the High Commissioner to make a ruling not only on this specific case in Perak, but also generally with
      regard to the Federated Malay States as a whole.31 The
      Resident-General then wrote to the High Commissioner on 17 June 1899 stating that he was against the idea of
      prohibiting civil servants in the Federated Malay States to invest in the Malay States.32 According to the Resident-General:
    


    
      
        I see no harm in Government Officers investing any money he has in shares in a Company which he is working
        where his influence as a Government officer can neither advantage nor damage the Company. I think it is advisable to encourage Government Servants to save money and invest it and I
        think it is a mistake to make that investment so difficult that the less scrupulous will resort to more or less
        underhand methods of evading the difficulties.33
      

    


    
      The Resident-General informed the High Commissioner that he did not hear of any objections with regard to the
      holding of Tanjong Pagar Dock34 shares by other Government servants
      in the Straits Settlements. In fact many of them were shareholders. The Resident-General also informed that the
      late E. Fairfield of the Colonial Office was not aware that Government officers in Perak were not allowed to hold
      shares in local companies. This brought to light the fact that the Colonial Office was unaware of the various
      decisions made in the states. The case reflected the distance between the Resident-General and the Colonial
      Office.
    


    
      C.B.H. Mitchell, the High Commissioner,35 in his letter dated 31
      March 1899 to the Resident-General wrote as follows: “I consider advisable that Federated Malay States officers
      should have absolutely no interest in a Company with which they may at any time have official dealings”.36 The High Commissioner made this statement when the Resident-General was
      of the opinion that any investment in the Malay states could only be done with special permission from the High
      Commissioner.
    


    
      The Resident-General, in his letter to the High Commissioner dated 26 May 1899, wanted to know whether the
      decision applied only to Perak officers or Government officers in the Federated Malay States; if it applied to
      the Malay States in general, it should also refer to officers in the Colony of the Straits Settlements.37
    


    
      The Resident-General persisted in standing his ground because Governor Sir Cecil Clementi Smith38 had stated publicly in his presence at a meeting prior to the formation
      of the Federated Malay States that Government Officers were at perfect liberty to acquire shares in any company
      operating in a state where the officer was not stationed. Referring in particular to the Raub Company, Sir Cecil
      Clementi Smith told the Selangor officers that there was no objection whatever to their purchases of shares in
      that Company. The Resident-General felt if the present High Commissioner’s circular were to be taken seriously,
      then it would be impossible for any of Her Majesty’s colonial servants or any Federated Malay States officer to
      invest in almost any form of enterprise in any British colony.
    


    
      The Resident-General objected to the condition in the circular that did not allow an officer who was stationed in
      a particular state to own land in any other state. The High Commissioner in his letter to the Resident-General
      dated 31 May 1899 was not prepared to interpret the Secretary of State’s view with regard to investments in
      colonies other than the one in which the officer was employed. Anyway he wanted the Resident-General to uphold
      the circular. In his letter to the High Commissioner of 5 June 1899, the Resident-General expressed his
      displeasure and dissatisfaction with the High Commissioner’s explanation because the new ruling contradicted the
      previous one, and had no universal application, especially in the Straits Settlements.
    


    
      In his reply to the Resident-General dated 11 June 1899, the High Commissioner
      stated that he would refer the matter to the Secretary of State for a decision, while still holding on to the
      regulation of not allowing native state officers from acquiring land in the colony or native states other than
      what was sufficient for a dwelling house site and taking part in the management of any mercantile or commercial
      business. This was indeed a point of conflict between the Resident-General, High Commissioner and Colonial Office
      and served to hinder the development of the Malay States. The irony of the whole matter was that the late
      Governor Sir Cecil Clementi Smith and even the present Governor himself had bought shares in the Tanjong Pagar
      Dock Company. This contradicted what was advocated in all the other states.
    


    
      The policy of the Colonial Office caused displeasure among British officers who were differently affected by it,
      insofar as their access to opportunities for local investment was concerned. The policy was considered
      shortsighted, because it imposed regulation which it could not enforce. Such regulations tempted the affected
      parties to get around the regulations to enrich themselves. Although such a rule was aimed at preserving the
      integrity of the service, it was of no help to the officers. The Malay Mail, which represented the view
      of the business community, observed that various cases of corruption in the lower ranks of the service might be
      attributed directly to the poor salaries paid by the Government. On the contrary corruption was not noticeable
      among the senior staff members who were drawing a higher salary.
    


    
      The paper strongly felt that Government officers, like planters and miners in the private sector were facing
      various difficulties which included problems of health and hazardous living conditions; it was therefore
      necessary to give some allowance for officers to make investments. Living in the Malay States was expensive, to
      offset which the Government granted allowances. Officers were required to contribute to the Widows and Orphans
      Fund.39 They were to make provisions for the expenses involved in
      travelling back home, which became more expensive than if one were married; for if he was married he had to
      insure his life so that his family could be provided for in the event of unforeseen circumstances.
    


    
      According to the editorial of the Malay Mail, since the officials had taken Malaya as their home for a
      number of years, it was wise for the Government to allow them to invest here. To quote the editorial:
    


    
      
        He [the officer] makes this country his home for a number of years. Yet when he wishes to invest what money he
        has succeeded in saving, the Government steps in and says “Thou shall not”. All around him he sees unofficial
        friends making money hand over fist (some of them), and he may not partake therein.
      


      
        (MM, 4 October 1899)
      

    


    
      The paper drew attention to the fact that the officials possessed knowledge about the Malay States and it was
      only here that they could make sound investment. The paper further added that if
      the officials were to invest their money elsewhere, they would be buying “a pig in a poke”. Although the
      investors were only familiar with the Malay States, they were unfortunately prohibited from investing in the only
      area in which they were familiar.
    


    
      The Malay Mail was of the opinion that it was a wise decision to give civil servants a free hand to
      invest in the Malay States (MM, 4 October 1909). It supported the stand of the Resident-General in not
      wanting to deny officials the opportunity to invest in the Malay States. Both views were against the stand of the
      High Commissioner and Colonial Office.
    


    Disagreement between officials: The Case of Mrs Maxwell


    
      The conflict between the Resident, High Commissioner and Colonial Office came to the fore in the case of an
      application dated 27 June 1900 made by Mrs Maxwell, widow of the late Sir William Edward Maxwell,40 for 500 acres of mining land in the Kinta District on behalf of Eric
      Maxwell, her son.41
    


    
      A.R. Venning, the Acting British Resident, was sympathetic to Mrs Maxwell’s application, and wrote to the Acting
      Resident-General expressing his stand. He stated, “as Acting Resident of Perak, I submit this to you
      [Resident-General] with the strongest wish that it may receive your approval”.42 He also mentioned that William Edward Maxwell had served in the state for many years, in the
      early and troubled days [he was the Assistant Resident of Perak from 1876–1882], but no pension was paid to his
      widow in respect of such service.
    


    
      Venning also agreed with Mrs Maxwell’s contention that her application should be seriously considered despite the
      fact that at the time of her application, the deadline for application had already passed. There was no reason
      why her application should not be considered at all, when several others – whether Chinese or Europeans – had
      enjoyed concessions in the same area.
    


    
      W.H. Treacher, the Acting Resident-General,43 in his letter to the
      High Commissioner dated 13 July 1900, stated his stand which was in favour of Mrs Maxwell; and requested to know
      the stand of the High Commissioner with regard to the matter. He believed that any decision taken would set a
      precedent. He added that Lady Maxwell had two sons in the Government service of the Federated Malay States and
      that the service of Maxwell was well known to the High Commissioner. Although Lady Maxwell lacked the capital to
      work a large mining concession, she could lease it out to be worked on tribute once she acquired the land. He
      also mentioned that if the land was granted, it would be subject to the provisions of the Mining Enactment of
      1899 and its Rules.
    


    
      Frank Swettenham, the Resident-General, in his letter to the Colonial Office dated 4 August 1900 rejected Mrs
      Maxwell’s application and did not give any valid reason. The High Commissioner on the other hand was not able to
      decide on the matter, and had to refer the case to the Colonial Office. Lucas from the Colonial Office felt that
      it was a local matter that should not have been referred to his office; however,
      he agreed with the view of Frank Swettenham. One does not understand why Frank Swettenham was not asked to
      explain his rejection of Mrs Maxwell’s application when the Resident and the Acting Resident-General felt
      otherwise. The Colonial Office’s action appears to have been based on assumption, as indicated in the minutes, “I
      think it is possible that Sir Frank Swettenham considers Mr Maxwell [Eric Maxwell] not to be likely to make
      advantage of such a grant and that Mr Maxwell is making use of a stalking horse to obtain greater consideration
      than he should claim on his own personal merit”.44 The decision
      taken by the Resident-General and the Colonial Office was against the recommendation made by the Resident and the
      Acting Resident-General, and not supported by substantial evidence.
    


    Disagreement between Resident-General, High Commissioner and Colonial Office: The Case of
    Monsieur Errington de la Croix


    
      Another case of disagreement between the Resident-General, High Commissioner and Colonial Office involved the
      application for concession to construct a tramway (light railway) in 1898 by Monsieur Errington de la Croix,
      director of the “Société des Mines d’Etains de Perak” company.45
      Croix, a Frenchman and a highly accomplished civil engineer, wanted to undertake the construction with the
      cooperation of a London firm.
    


    
      The application was referred by the Resident to Frank Swettenham, the Resident-General, who then replied to
      Croix, in his letter of 1 October 1897, that after consulting with all the Residents, the Government found no
      objections to granting exclusive concession for tramway construction in the Federated Malay States for two years
      commencing 1 January 1898. The Resident-General made it clear that it would not be satisfactory either to Croix
      or the Government to have a tramway that is not likely to pay, and that it would be difficult to suppose that
      Croix and his friend would be willing to invest money in such a venture unless there was reasonable prospect in
      the investment. The Government felt that Croix should be in a position to make profit by making the tramway and
      not merely through the concession of land. However, the Government would be ready to grant a liberal quantity of
      land for working the lines but had no desire to force the construction of a line that would not pay.46
    


    
      Croix in his letter to the Resident-General dated 8 March 1898, stated that after discussing with various people
      who were at first willing to join him in the venture, he found they were presently reluctant to do so, after
      reading the Resident-General’s letter, which presented the following problems:
    


    
      
        a    The letter from the Resident-General was not sufficiently explicit or clear.
      


      
        b    It did not give him the privilege of carrying out or making a study into various schemes for two years
        undisturbed by other parties.
      


      
        c    The letter from the Resident-General only mentioned that no one else could obtain concessions for the
        following two years in the Federated Malay States. There was no guarantee
        whatever that after the Company had spent a good deal of money, the option for constructing the railroads would
        be given to this Syndicate.
      

    


    
      Croix found it difficult to make the scheme work, therefore he wanted the following assurances from the
      Resident-General:
    


    
      
          i    That he be granted sole authorisation to study the construction of light railroads or tramways in the
        Federated Malay States for two years with effect from 1 January 1898.
      


      
         ii    That he be given the option to construct the railroads under study on terms that could not be made
        definite at an early stage, but which would be mutually agreed upon when the enquiry was completed.
      


      
        iii    That the scheme be favourably regarded, with due encouragement by the Government in a liberal spirit,
        and to afford this new enterprise with every facility compatible with existing regulations.
      

    


    
      C.P. Lucas, the Assistant Under-Secretary of the Colonial Office, wrote a letter to Croix dated 5 April 1898,
      drawing attention to the fact that Joseph Chamberlain, the Colonial Secretary, had full knowledge of the
      Resident-General’s letter of 1 October 1897 to Croix, granting him an exclusive concession for tramway
      construction for two years from 1 January 1898. It was also known that Croix would be granted the exclusive right
      to conduct survey in the states for the period mentioned, with a view to constructing tramways or light railway
      based upon terms that had to be agreed upon after completion of the survey.
    


    
      Chamberlain, while anxious to do what was reasonable and practicable to encourage the development of the Malay
      States to stimulate private enterprise, was not prepared to request the High Commissioner to sanction the grant,
      to any Company, of such exclusive privileges as would tie the hands of the Government for two years without any
      assurance that practical results would follow from the proposed survey. Chamberlain was, however, ready to
      consider any proposals for the extension of tramway enterprise in the Malay States and was ready to provide the
      necessary facilities required for a survey of the country. However, before coming to any definite arrangement, he
      wanted to consult the High Commissioner and be assured that the proposals were in favour of the Government of the
      Federated Malay States.
    


    
      Frank Swettenham, explained the matter at length in his letter to Chamberlain;47 the former explained that he had already discussed with Lucas on the terms that had been or
      might be offered to miners, planters and others to induce them to invest capital in the Malay States. While
      waiting for the reply, Swettenham continued to highlight the problem faced by investors in the Malay States. He
      was expecting the support of the Colonial Office because of promising benefits that could result from the
      construction of a steam tramway between Selangor and Pahang or between the towns of Seremban and Kuala Pilah in the state of Negeri Sembilan. He therefore recommended that Croix be given
      the grant that he had applied for. Swettenham was waiting to hear the view of the Colonial Office not only with
      regard to this particular case, but also the general question of encouraging private enterprises and the
      investment of European capital in the Protected Malay States. It is to be noted here that Swettenham was the one
      who invited the “Société des Mines d’Etains de Perak” to visit Perak and apply for a concession of land, for
      which grant was made, on favourable terms when English firms were reluctant in initiating the industry
      (Report on the Revenue of the State of Perak, 1883).
    


    
      Swettenham also highlighted the predicament faced by the planters and miners, who had to deal with the fall in
      the price of primary products, the need to reduce the cost of labour and the need for access to lending capital.
      The Resident-General was in favour of the role of private enterprises in sponsoring the development of the state,
      for the reason that the Government did not have the necessary funds for the purpose. According to Swettenham:
    


    
      
        It is, of course, vain to suppose that any one will go so far a field and face the tropical climate and the
        many difficulties of labour, transports etc., without a good prospect of profit. Traders, miners and planters
        will not be induced to invest their capital in the Malay Peninsula for philanthropic reasons, nor to raise the
        revenues of the states for the public benefit. It therefore seems necessary to decide whether they should be
        encouraged to come to us or whether we should elect to do without them and say so, because it seems clear that
        if we want private enterprise and European capital on anything like an extensive scale, we must be prepared to
        offer less stringent terms.48
      

    


    
      The Acting High Commissioner,49 to whom the matter was referred,
      was not in favour of the Resident-General’s proposal. This was despite the fact that he had twice consulted all
      the Residents and with their approval had promised to grant Croix the said concession. The Acting High
      Commissioner’s objection of Croix’s application was in the larger context of not wanting to allow a bigger role
      for private enterprise for the following reasons:
    


    
      
        a    The Government had more experience than private enterprises in undertaking the construction of roads,
        railways and other works. It was also felt that it should be the responsibility of the Government to undertake
        such a role.
      


      
        b    In the event that the work was abandoned by the private entrepreneurs, the Government had to bear the loss
        in terms of revenue. For this reason he felt that the Government should not allow a greater role for private
        enterprise.
      


      
        c    The Acting High Commissioner was against the view of the Resident-General that state Governments should
        not use Government funds for the construction of steam tramways. After all, the Government was already spending
        public funds for the laying of a railway line in Province Wellesley.
      


      
        d    The Government had enough experience to fear that when work was done by
        private enterprise, it was usually not up to the mark. This was evidenced in the case of the Sungai Ujong
        Railway Concession which was said to be a subject of constant complain.
      


      
        e    According to the Acting High Commissioner, the Resident had referred to Croix’s plan to claim the right to
        lay down the tramway as soon as the road was completed. The Acting High Commissioner on the other hand felt
        that the right should be reserved by the Government upon which all the preliminary expenses would devolve. The
        Government must continue to be responsible for the progress and development of Perak. It was felt that the
        chief traffic route within the state could be affected if left to the devices of a Syndicate which could charge
        maximum rates for transport.
      


      
        f    The proposal to allow Croix to form a Syndicate or Company would lead to the involvement of a foreign
        company (French) in the Malay State. This could result in competition with British companies.
      

    


    
      The Resident-General, in his reply of 4 August 1898 to the Acting High Commissioner,50 expressed his displeasure with the Acting High Commissioner for having rejected the proposed
      tramway construction. The Resident-General stated that he had consulted all the Residents twice and had given
      assurance to Croix that the Federated Malay States would grant his Company the exclusive right to carry out land
      survey and conduct enquiries for a period of two years. Croix was promised the offer of good prospects. He could
      discuss terms with the Government for the construction and working of a definite tramway scheme; if Croix
      declined to consider the line suggested, the Government would then be allowed to deal with any third
      party.51 The Resident-General was of the view that when he gave
      such an undertaking, the Government would allow Croix to examine and make further enquiries for two years; if he
      felt that within that period his venture was not likely to succeed, he would then give up the scheme. According
      to the Resident-General, the condition had already been clearly stated in the third and fourth paragraphs of his
      earlier letter of 28 June 1898 to the High Commissioner.
    


    
      The Resident-General once again drew the Acting High Commissioner’s attention to the fact that he had the
      endorsement of all the Residents who had already consulted the relevant authorities including the Public Works
      Department, and the Railway Department. The Conference of Residents also endorsed the agreement in 1898.52 The Acting High Commissioner in his letter to the Secretary of State
      described the Resident-General and the Residents of the Malay States as a group of people who were not interested
      in doing their best to advance and safeguard the interest entrusted to them. In other words they were seen as a
      group of people who had neglected their duties. The Resident-General was disheartened by the Secretary of State’s
      accusation that the Resident-General granted extraordinary privileges to de la Croix.
    


    
      The Resident-General on the other hand presented the following reasons for granting such privileges:53 
    


    
      
        a    Leaving the construction of tramways in private hands would allow the Government to utilize funds for
        public works in areas other than the construction of tramways. If Croix’s Company were to fail in the Malay
        States, the Government would not be financially affected in any way. In this connection, the Resident-General
        drew attention to the failure of a stream tramway in Singapore, some years back. The failure resulted in losses
        for the shareholders, and not the Government.
      


      
        b    The Resident-General and all the Residents never granted any concessions for the construction of any line
        of tramway, without making any gains for the Government by way of tariff.
      


      
        c    The Federated Malay States did not have any funds to build the tramway; and to make matters worse, the
        colony (Straits Settlements) refused to lend money for the purpose. The Federated Malay States were also
        constructing lines outside the Federated Malay States with money borrowed from other sources. The Malay States
        had to extend the lines on their own, in order to be able to transport goods to the ports for export.
      

    


    
      With regard to the accusation that such a scheme had failed at Sungai Ujung, the Resident-General was of the
      opinion that the failure was not entirely due to the terms of the concession, but more importantly because of
      technical factors involving alignment of the tracks and the fact that the guarantee assured by the Government was
      worth much less than its original worth, a factor that resulted from a fall in the exchange rate. The 4%
      guarantee had gone down to 2.3% due to the fall in the foreign exchange rate. In fact Martin Lister,54 the Resident of Negeri Sembilan had, in his Annual Report of 1894, stated
      that the building of such a railway was necessary. Jelebu would not have been opened up without the advent of the
      railway. It would have cost Negeri Sembilan another $100,000 in roads to open up Jelebu, were it not for the
      construction of the railway. The Resident-General estimated the initial expenditure to be $220,000 and annual
      upkeep to be about $12,000. The railway also helped to develop the distant inland district. In his report of
      1895, the Resident wrote that:
    


    
      
        I will go further, and give it as my opinion that were it not for the railway, the states of Sungai Ujung and
        Jelebu would have been almost impossible to maintain as they have been maintained, and that they would have
        received little attention from capitalists embarking in mining ventures and still less from those who were
        anxious to develop agricultural areas.55
      

    


    
      Based on the facts gathered from the Negeri Sembilan Annual Report, the Resident-General concluded that
      although he would not advocate the hiring of private companies to construct railways for the Government, it could
      not be denied, however, that in the Malay States where the Government was unable to do the job, there was no
      choice but to allow the private enterprise to take over such ventures under proper safeguards.
    


    
      The Resident-General made the following requests to the Acting High Commissioner
      in his letter of 8 March 1898:
    


    
      
        a    To grant Croix sole authorisation to conduct studies relating to the construction of light railroads or
        tramways in the Federated Malay States for two years commencing 1 January 1898.
      


      
        b    To grant Croix the option of constructing the railroads under study on certain terms that could not be
        clearly defined at so early a stage, but which would eventually come to be agreed upon by both parties when the
        enquiry was completed.
      


      
        c    To regard the Scheme favourably, and to encourage it in a liberal spirit, so as to afford this new
        enterprise every facility compatible with existing regulations.
      

    


    
      The Resident-General could not understand why the Acting High Commissioner was not convinced by the assurance
      given by the Government that, “the Scheme is favourably regarded and will be encouraged in a liberal spirit” and
      by the clause which provided the option for consultation.56 The
      Resident-General mentioned clearly that there was no promise of privileges. In this contention, the
      Resident-General expressed unhappiness over the Acting High Commissioner’s claims that the right of a grant was
      absolute, when in actual fact no such promise was ever made. Croix too never made such a claim. After all he had
      only asked for the option of taking up a study of the tramway line on condition that both parties came to a
      mutual understanding. Croix would have been happy if the Resident-General could have only stipulated such terms
      as were fair and just.
    


    
      The Resident-General did not agree with the Acting High Commissioner’s assumption that the project could be
      abandoned, leaving the government to take over with the possibility of being compelled to pay compensation for
      Croix’s troubles. The Resident-General strongly supported Croix’s application on the basis that he was the first
      European Frenchman to open up a mine in the Federated Malay States, which still was the largest mining venture in
      Perak; all the Residents were personally acquainted with Croix, and had sufficient grounds to believe that he was
      a genuine investor. The Resident-General also called upon the High Commissioner to check with Hugh Low, the
      Resident of Perak, if he was still not convinced with their views (Resident-General and Residents). This was
      because Croix had acquired this first concession of mining land in the Peninsula under Hugh Low’s administration
      when he was the Resident and Sir Cecil Clementi Smith the Governor.
    


    
      The Resident-General made a strong request for the Acting High Commissioner to forward a copy of his minutes to
      the Secretary of State for the Colonies to clarify what transpired in their correspondence. If he were to remain
      silent, the Secretary would have a wrong impression. The Acting High Commissioner’s attention was also drawn to
      prior schemes that were never successful, such as the scheme to connect Gopeng in Perak with the tramway concession that was supposed to be granted to Mr A.G. Mackine. However, Mackine was
      unable to take up the project, and the concession eventually lapsed. Therefore, if any privileges were to be
      given to Croix, they would only be granted after having studied the viability of his application. The
      Resident-General mentioned in strong terms that he had to write a long letter to describe the whole affair
      because the Acting High Commissioner had given a wrong impression on the matter to the Secretary of State, an
      impression very unfavourable to the Residents and himself. Despite efforts by all the parties concerned, the
      scheme was finally abandoned.
    


    The case of William Mendel and the High Commissioner


    
      Conflict between miners and the High Commissioner came to light when William Mendel applied for a grant of
      tin-bearing land in Perak on 20 February 1908. The High Commissioner did not favour the application because
      Mendel had failed to work the land in Pahang when he was granted land in the state. The land in Pahang was
      forfeited within a brief space of just three months. The High Commissioner argued that:
    


    
      
        the day for large concessions of land in Pahang has passed. The country is now being opened up by roads and
        railway and the conditions on which land is leased for mining proposes in the future must approximate more and
        more to those which obtained in the western states.57
      

    


    
      In other words land would no longer be granted on general terms.
    


    
      Mr Mendel then asked for a concession of three or four hundred acres of tin-bearing land in Perak and Selangor,
      but was told to make an application in the ordinary way for a prospecting license.
    


    
      The High Commissioner also stated that if Mendel desired to prospect state land, he must satisfy the Resident as
      to his ability to carry out mining operations. The area of state land over which he would obtain prospecting
      rights and the area over which he would be given the prior right to receive a lease would depend on this. The
      Secretary of State of the Colonial Office endorsed the decision of the High Commissioner.
    


    
      According to the land law of the Federated Malay States 1897, the Resident had the authority to grant land below
      640 acres (Federal Land Code, 1897: 11). In the case mentioned above, neither the High Commissioner nor Colonial
      Office should have interfered. By right he should have given Mendel the land that he had applied for because it
      was under the jurisdiction of the Resident.
    


    Conflict between Miners and Commissioner of Lands and Mines


    
      The conflict between miners and the Commissioner of Lands and Mines58 was highlighted by the Malay Mail which focussed public attention on problems relating to division of power and duties amongst officials in Perak. There was
      uniformity in land mining policies elsewhere, but not in Perak. The miners were of the opinion that the
      Commissioner of Lands and Mines had more say than the Residents on local matters. It was important to define the
      Commissioner’s scope of authority in inspecting lands and making relevant recommendations to the Resident. If the
      Commissioner wished to impose regulations on miners, it should have only been possible on the strength of
      existing enactments. Reports of local matters were to be handed over to the District Officers or Magistrates for
      onward transmission to the Resident’s Secretary. Land Officers on the other hand should have advised the
      Commissioner of Lands and Mines on mining matters (MM, 29 July 1897). The crux of the matter was that
      the Commissioner of Lands and Mines had more power compared to the District Officer or Magistrate. Miners felt
      that Circular No. 5 (1897) contained provisions to ensure that such matter did not arise. The problem was that
      they were not adhered to.
    


    
      The business community, especially the planters and miners, were not happy with the Federation system. Although
      the right candidate ought to have been someone acquainted with the details of both the mining as well as
      agriculture industries, experience in terms of length of service was not considered before appointment to the
      post of Commissioner was made (MM, 14 October 1901). When Mr Berrington was appointed Commissioner in
      the early 1900s, he had neither the length of service nor qualifications to merit the post. For the miners and
      agriculturists, technical knowledge was important for the drafting of enactments that had to pass through the
      hand of the Legal Adviser.59
    


    
      The miners felt it was against their interest for someone with no experience in mining matters to be entrusted to
      hold such an important post. Such appointments did not help to encourage investments in the Malay States. It only
      served to worsen existing problems between officials and investors.
    


    Conflict between Miners and Warden of Mines60


    
      The miners in Perak were not happy with the policy relating to locked up lands; they were not happy with the
      decision of the Warden of Mines to forfeit land without giving ample notice. There was a condition in the Mining
      Act 190461 which stated that mining lands would be forfeited if the
      leasee failed to comply with prescribed conditions. This became an issue in the case involving Towkay Foo Choo
      Choon of Perak and the Warden of Mines. The issue cropped up when the Warden forfeited mining lands when the
      leasee failed to comply with prescribed conditions. The deadline given for compliance with the conditions was
      only one month beginning 3 October 1905. Failure to comply within the stipulated period entailed cancellation of
      the leases. The number of leases forfeited was 93,000 acres, out of which 67,000 were leased to the Chinese
      miners; 19,000 to Malays and 7,000 to Europeans (MM, 20 November 1905).
    


    
      Towkay Foo requested more time and asked for six months’ notice and two years’ grace period before the law was
      strictly enforced. According to him immediate cancellation of the leases would
      shake investors’ confidence, and would benefit no one. W.E. Maxwell, the Resident of Perak who felt that one
      month’s notice was insufficient, also supported his argument. The Resident also informed the State Council that
      there were capitalists who were anxious to invest in the mining sector in Perak, but could not do so when the
      books were closed and large areas of land were locked up without being worked.
    


    
      The Resident stressed that he had to issue the notice of cancellation at the suggestion of the Senior Warden of
      Mines, so that the same instructions that were carried out in Selangor could also be implemented in Perak. The
      Sultan-in-Council was also against the notice when he declared that, “many of the Chinese and other leases of
      mining lands are children in legal affairs and do not realize the conditions upon which they have taken out their
      mining leases and consequently have been much disturbed by the notice published” (MM, 20 November 1905).
    


    
      It was obvious that the Warden of Mines and Residents were not sensitive to the needs of the miners. The Resident
      finally accepted the general views of the members in the Council and agreed to consider the question of extending
      the deadline for the forfeiture of land and to consider compliance with labour conditions before cancelling any
      concession.
    


    
      
        The investors in Perak could be over-demanding; they were put off by the Warden’s decision not to grant Kinta
        miners the right to mine for tin within two feet of the railroad, although when in fact the Mines Department
        prohibited mining of tin anywhere between 100 to 600 feet from the railroad. Such demands reflected the fact
        that regulations were not always uniformly applied in all the Malay States.
      


      
        (MM, 4 April 1901)
      

    


    Contradictory Policies of British administrators


    
      Charles Alma Baker was a prominent figure in Malaya and particularly in Kinta. In 1894, the Perak Pioneer
      described him as the richest man in the state of Perak.62 He had
      risen from a hard beginning and was able to establish himself as a competent surveyor, planter and miner. Baker’s
      company enjoyed a good track record as the world’s largest operator of tin mines. Nevertheless, he did face
      administrative hurdles from the 1890s until the First World War (it was a time when the Federation system was at
      its height). Baker was victimized administratively by the British officials who envied his success, a conclusion
      that is reached not merely on the strength of just one or two cases but far too many. And though it is clear that
      the Colonial Office encouraged investments in the Malay States, contradictory policies of the High Commissioners,
      Residents-General, Residents and local officials such as Collectors, Kinta Land officials, and the Warden of
      Mines appear to have thrown Baker’s ventures into great disorder.
    


    
      Baker’s problem with British administrators began with his contract surveying
      days in the early 1890s. The Kinta Land Office questioned the accuracy of his land survey and completion of
      mapping requirements. Baker also faced problems when W.P. Hume, the Land Officer of Kinta, accused him of hiring
      untrustworthy surveyors. In a number of cases Baker’s fees were greatly cut and he had to appeal to the British
      Resident.63
    


    
      The reason Baker had problems in speeding up his work was that he found it difficult to recruit able officers to
      help him with the survey work. The Government paid a meagre sum and the work was not attractive to most. However,
      Baker was able to prove to the Resident that he was actually the victim of official harassment and not
      incompetent in his work. In fact E.W. Birch, the Resident of Perak in 1897 recognized the fact that Baker “did a
      great mass of work and the great mass of it is good”.64
    


    
      The above case is a classic example of how genuine private surveyors like Baker had to face problems with
      officials, despite the fact that it was the official policy of the Government to encourage capital flow into the
      state. Baker’s work led to an increase in the number of land titles approved. In 1893 alone, 240 titles for 4,492
      acres of mining land, and 57 leases for 882 acres of agricultural land were issued.65
    


    
      Problems between Baker and the Acting High Commissioner (AHC), on the other hand, came to the fore in 1894 when
      Baker applied for 10,000 acres of agricultural lease, 5,000 acres of which was at the south of Batu Gajah in the
      district of Kinta Valley. Although the Resident, Ernest Birch welcomed Baker’s intention to plant rubber
      (havea brasiliensis) on liberal terms (rent was to be free for ten years; export duty did not exceed
      quarter per pound and a quarter of the land had to be cleared every year) but Frank Swettenham, the AHC, imposed
      additional conditions. One of the conditions was that if any of the land remained unplanted by the end of the
      rent-free period, the whole 10,000 acres would revert to the government without compensation for the work done to
      improve the land, and that Baker should not plant hevea brasiliensis in his estate.66 Frank Swettenham was actually keener on gutta rambong and
      caera varieties of rubber.
    


    
      Due to such stipulations, Baker abandoned his project. In this case, the man on the spot (the Resident) seemed to
      have a different opinion from the AHC. The unofficial explanation was that Swettenham’s horse was poisoned by
      eating havea brasiliensis (also called para rubber) and that made him oppose the planting of new
      rubber.67
    


    
      Furthermore, Baker had a problem with C.W.H. Cochrane, the Resident, who rejected his application for plantation
      loan amounting to 20,000 dollars to work his Kinta Valley Estate in 1908.68 He was only given five thousand as the first instalment at six per cent interest. Baker was
      not satisfied with the offer, so he applied for additional loan on 25 April 1908. The Resident did not approve
      Baker’s request on the grounds that the latter did not work his land to satisfaction. This information was
      conveyed to the Resident by the District Officer after visiting Baker’s estate. What puzzled Baker was that no
      proper report was submitted to the Resident to ascertain whether he worked his
      estate to the satisfaction of the State.69 Baker even went to the
      extent of providing other forms of security for the planting loan, as the Government were not satisfied with the
      Estate security. Baker had spent 6,592.53 dollars over and above the first instalment of 5,000 dollars granted by
      the Government. He also mentioned in detail, and supported by evidence, the amount of work he had so far carried
      out in his estate. In fact his estate was worth 20,000 pound sterling. Baker also raised the issue as to why he
      was not given a report about the condition of the estate and about the person who had made the report – whether
      he was an experienced planter himself who understood the work done on the estate and the labour force employed.
      On top of that, Baker was not informed of the inspector’s visit. Baker felt that in all fairness to himself and
      the Government, it would be wise for the Government to appoint planting experts (either the Director of
      Agriculture or Inspector of Plantation) to report on his estate.70
    


    
      Baker brought the matter to the attention of the High Commissioner, who then noted: “British Resident, I have
      seen Mr Baker. His application appears to deserve consideration”.71
      Baker was finally granted the second instalment of the loan of 20,000 on 27 June 1908. This is yet another case
      of officials not being forthcoming in encouraging capital inflow into the Malay States.
    


    
      In yet another case Baker faced problems with administrators at a lower level: the District Officers (DOs). This
      happened when Baker applied for 3,000 acres of agricultural land for himself and 640 acres for his friend at
      Kinta Valley. Officials at the District Office at Batu Gajah rejected his application in 1906 as being merely
      intended for the purpose of speculation. But Ernest Birch, the Resident, intervened and allowed Baker to take up
      2,000 acres on the usual conditions.72 Baker’s application was
      finally approved after a massive delay of nine months and the land was developed. Within two years Baker cleared
      almost 1,000 acres of Kinta Valley Estate which he planted with rubber.73
    


    
      This is a clear case of misjudgement of Baker’s motive on the part of the District Officer whose decision was not
      in line with the spirit of Federation to encourage investments in the state. The Resident and District Officer
      had been clearly indifferent towards Baker.
    


    
      Conflict between him and officials was also evident in the mining sector, especially when Baker was about to
      introduce dredging in Perak, which was bound to contribute greatly towards the development of the state.74 Dredging had a number of advantages. Firstly, it could be used on land
      that was swampy, low lying, and of doubtful benefit for any other economic activity. This included land that was
      considered inferior to what was ordinarily used for working the mines economically; and could even help convert
      breeding ground of anopheles mosquitoes into land fit for agriculture.75 Not only did dredging ensure savings of up to 10–14 per cent of tin that were being lost in
      tailings, but also enabled most of the vast and unused fields of tailings, scattered all over the country, to be
      worked at a profit.
    


    
      In his efforts to introduce dredging, Baker applied for a concession of mining land on 10 April 1901.76 Initially, he faced some difficulties with his application from the Resident. However, following the recommendations of the Geologist, Senior Warden
      and State Engineer, Baker was granted 400 acres of land. On 12 December 1902, Baker applied for a prospecting
      licence for another 800 acres. Although initially the prospecting licence was approved, it was never granted to
      Baker after him having waited for more than one whole year. The application was delayed in the Kinta Land Office
      for some 18 months “on account of Sakai claims”. Finally his application was cancelled, and the land was handed
      back to the Sakais.
    


    
      Baker was shocked, for he had not anticipated such a turn of events. He had spent a great deal of his own money
      for prospecting tin, and he stood to lose a fortune through this misadventure. He had complied with terms for
      which he was granted the concession to prospect tin over the 800 acres and which was approved by the Resident.
    


    
      The District Officer then enquired whether the Resident would grant Alma Baker a prospecting licence elsewhere.
      When the Acting Resident forwarded Alma Baker’s application (for a prospecting licence over an alternative site
      covering some 800 acres), the Resident-General replied on 26 May 1904 that since the Kinta mining application
      book was still closed, Baker should not be authorised to select an alternative area for prospecting purposes.
      When Baker asked for a reconsideration of his application, the Acting Resident informed him by letter dated 30
      July 1904 that if he was dissatisfied with the Resident-General’s decision, his remedy was to send a petition to
      the High Commissioner.
    


    
      In his letter, the Resident informed the High Commissioner about a petition that was sent by E.T.C. Garland,
      Baker’s attorney. The Resident also mentioned that the petitioner wanted the High Commissioner to reconsider the
      decision made by the Resident-General.77 Baker’s argument was that
      he had presented the details of his application to the Resident-General, and it was not fair that the application
      should have been cancelled. According to Baker:
    


    
      
        seeing that a large amount of money was spent in prospecting by me and through no fault of mine one selection
        was refused owing to Sakai claims which I think I am right in saying was the first time such a precedent
        occurred in mining matters. Further I would state that it is to the Government’s interest to encourage dredging
        and having spent so much money in prospecting for this purpose I think I am entitled to greater
        consideration.78
      

    


    
      Baker, in his letter of 26 April 1905 to R. Clayton, Collector of Land Revenue, pointed out why his application
      should be seriously considered by the Resident-General. As mentioned earlier, he had already faced problems over
      the Resident-General’s decision in the matter of 400 acres of dredging concession.
    


    
      Baker was not satisfied; he was badly affected by the Resident-General’s decision. He asked the Collector to
      submit the following account of events to the Resident and the Resident-General for their consideration:
    


    
      
        a    A grant of 400 acres of dredging concession in Kinta was made to Baker. He was granted two prospecting
        licences of 800 acres each with the right to select 200 acres in each, or 400 in either to satisfy the
        concession.
      


      
        b    Under the prospecting licence, Baker took up 800 acres of dredging country and entered into a contract
        with Messrs Nutter and Pearse of Ipoh to thoroughly bore the area. The prospecting was done very thoroughly.
        Plans of bore holes and cross sections of bores were sent to the Resident for inspection. The prospecting
        proved the land to be poor to work on and no selection was made. The prospecting cost Alma $4,000.
      


      
        c    He then applied for another 800 acres to prospect for tin under the concession. He had to submit all the
        prescribed terms of his concession so far as allowed by the Government and the Resident approved his
        prospecting over the 800 acres. However, the licence was never granted to him due to the delay in the Kinta
        Land Office for some 18 months on account of Sakai claims. Finally his application was cancelled and the land
        was awarded to the Sakais.
      


      
        d    Baker then applied land elsewhere with the same area granted under the concession, but the
        Resident-General also refused this.
      


      
        e    Baker believed he was justly entitled to be granted the area laid down in the original concession on the
        following grounds:
      


      
        
            i    That he complied with all the terms of the concession for the area he was allowed to prospect.
        


        
           ii    Under the mining enactment an area granted was not to be restricted to one prospecting licence.
        


        
          iii    He had spent $4,000 out of his pocket for prospecting the areas concerned.
        


        
          iv    For years he had taken a very keen interest in the dredging method of mining and was most anxious to
          begin dredging in Perak.
        

      

    


    
      When the Resident-General referred the matter to the High Commissioner, the latter felt he was unable to
      interfere in the matter.79 The High Commissioner’s reply revealed
      his feelings that Baker had been victimised or else he would have endorsed the decision of the Resident and the
      Resident-General. In fact he called upon the Resident-General to inform Mr Garland that after considering the
      matter he regretted that he was unable to interfere. The whole issue highlighted the fact that Baker had been
      victimised. The decision not to grant the mining land should have been made at the beginning and not at the last
      minute. It was clear that such ambivalence on the part of officials towards miners did not favour investment in
      the state.
    


    
      In yet another case, Baker, along with his partners, Kennedy, Yeats and Mathews felt cheated when their
      application of 13 December 1899 for 350 acres of land for hydraulicing at Jelentoh, Gopeng was rejected by the
      Warden of Mines on 2 February 1904.80 The reason given was that
      there was no water available, and that the land was therefore unworkable. Baker was furious because the land with water rights was later (before 1904) granted to Messrs Osborne and
      Chappel. Baker made a request that he be allowed to cancel his earlier applications and make a new choice
      elsewhere. Baker sustained loss in terms of money and time because of the delay. He therefore requested to be
      allowed to select 350 acres of concession either inside or outside the auction area. The Secretary to the
      Resident granted Baker’s request.81
    


    
      The point about the case that needs to be looked into was that if the Government had been prompt in replying to
      Baker, he would have floated a company and worked on tin productively elsewhere. What was most disturbing was
      that the land and water rights he had applied for was given to Messrs. Osborne and Chappel without any reference
      to Baker who had made his application 4 years earlier.82
    


    British Officials’ Attitude towards Charles Alma Baker


    
      From the aforesaid cases, one cannot deny that officials in the state of Perak had not been kind to Baker. The
      British officials of the time felt that investors and capitalists should also be philanthropists.83 Given such a mindset, it is no surprise that Baker had problems with the
      Kinta Land Office over his application for land. This is indeed surprising, as the revenue of Kinta, the most
      important and the richest district in the Federation, was about five million dollars, which was double that of
      Negeri Sembilan and Pahang put together.84 According to E.J.
      Brewster, the Senior Officer of the FMS Service in charge of Kinta District, Kinta contributed half the revenue
      of Perak.85 In 1907, the amount of land revenue collected in the
      FMS amounted to $1,701,682, out of which Perak contributed $798,038; Selangor $603,854; Negeri Sembilan $205, 642
      and Pahang $94,148. The district that contributed most to this revenue was the Kinta District in Perak with
      $305,755.86
    


    
      On 14 May 1905, the British Resident wrote to the Kinta District Office, requesting a complete list of Baker’s
      unsettled interests and the status of some of the appeal cases that he had filed at KLO. The reply given by the
      DO summed up the KLO’s attitude towards Baker. While replying with a list of the file names87 the DO strongly felt it was better to “keep in view” (KIV) all the cases
      to avoid confusion. To quote Rimba, “So long as this paper is kept in view there can’t be much more confusion
      over Baker’s thing”.88 In other words the DO was not willing to
      probe further into Baker’s claim.
    


    
      KIV in the administrative terms of those days was understood by British officials to mean staying aloof from
      making an assertion on a particular matter. To quote Rimba:
    


    
      
        It is said that when officials are rather fogged over a question raised by the mercantile, mining or planting
        community, they acknowledged receipt of the original letter, and then on their own paper write the mystic
        letters “KIV”; which being interpreted by those in the know are said to mean “Keep in View”. How simple, short and nice, but it is rumoured that in this way not a few important
        documents sometimes go astray, by being kept indefinitely in view.89
      

    


    Conclusion


    
      The discussion in this chapter has clearly shown that British officials did not always think alike on how best to
      deal with investments in the Malay States. The cases discussed in the agricultural sector highlight the fact that
      the Resident-General and the High Commissioner were inclined to turning a deaf ear to the needs of the planters
      who wanted land on liberal terms, as opposed to the more open and sympathetic attitude adopted by the Resident
      who was the man on the spot.
    


    
      In the case of the mining sector, the attitudes of the Colonial Office, Resident-General and High Commissioner
      did little to create an environment conducive for investors. This was evident in the case of Mrs Maxwell’s
      application for land on behalf of her son; of Croix’s application for a concession for tramway construction; and
      of the rejection of Baker’s mining rights. Besides the Colonial Office, High Commissioner, Resident-General and
      Resident, officials at the lowest level of the hierarchy also became stumbling blocks for prospective investors.
      Miners had problems with the Commissioner of Lands and Mines who decided on mining matters even when he had no
      qualification to merit the post; to add to the problem, he wielded more authority in comparison to the District
      Officers or Magistrates. Even the Warden of Mines exercised his own authority in the state. It is no wonder then
      that prospective investors should have shied away from investing in the state.
    


    
      Although the cases highlighted in this chapter point to the problems faced by investors, whether miners or
      planters, in dealing with Government officials, the fact remains that on the positive side, there were some
      officials who were genuinely in favour of creating an environment conducive for investment in the spirit of the
      Federation.
    


    Notes


    
      1    Victorian was a term applied to mid and late nineteenth-century England, covering the
      reign of Queen Victoria (1837–1902). The philosophy was also upheld by Queen Victoria. To quote, “coloured races
      should be treated with every kindness and affection, as brothers, not – alas! Englishmen too often do…”
      (McIntyre, 1967: 27 quoted from Queen Victoria to Carnovan 24 Dec. 1874, Queen Victoria’s Letters,
      London, 1926).
    


    
      2    Fabians consisted of a largely middle-class group established in 1884 to
      spread socialist ideas in Britain. The society played an important role in founding the Labour Party. As a term,
      it came to be applied to a supporter of gradual social reform. The leaders of Fabians at the time included Lord
      Curzon, Lord Selborne, C.J. Rhodes, L.S. Amery, Josiah Wedgwood, Joseph Chamberlain (Secretary of State for Colonies from June 1895 to October 1903), Bernard Shaw, Rosebery and Milner (Benians
      et al., 1959: 347).
    


    
      3    J.P. Rodger, Resident of Pahang was a strong exponent of Malay rights. He
      demanded that the Malays be included in the British administration in the Malay States (Johan, 1984: 14–15). He
      in fact wrote to the Resident-General suggesting special schools for the rajas and the native chiefs. W.H.
      Treacher, the new Resident-General of the Federated Malay States made room for the recruitment of natives in the
      local district.
    


    
      4    The land tenure in the Malay States when it was occupied by the British
      was largely governed under Malay Customary Tenure. Under the indigenous Malay system of land tenure, all land
      belonged to the Sultan. With British intervention, the Malay States saw the introduction of English land rules
      for the first time in the district of Krian, Perak in 1875. On 31 January 1885 a Code of General Regulations was
      formulated in Perak under Order in Council No. 20 which provided for 999 years leases for agricultural land
      (Maxwell, 1901: 4). [The first General Land Rule was introduced in 1885 and not in 1875 as stated by Philip Loh
      Fook Seng (1969)]. Under English law, it was stated that whoever occupied land after this date was considered as
      renting Government land and the lease of 999 years was introduced; and each land owner had to pay a permanent
      land tax of 30 cents per acre. A uniform land law was introduced in 1897 through General Land Rule in 1897 which
      was first introduced in Perak (No. 17) and later in Selangor (No. 15); Pahang (No. 28); and Negeri Sembilan (No.
      22). Under this law, all land was owned by the ruler; and every citizen (raayat) must make an
      application to the Government to acquire the right to own land. Land Enactment 1897 divided lands into three
      classes: (a) town lands; (b) country lands of 100 acres or below; and (c) country lands exceeding 100 acres.
      Lands in classes (a) and (c) were to be held under the leasehold system. In the case of class (b), lands were to
      be held simply by way of registration in the local registers which now came to be called the Mukim Registers. The
      land law was amended in 1903 in each of the Federated Malay States viz Negeri Sembilan (No. 17), Pahang (No. 17);
      Perak (No. 13) and Selangor (No. 8). The land law saw another amendment in 1909 (Lim Teck Ghee, 1977: 11; Wong,
      1975: 30–35; 80–82, Grist, 1950). For further reference on Malay Land Tenure refer Maxwell, 1884: 75–167 and
      Wilson, 1975: 120–133.
    


    
      5    “Land Grants in the Protected Malay States”, 26 May, 1896, CO 273/223.
    


    
      6    Ibid.
    


    
      7    “Federated Malay States Submits Details of Land Scheme”, 13 January 1896,
      CO 273/313. The same issue was also highlighted in the Perak Pioneer (hereafter PP) and this
      indicated that the Perak planters themselves were not in favour of the system. The paper considered the locking
      up of land as a mischief (PP, 6 November 1895). According to its editor, “It was a matter of common
      notoriety that planters have applied for land in the native states but have withdrawn on finding the area they
      were able to acquire was so much less than they expected; thus delaying the agricultural opening up of the states
      so much they desired”. The paper hoped that, “the Governor will give this subject further consideration, and
      modify the direction he had issued. As we said, the dog-in-the-manger speculator whom his Excellency so justly
      abominates is not to be kept out by the simple devise of limiting the disposable area to any person”
      (PP, 6 November 1895).
    


    
      8    Clause 48 reads:
    


    
      Every grant exceeding 640 acres in extent shall, by virtue of this Enactment, be subject to the implied condition
      that the land comprised therein shall be cultivated to the extent of one quarter of its total area within five
      years from the date of the grant, and to such other conditions or obligations as may be prescribed and inserted
      therein by the Resident with the approval of the Resident-General.
    


    
      9    W.H. Tate, “Application for Certain Land Concessions
      in Perak”, 21 July 1896, HCO, 159/1896.
    


    
      10    Ibid., letter from Tate to Birch 1 July 1896, HCO, 159/1896.
    


    
      11    Ibid., Resident-General to Resident dated 24 July 1896, HCO, 159/1896.
    


    
      12    Clause 7 of the General Land Regulations Amendment, Perak 1891 stated
      that: “The British Resident is authorized in special cases, to alienate land for agricultural purposes on payment
      of such rate of premium as he shall fix, without the reservation of the quit-rent referred in Section 29 of the
      said General Regulations” (Maxwell, 1901: 70).
    


    
      13    “Grant of a Further Concession of 5000 Acres of Land in the Lower
      Perak”, District Officer to the Straits Sugar Company, 6 February 1901, HCO, 652/1901.
    


    
      14    Ibid., Acting Resident-General to Acting High Commissioner, 31 March
      1901.
    


    
      15    Ibid.
    


    
      16    “Application of Sir John Ramsden and Hon. John Turner for Large Areas
      of Agricultural Land”, HCO, Perak, 1437/1904.
    


    
      17    Ibid., Resident-General to High Commissioner, 16 August, 1904. Under
      Resident-General Orders Circular No. 7, 1900, the meaning of frontages was given as including roads, rivers,
      railways and shores. It was important for Land Officers to report to the Resident when there was an application
      for Government Land by reporting the information below:
    


    
      
          i     Whether any or all of the land is likely within a reasonable time to be required for railway or road
        construction;
      


      
         ii     Whether any of the land having frontage to a river is likely to be required for wharfage,
        landing-places, ferry approaches, riparian tracks and so forth;
      


      
        iii     Whether any or all of the land applied for may in the immediate future be required for public buildings
        – such as hospitals, police stations, towns or village sites, etc.;
      


      
        iv     Whether it be advisable to exclude from alienation any portion in order to maintain any particularly
        picturesque patch of forest or other natural features. This instruction applies specially to cases where the
        land has frontage to a road or river.
      

    


    
      18    Acting British Resident, to Resident General, 2 July 1904. Land
      Enactment 1903, Clause 17 stated that, “The Resident may with the approval of the Resident-General, from time to
      time make rules for fully and effectually carrying out and giving effect to the various purposes, provisions and
      powers in this Enactment contained, and such rules, when published in the Gazette, shall have the force
      of law”:
    


    
      
        
          
            	
              
                i
              

            

            	
              
                The mode in which application for land and payment for survey and demarcation shall be made;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                ii
              

            

            	
              
                The occupation of holdings and the transfer of interests therein pending survey and demarcation;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                iii
              

            

            	
              
                The temporary occupation of land;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                iv
              

            

            	
              
                The occupation and management of reserves;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                v
              

            

            	
              
                The sale by auction of State land;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                vi
              

            

            	
              
                The fixing of premia, rents and fees under this Enactment;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                vii
              

            

            	
              
                The time and place at which rent due to the State shall be paid;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                viii
              

            

            	
              
                The service of notices issued under the provisions of this Enactment or of any rule thereunder;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                ix
              

            

            	
              
                The time and method of preparing and cultivating land for the growth of rice and of any other
                agricultural product;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                x
              

            

            	
              
                The establishment and control of villages;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xi
              

            

            	
              

              
                Licensing or farming the right to take edible birds’ nests, timber or firewood, leaves of the nipah
                palm, rattans, gutta percha, India rubber, gums or other jungle produce, and for licensing persons to
                cut or saw wood, burn charcoal, or collect jungle produce: provided that in the case of land which now
                is or hereafter may be alienated no such license shall be issued of farm granted except to the owner of
                such land or with his consent;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xii
              

            

            	
              
                Issuing licenses to dig and remove gravel, stone, shell, guano, sand or loam: provided that in the case
                of land which now is or hereafter may be alienated no such licence shall be issued except to the owner
                of such land or with his consent;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xiii
              

            

            	
              
                Prescribing the payments to be made in respect of such licenses;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xiv
              

            

            	
              
                Prescribing the procedure to be taken under sections 21, 35, 47 or any other sections of this
                Enactment;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xv
              

            

            	
              
                Prescribing the powers and duties of Collectors, settlement officers, forest rangers, foresters, native
                headman and other officers entrusted with the duty of carrying out the provisions of this Enactment;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xvi
              

            

            	
              
                Prohibiting any dealings in specified kinds of jungle produce, and making it an offence to be found in
                possession thereof, or to fell, cut, tap or otherwise interfere with specified kinds of trees or
                plants;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xvii
              

            

            	
              
                Altering, adding to or rescinding any of the forms contained in the schedules;
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                xviii
              

            

            	
              
                All other matters connected with the enforcement of this Enactment.
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      4      British
      Economic Involvement in the State of Selangor

    


    
      In the early years of British intervention in the Malay States, the Residents were absolute rulers of the state.
      Despite the clear provision of the Pangkor Treaty that the British would only act as advisors to the Malay
      rulers, they acted, in reality, as the de facto rulers of the state. The Resident headed the
      administration while his officials managed the development of the state. With the Resident at the helm of the
      administration, new policies were introduced in all sectors. Tax was levied on land, and attempts were made to
      attract British as well as other foreigners to invest in the state. The Sultans agreed to the new policy of
      allowing the British to play a vital role in the affairs of the respective states. In the case of Selangor, the
      following declaration which was made by the Sultan of Selangor, explains the nature of the matter.
    


    
      
        Now, We Sultan Abdul Samad, inform all European gentlemen, Chinese headmen and others, that We shall be
        exceedingly glad if anyone will come to do any useful business for themselves [sic] in our country, such as to
        open tin or gold mines, or for purposes of cultivation, or to cut Timber [sic], or to look for gutta percha,
        and on any other profitable business, as for all these we desire to protect them, as much as we can, who came
        to our country as well as their lives and properties. And whosoever … like to cultivate sugar, tobacco, paddy
        or other kind of produce we will grant to them lands free of payment for cultivation and the cultivators may
        continue their business for a term of three years without paying taxes on the produce.
      


      
        (Proclamation of the Sultan of Selangor, 18 November 1874, in Allen, Stockwell and Wright, 1981: 34)
      

    


    
      Although the Sultan made room for foreigners to participate actively in his state, there were many cases where
      the Residents and his officials were indifferent to potential investors, as evidenced in the events following the
      formation of the Federated Malay States. This chapter will trace the roles played by the High Commissioner,
      Resident-General, Residents and the Colonial Office in encouraging or discouraging investments in the Malay
      States.
    


    Agriculture


    
      The British Government encouraged agriculture in Selangor even before 1874, and the early crops cultivated
      included Liberian coffee, coconut, pepper and gambier. European planters were the pioneers who worked on Liberian
      coffee on a large scale. After intervention agriculture prospered in Selangor due to incentives provided by the
      Government such as granting land on favourable terms, arranging financial assistance for potential investors, and
      enacting the Selangor Land Code of 1891 which required all land transactions be registered with the local land
      office. The registration enabled the landed property to be legally acquired, thereby providing the legal means by
      which the cultivation of crops could be further boosted through irrigation works. The formation of the Selangor
      Planters’ Association in 1892, aimed at protecting planters’ interests, was a significant step in the development
      of agriculture. The establishment of the Department of Agriculture, Federated Malay States in 1905 was a
      significant indicator of the Government’s commitment to agriculture (Grist, 1950: 27–28). Table 4.1 shows the principle estates, crops, amount of land alienated
      for agriculture and total revenue earned in Selangor from 1896 to 1909.
    


    
      
        Table  4.1     Agriculture in Selangor, 1896–1909
      


      
        
          
            	Year

            	Principle estate

            	Crops

            	Amount of land alienated in acres

            	Land revenue (including mining) ($)
          


          
            	1896

            	The Selangor Coffee Company; The Klang Coffee Cultivation Co. Ltd; Selangor Plantation
            Syndicate Ltd

            	Coffee, rubber, pepper, gambier and coconut

            	34,587

            	44,760
          


          
            	1897

            	The Selangor Coffee Company; The Klang Coffee Cultivation Co. Ltd; Selangor Plantation
            Syndicate Ltd

            	Coffee, rubber pepper, gambier and coconut

            	21,151

            	137,305
          


          
            	1898

            	Weld’s Hill Estate, Kent Estate; Uganda Estate; Hawthornden Estate; and Lincoln
            Estate

            	Coffee, rubber pepper, gambier and coconut

            	19,060

            	179,351
          


          
            	1899

            	Golden Hope Estate; Triangle Estate; Highland Estate and Klang Land Estate

            	Coffee, rubber, pepper and gambier

            	n.a.

            	203,564
          


          
            	1900

            	Golden Hope Estate; Triangle Estate; Highland Estate and Klang Land Estate

            	Coffee, rubber pepper and gambier

            	n.a.

            	n.a.
          


          
            	1901

            	Golden Hope Estate; Triangle Estate; Highland Estate and Klang Land Estate

            	Pepper, gambier, rubber, paddy, sugar, coconut, coffee, tobacco and areca nut

            	n.a.

            	255,900
          


          
            	1902

            	Golden Hope Estate; Triangle Estate; Highland Estate and Klang Land Estate

            	Pepper, gambier rubber, paddy, sugar, coconut, coffee, tobacco and areca nut

            	n.a.

            	156,667
          


          
            	1903

            	Golden Hope Estate; Triangle Estate; Highland Estate and Klang Land Estate

            	Pepper, gambier rubber, paddy, sugar, coconut, coffee, tobacco and areca nut

            	120,000

            	167,790
          


          
            	1904

            	Golden Hope Estate; Triangle Estate; Highland Estate and Klang Land Estate

            	Pepper, gambier rubber, paddy, sugar, coconut, coffee, tobacco and areca nut

            	125,746

            	191,156
          


          
            	1905

            	Golden Hope Estate; Klang Gates; Vallambrosa; Seafield; Pandamaran and Glen Marie

            	Rubber, pepper, gambier, rubber, paddy, sugar, coconut, coffee, tobacco and areca
            nut

            	n.a.

            	217,735
          


          
            	1906

            	Federated Selangor Rubber; West Country; Belmont; Castlefield; Collwall and Eastnor

            	Rubber, pepper, gambier, rubber, paddy, sugar, coconut, coffee, tobacco and areca
            nut

            	169,968

            	324,905
          


          
            	1907

            	Golden Hope Estate; Triangle Estate; Highland Estate and Klang Land Estate

            	Rubber, pepper, gambier, paddy, coconut, coffee, rubber, sugar and tapioca

            	309,779

            	355,490
          


          
            	1908

            	Setapak Dale Estate; Aberscross Estate; and Triangle Estate

            	Rubber, pepper, gambier, coconut and paddy

            	338,805

            	365,583
          


          
            	1909

            	Azledale Estate; The Mount Estate and Klang Gates Estate

            	Rubber, pepper, gambier and coconut

            	325,724

            	391,892
          

        
      


      
        Source: Administration Report of the State of Selangor 1895–1909; Annual Report of the State of
        Selangor, 1895–1909, Selangor Government Gazette, 1895–1909; Manual of Statistics Relating to
        Federated Malay States, 1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: * n.a. – not available
      

    


    
      Many scholars claim that British policy with regard to agriculture and mining was intended to favour British
      enterprise. However, historical sources do not support their argument.1 The British officials were not only ideologically incoherent as in maintaining the widely
      endorsed “Gladstonian” economic principles, but also had significant political differences between them. It is
      thus important not to surmise that the British administrators served primarily the interests of investors,
      including those of London-financed and landed groups. If one were to look at the Government’s response to land
      application for the purpose of agriculture or mining in the Malay States, even British nationals faced obstacles
      in acquiring land.
    


    
      The problems confronting investors became a matter of serious concern from 1896 onwards. With the formation of
      the Federated Malay States, the differences between the Residents, the Resident-General and the High Commissioner
      in regard to capital investment into the Malay States became a serious issue, calling into question whether
      investment was the motivating reason for the Federation. No serious attempt was made to standardise
      decision-making until 1909 when the Federal Council was formed.
    


    
      Therefore, the following discussion reveals that the British administrators of the FMS remained discordant in
      their opinions towards investment proposals made by various prospective investors who wished to invest in
      Selangor’s agricultural enterprise.
    


    Conflict among officials


    Conflict between High Commissioner and Resident-General


    
      By the beginning of the twentieth century, there appeared to be a constant threat to foreign business ventures,
      looming from within the FMS administration. Bureaucratic conflict between top-level British officials was a usual problem in the FMS, and became
      apparently serious when Frank Swettenham was appointed as the High Commissioner in 1901. During Swettenham’s term
      of office as the Resident-General (1896–1900), he decided on most of the issues without consulting the officials
      on the ground, although he held Residents’ Conferences which looked into the complex land and mining codes of
      1897 and 1899.2 After that, conflict arose frequently between him
      and the Resident-General.
    


    
      With the appointment of W.H. Treacher3 as Resident-General of the
      Federated Malay States (1902–1904), the question arose as to who should have control over the FMS. Treacher’s
      administration was scrutinized by the Colonial Office, which felt that the High Commissioner was in a better
      position to deal with matters of the state. Treacher could do nothing more than to approve only a few decisions
      when he was holding office. He faced problems in administering the state as there were no proper guidelines for
      him to follow. This was because his predecessor had administered the state as he wished without laying down the
      ground rules. Although Treacher made an attempt to create federal departments with federal officers responsible
      for and in charge of their respective departments, the influence of the High Commissioner on these departments
      was great (Sidhu, 1980: 53). With time, it became increasingly clear that the
      Resident-General did not enjoy sufficient authority required for him to carry out his responsibilities. The
      Residents too now came into conflict with the High Commissioner.
    


    
      The Resident-General was in a difficult position in regard to the disagreement between his superior and
      subordinate officer. The High Commissioner was increasingly called upon to pass judgement on matters concerning
      the Federated Malay States.4 On the other hand Residents like J.P.
      Rodger, Douglas and C. Wray were all champions of state rights.
    


    
      When Swettenham became the High Commissioner (1901–03), he made certain regulations which affected administrative
      procedures in the Malay States. According to the new procedures:
    


    
      
        a    The Resident-General had to prepare annual estimates of revenue and expenditure after consulting with the
        High Commissioner.
      


      
        b    The Resident-General had to submit every set of State Council minutes and proceedings to the High
        Commissioner.
      


      
        c    All Residents and federal heads of departments had to report to the High Commissioner.
      


      
        d    The High Commissioner was to be present during the proceedings of the Conference of Residents together
        with the Resident-General, Residents, Malay Rulers and Members of State Councils.
      


      
        e    The Proceedings of the Conference of Residents had to be reported to the High Commissioner in detail.
      


      
        (Sidhu, 1980: 53–54)
      

    


    
      The position held by Swettenham as the High Commissioner made him look like a de facto ruler of the
      Federated Malay States. He made sure that the entire bureaucracy and state affairs were effectively under his
      control. In the long run, the concentration of power in the hands of the High Commissioner fostered feelings of
      uneasiness and displeasure among his subordinates, especially the Resident-General. Therefore, the resultant
      differences in opinion between the High Commissioner and British officials stalled prospective investment
      proposals put forward by legitimate investors. Disagreement between British administrators over investment
      policies had also built upon the tendencies of business applications to be heavily scrutinized, suggesting that
      investors did not actually experience the promised laissez-faire privilege.
    


    Disagreement between Acting Resident and Acting High Commissioner: Amendment to Selangor Land
    Enactment, 1897


    
      The conflict between the High Commissioner and the Resident came to light in the case of the proposed amendment
      to the Land Enactment, State of Selangor, 1897.5 H. Conway Begice,
      the Acting British Resident, in his letter of 14 January 1900 to the Resident-General wanted section 48 of the
      Land Enactment 1897 to be amended.6 He was not happy with the
      clause that required applicants to work on one quarter of the total land area
      within five years. He highlighted the complaints of Western capitalists in the Malay States. In his letter dated
      1 December 1900, the Acting High Commissioner forward the following complaints of the Acting British Resident to
      the Colonial Office:
    


    
      
        a    The Resident had drawn attention to feelings of discontent among European merchants and professionals who
        applied for land to build houses and often faced problems when they did so. They felt that the siting of native
        dwelling houses in European residential areas would lower the economic value of land in that particular area.
        Furthermore, in the event of an auction for land, the European community could not make special reservations to
        acquire the land, as it was normally the rich local natives who acted fast.7 This led to a situation in which members of the European mercantile community stopped
        applying for building sites in anticipation of amendments to the law. In order to address this problem, the
        Acting British Resident wanted an exception to be made to the regulation governing land acquisition in favour
        of European capitalists. The High Commissioner did not favour the Acting British Resident’s suggestion to
        reserve certain areas for European houses.
      


      
        b    The Acting Resident was not in favour of the requirement to obtain the approval of the High Commissioner
        for the alienation of blocks of land exceeding 640 acres. The Acting Resident questioned:
      

    


    
      
        In what supreme authority should be vested the final right of decision with regard to alienation of state land
        and the terms upon which such alienation should be effected? In the absence of any definite order upon the
        subject, I take it that the most reliable information, which can be obtained, is that which is provided by the
        Land Enactment itself. The final authority should be vested in the hands of the Resident-General, as provided
        [for] by section 48 of the present enactment.8
      

    


    
      The same issue was also highlighted earlier by Frank Swettenham, the Resident-General, in his letter to C.P.
      Lucas, the permanent official in the Colonial Office, dated 13 January 1896. According to the Resident-General:
    


    
      
        The rule [land rule] is a new one and no doubt has been designed against concessionaires … it certainly hit
        planting enterprise, and planters have actually been discouraged by it. … I do not think a little pressure on
        Sir Charles Mitchell [HC] in this matter will do any harm. He is rather rigid as regards commercial
        enterprise.9
      

    


    
      When the same matter was brought to J.A. Swettenham, the Colonial Secretary, he replied to Frank Swettenham’s
      despatch by stating that the Colonial Office was in no way against
      investors.10 The decision to limit land grants to 320 acres in
      Selangor and 640 acres in Perak was based on the bitter experience faced by British officials in Pahang.
    


    
      Concession was given out freely, leading to a situation where land was “locked up” without being worked. It was
      necessary to check the operations of speculative companies by limiting the extent of unworked or frozen land.
      Frank Swettenham could not see how the operations of speculative companies could be checked by limiting the
      amount of frozen land which might be alienated to any one individual and how, if that limitation was very low,
      bona fide enterprise could gain anything at all from the restrictions.
    


    
      Frank Swettenham stressed that the duty of the Colonial Office and High Commissioner was to promote the
      agricultural wealth of the peninsula and to stimulate and multiply its product. To this end very great care
      should have been taken not to discourage prospective planters. Swettenham also highlighted the fact that what
      they (Colonial Office and High Commissioner) were trying to do in the Malay States was an attempt to formulate
      land rules similar to those in Ceylon. The land rules were not useful for a comparatively new field of
      agricultural enterprise. He finally stressed that “the Government should deal liberally with men who are ready to
      invest their money and to take up land on reasonable conditions as to cultivation”.11
    


    
      The above problem only served to highlight the different levels of decision making that existed among the British
      officials with regard to agriculture. In the long run it did not favour investors. The Colonial Office, High
      Commissioner, Resident-General and Residents, were not operating on the basis of a coherent policy.
    


    
      The above problem clearly indicated the conflict that existed between the High Commissioner and the
      Resident-General. The conflict prompted the Resident-General to be firm in his decisions on matters pertaining to
      land and mining. In the case of Carey’s application for land at Jugra in the same year, Frank Swettenham made it
      clear that the last word rested with him and not with any higher authority; and that reference to higher
      authority was unnecessary. The Resident-General felt that the issue of alienation was an administrative matter,
      which should be handled by the officer who possessed the most intimate local knowledge. The Resident-General felt
      that the High Commissioner for the Federated Malay States was not in a position similar to that of the State
      Secretary in this matter. The former was in no possession of such an amount of local knowledge with respect to
      the Malay States as to enable him to form an independent personal opinion, either confirmatory or opposed to the
      views of the Resident-General, and it was therefore, in his opinion, safer that the High Commissioner should not
      interfere in the matter but leave the final decision in the hands of the Resident-General.
    


    
      It could be summed up that there were conflicts between the High Commissioner and the Resident-General. The
      Resident-General felt that he was well informed on matters relating to local affairs in the Malay States. The
      second point was that there were cases where land was approved without considering the plight of the applicant. Although Section 48 of the Land Enactment clearly stipulated
      that the Resident-General had the final say on approving application for land exceeding 640 acres, in practice
      however, the High Commissioner could overrule the Resident-General’s decision.
    


    Conflict between Investors and Officials


    Huttenbach and High Commissioner


    
      With the formation of the Federated Malay States, many applications were made by British citizens and foreigners
      to acquire land for agricultural and mining ventures. One such applicant was N. Huttenbach, who applied for 320
      acres of land near Batu Tiga, Selangor on 22 June 1896. The Resident and Resident-General favoured the
      application but the High Commissioner attached conditions to the effect that land could only be alienated by
      auction; that land premium be fixed at $1 an acre and annual quit rent be charged at 50 cents an acre.12 It appeared that the High Commissioner did not give due encouragement to
      investments in agriculture which was supposed to be his priority concern. Instead he prioritized the policy
      environment of Selangor and underemphasized Huttenbach’s application for land without considering the possibility
      that it could generate revenue for the state’s development.
    


    
      Frank Swettenham opposed such regulations.13 Swettenham stressed
      that he had no experience of auctions, which were peculiar to Selangor. His objections were based on the fact
      that reserve areas in Selangor were so large that application could as well have been for land for which there
      was no demand. He felt that the Government was always the best in judging demand for land. He was also against
      payment of a premium that he felt would hamper investment potential. The Resident-General finally approved the
      application on the usual terms on 18 July 1896. By these terms, the holder must within five years from the date
      of grant bring one-quarter of the land under cultivation of some long term agricultural crops. In this particular
      case, the Resident-General approved the application in disregard of the High Commissioner.
    


    Mrs Hill and Legal Adviser


    
      There were instances when investors’ rights were not acknowledged, such as in the case of Mrs T.H. Hill who
      claimed that when she acquired a plot of land in Klang, the Government had promised to provide for drainage and
      other facilities on the land; and that this promise was subsequently not honoured.14 The Resident-General wrote to the High Commissioner of the Federated Malay States informing
      him about Hill’s letter of complaint dated 13 April 1897. Hill claimed to have purchased the land on an
      understanding that the Government would provide drainage facilities on the land. She alleged that the Government
      made a statement to that effect at the time of auction and this was so indicated
      on the plan published by the Government. The auction was held on 11 February 1895 and the drainage in question
      was not completed until the end of the year.
    


    
      Hill submitted that the delay in the construction of the drainage was unreasonable and that as a consequence of
      its not having been completed earlier, her land which was to have been irrigated had remained valueless for two
      years. As compensation for the loss sustained, she requested for the remission of one year’s quit rent and
      demanded that the cultivation clause should only take effect from the date of completion of the drain. Her claims
      were rejected on the grounds that if compensated, a precedent would be set for an endless confusion. T.H.
      Kershaw, the Legal Adviser, in his letter to the Resident-General, ruled out compensation, and wanted Hill to sue
      the Government instead.15 His argument was that if the matter were
      to be settled in court, there would be a final verdict as to whether anyone in the same position as Mrs Hill
      would be entitled for compensation. This particular case shows that British officials were not sympathetic to
      investors. Laws and regulations were not clearly defined in the Malay States and they only served to complicate
      matters for the investors. Another important point that needs to be noted is that the early applicants, be they
      British, locals or foreigners, encountered various problems beyond the knowledge of the British administrators.
      In this case the conflict was between the investor (Hill), and the Resident-General and the Legal Adviser.
    


    Selangor Planters’ Association, and High Commissioner and Residents


    
      Conflict also existed between the Selangor Planters’ Association, a short-lived business community formed by
      prominent planters, and British officials including the High Commissioner, Resident-General and Residents. The
      problem was with regard to the government’s policy of not approving land above 320 acres, also known as the
      320-acre system, which was first introduced in 1894. The planters protested to the state Government that for
      opening an estate for coffee, 320 acres of land was quite insufficient for economical working, considering what
      would finally remain of it after deducting 75 acres for grass and forest land; and 25 acres comprising building
      sites and unproductive land. The owner would only be left with an area of 200 acres for the cultivation of
      coffee.
    


    
      Huttenbach, who represented the planters, felt that any individual wanting to set up a coffee estate should be
      entitled to at least 1,000 acres of land. According to him, the Government would not lose out if it granted
      larger blocks of land, as it is bound to receive quit rent for the entire acreage. The alternative scenario was
      to have a large part of the country just lying idle.16
    


    
      In its Annual Report of 1895, the Selangor Planters’ Association clearly stated that the High
      Commissioner sympathized with the plight of the planters, and agreed to study the matter. J.P. Rodger, the
      Selangor Resident, in his report of 1896 acknowledged the predicament of the planters. He disagreed with the ruling relating to the 320-block acreage. He felt that there should be
      flexibility in the matter of determining the extent of land area to be allocated to potential cultivators “of
      every description”. To quote Rodger:
    


    
      
        To attract the greatest number of intending purchasers, and to provide for the requirements of planters of
        every description, I think that blocks of every varying area should be surveyed and offered for sale, and
        provided that a fair annual quit rent be reserved, and an effective cultivation clause inserted in every grant,
        it appears to be practically immaterial, from a Government point of view, whether land is cultivated in blocks
        comprising one hundred or one thousand acres, or any less or greater area.
      


      
        (The Selangor Journal, Vol. 4, 1896: 394)
      

    


    
      Besides the problem arising from the 320 acres system, planters were denied the right to the minerals found on
      the land which was granted by the Government. This prompted the planters to send a petition to the Governor
      appealing for recognition of planters’ right to mine minerals found on their land. In fact the Government had a
      provision under the Land Law of 1897 which denied any such right to the planters. The Clause read as follows:
    


    
      
        No right to mine or search for minerals on any agricultural land alienated under previous regulations, or
        lawfully occupied under this Enactment, shall be granted to any person unless and until such land shall have
        been resumed under the provisions of the Mining Code.
      


      
        (Federated Malay States, Land Code 1897: 9)
      

    


    
      The planters on the other hand felt that the clause was an obstacle to “rapid money making” (MM, 8
      December, 1897). Besides the right to the land, they should have also been given the right to mine minerals on
      the land as an inducement to open up land. The law was seen as an obstacle that affected the interest of the
      planters. The law gave genuine miners the right to establish at any time a mine at the very centre of the
      plantation that was being worked by the planters. In this matter, the planters urged the Government to be fair to
      the planters. To quote the Malay Mail (MM):
    


    
      
        We can live and exist without tin, but we cannot exist without the produce of agriculture, no tin in the world
        will buy you bread if there are no people who plant the corn … Let us encourage the Planter [sic] in favour of
        the Miner [sic], because we can always mine, where they have planted, but we cannot plant where they have
        mined.
      


      
        (MM, 8 December, 1897)
      

    


    
      It can be concluded that the business communities, particularly the planters, had difficulty in carrying out
      their activity freely as can be seen with regard to the restrictive land rule. The Selangor Planters’ Association
      case further demonstrates that there was a serious indifference and in fact a
      wariness among British colonial administrators regarding the actual capability of the members to cultivate large
      tracts of land. More surprisingly, apart from Huttenbach, the association had several other accomplished planters
      of high social standing – including E.V. Carey, P. Stephenson, C.M. Chumming and others – whose individual track
      record in agricultural enterprise was by then well known. Despite having credentials in the industry, these
      planters still faced obstruction in their ventures mainly due to the discrepancy between British officials in
      matters relating to investment policies. The conclusion drawn by Huttenbach summarises the problem faced by
      planters in the Malay States:
    


    
      
        they [British officials] are weak human beings like ourselves, and they are liable to make mistakes. One
        official will follow one system and another will follow another. One Governor will think it is a wise policy to
        give planters as much land as they want on liberal terms; another will think it right that they should only get
        320 acres and that they should have to buy it by public auction at an upset price and premium. One official may
        think it is good policy to give us a voice in matters concerning our own interests and the state we live in;
        another may think that it would only lead to confusion to grant us any political rights…. if planting is not a
        success in this country, it will not be the fault of ‘our’ Government, which is only too anxious to encourage
        planters to settle here and to give them every reasonable assistance.
      


      
        (The Selangor Journal, Vol. 5, 1897: 142–143)
      

    


    


    Messrs Bailey, G.R. Paterson, A.R. Paterson and Resident


    
      Disagreement again surfaced in the early twentieth century when rubber became an important export commodity.
      Investors started to pour into the Malay States but some of the investment policies were not in their favour.
    


    
      Conflict between officials and investors came to the fore in the case of the application by Messrs Bailey G.R.
      Paterson and A.R. Paterson for 3,000 acres of land in Selangor for the planting of rubber in 1898. They also
      requested that the land they applied for should be reserved for them until 31 May 1898 and that no land survey be
      carried out until that date. However, they were willing to settle the land tax. In this case the Resident did not
      entertain the application17 and stressed instead that he was only
      willing to approve one thousand acres of land or less if the applicants could show that they had the capital, and
      really meant to be industrious. The terms were quite clear. The quit rent was fixed at 10 cents an acre for the
      following 10 years on condition that only rubber was planted. In fact Bailey, in his letter dated 29 March 1898,
      expressed his interest to procure 3,000 acres of land on the understanding that the quit rent imposed on rubber
      cultivable land was 10 cents per acre. If he planted anything besides rubber, the rent would be 50 cents per
      acre. The Resident should have referred the case to the Resident-General for the
      final decision, as any land grant above 640 acres was within the preview of the Resident-General in accordance
      with the provisions of the Federal Land Law, 1897.
    


    
      A similar problem was faced by Gibson, a planter, who questioned the Government’s land alienation terms for the
      cultivation of rubber.18 The Government felt that the land
      alienated under the terms was too large; but then according to Gibson, a large area was absolutely necessary for
      such cultivation as rubber. Gibson hoped that special terms for rubber land would be passed. The District Officer
      (DO) responded that the land in question was being drained to make way for coffee. This could lead to questions
      as to why the Government was not sensitive and accommodative to British capitalist interests.
    


    
      Investors also had problems with legislations that were introduced without consulting the respective groups. One
      such legislation was the Indian Immigration Bill 1896 that was conceived for the purpose of supervising and
      facilitating the migration of coolies from India, besides also aiming ultimately to do away with any restrictions
      on migration.19 It also aimed to put a stop to the private
      importation of labour. It was claimed that the Bill had been introduced without sufficient notice, and that the
      planters had not been consulted although the proposed legislation had the greatest effect on them. In actual
      fact, however, the High Commissioner, John Anderson had listened to planters’ complaints on his visit to Selangor
      with a view to considering their relevance for the proposed enactment.
    


    
      Before the legislation was introduced, there were problems between planters and Residents in the respective
      states with regard to the Bill. Planters felt it was wise to import labour on their own, as the states were
      developing fast with the Government’s commitment to the development of infrastructure, including the extension of
      roads and railways in all the districts. It was difficult to procure labour unless there was an inducement in
      terms of higher wages. Labourers tended to defect because of unsatisfactory wages offered in the interiors. When
      this happened, the planters tended to lose heavily.20
    


    
      In fact, in 1896 the Labour Commission had strongly recommended that the Government should import its own labour,
      but nothing was done. The Selangor Planters’ Association (SPA) at its annual general meeting of 23 January 1897
      felt it was important for concerned associations to impress upon the Residents in their respective states the
      urgency of the matter. In the case of Selangor, Maxwell who was the Resident did not favour such
      legislation.21 His contention was that if the Government imported
      their own labour, the higher rate of wages they could offer would attract all emigrants to take up Government
      employment. This would work against the interest of the plantations.22 Dougal who was one of the committee members of SPA refuted Maxwell’s statement by claiming
      that the coolies carried out work on Government roads for the same wages as on estates. The policy of not
      allowing planters to import labour on their own could in no way be seen to support capital penetration in the
      Malay States.23
    


    
      The idea of the Federation was to speed up administration in the Malay States.
      By right the Resident-General should have been given the powers to make decisions relating to policy matters as
      implied in the correspondence respecting the Federation of the Protected Malay States. According to the High
      Commissioner:
    


    
      
        Under the Governor there should be a Resident-General, who ought to be the Chief Executive Officer in charge of
        the duty of supervising and controlling the administration of each and all of the States.24
      

    


    
      According to the above statement, it would evident it would be evident that the Resident-General should have been
      the one who enjoyed the powers to decide on state matters. He was supposed to have been the executive officer for
      the Federated Malay States, but this was not so in practice. The planters did not benefit from a system that was
      bogged down with too much red tape. By right the Resident-General should have had the final say in matters
      concerning the state, as was promised when the Federation was formed.
    


    
      Another problem which was encountered by the planters in the Malay States, especially in Selangor was the lack of
      administrative coordination between the Resident and the Commissioner of Lands and Mines. The planter found
      himself to be in a difficult position whenever he applied for land. Applications were delayed unnecessarily at
      the state level, and this was the result of the District Officer having to refer the land applications first to
      the Resident, and secondly to the Commissioner of Lands and Mines. The Commissioner of Lands and Mines was the
      head of a large and important department at the Federal level. However, his head office was located in Taiping
      and not in Kuala Lumpur as one would have expected to be the case. The Residents in the different states were
      inclined to give all sorts of ruling, orders and directives to their respective land officers without the
      Commissioner of Lands and Mines knowing anything about them.25
    


    
      The unclear demarcation of roles between the Resident, the District Officer and the Commissioner of Lands and
      Mines only served to complicate matters for the investors. This was compounded by slow-moving procedures within
      the administration and excessive red tape at the time when the Federation was to have speeded up the process of
      acquiring lands.
    


    Mining


    
      Mining, particularly tin mining was extensively carried out in the district of Ulu Bernam, Ulu Selangor, Klang
      and Ulu Langat. The other districts which were known for mining were located in the Klang Valley. The most
      productive mines were located at Sungai Puteh, Ulu Arang, Ulu Klang and Petaling (Wong Lin Ken, 1965: 101–102).
      Many mining companies were formed to undertake tin mining, the notable ones being The Malay Peninsula (East
      India) Malay States Mining Company (1873), Rawang Tin Company Limited (1884) and
      the Malay States Tin Mining Company. The British Government encouraged increased productivity through various
      means. The Government encouraged free mobility of capital and labour; it encouraged the formation of private
      enterprises and improved communications infrastructure. The overall effect was to rationalise production. In
      1899, the area alienated for tin mining was 49,000 acres (Selangor Administration Report, 1900: 5). In
      the early twentieth century, tin mining realise $3,357,033 dollars in revenue and the total area of land that was
      alienated for mining amounted to 68,000 acres (Wong Lin Ken, 1965: 104–105). Table 4.2 shows
      the principal firms, minerals, amount of land alienated for mining and the revenue gained in Selangor from
      1895–1909.
    


    
      
        Table  4.2     Mining in Selangor, 1895–1909
      


      
        
          
            	Years

            	Principal firms

            	Minerals

            	Amount of land alienated in acres

            	Land revenue (including agriculture) ($)
          


          
            	1895

            	Malay States Tin Mining Company

            	Tin

            	n.a.

            	n.a.
          


          
            	1896

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	n.a.

            	144,760
          


          
            	1897

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	30,460

            	37,305
          


          
            	1898

            	Strait Mining Co Ltd

            	Tin

            	49,000

            	179,351
          


          
            	1899

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	49,000

            	203,564
          


          
            	1900

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	68,000

            	n.a.
          


          
            	1901

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	42,550

            	255,900
          


          
            	1902

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	100,256

            	156,667
          


          
            	1903

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	n.a.

            	167,790
          


          
            	1904

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	53,512

            	191,156
          


          
            	1905

            	Strait Mining Co. Ltd

            	Tin

            	65,573

            	217,735
          


          
            	1906

            	Sungai Besi Mine

            	Tin

            	68,512

            	324,905
          


          
            	1907

            	Sungai Besi Mines; Osborne and Chappel’s Mine and Straits Trading Company

            	Tin

            	72,928

            	355,490
          


          
            	1908

            	Kuala Kubu Mine and Ulu Yam Tin Mine

            	Tin

            	74,733

            	365,583
          


          
            	1909

            	Kuala Kubu Mine and Ulu Yam Tin Mine

            	Tin

            	72,470

            	391,892
          

        
      


      
        Source: Administration Report of the State of Selangor, 1895–1909; Annual Report of the State of
        Selangor, 1895–1909; Selangor Government Gazette, 1895–1909, Manual of Statistics Relating to
        Federated Malay States, 1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: * n.a. – not available
      

    


    Conflict between Investors and Officials


    Miners and Mines Warden


    
      Investing in the mining industry of the FMS, even for the gentlemen or gentlemen in the making, was often a
      difficult task. With regard to mining in the state of Selangor, there were many issues which reflected the
      conflict that existed between miners and British officials since 1896. A few cases will be highlighted to show
      the seriousness of the matter.
    


    
      The biggest problem faced by miners in the Malay States was the absence of a qualified Warden of Mines. Many of
      the decisions relating to mining operations were decided by lay men who had no qualification whatsoever in mining
      matters. Businessmen such as Loke Yew felt that nobody other than expert miners should be considered for the post
      of Warden of Mines; and that only those with knowledge and practical experience in mining matters should be
      confirmed in their appointment. There was a need to have someone appointed head of mining affairs, someone whom
      miners could approach for advice or consultation on technical matters. In short the office of Warden of Mines
      should have been vested in a person with professional qualifications.
    


    
      Besides the above problem, miners in the district of Rawang also had problems with regard to mining within
      railway reserves. The law stated that no open mining could be allowed in areas within 100 feet of the railway
      line. In view of this law, miners had no choice but to shut down some of the underground mines.26 The Miners’ Association was against the regulations, and had proposed to
      the Government that open mining be allowed within the 100 feet radius, and in the case of Rawang mines, that they
      be allowed to mine up to 50 feet of the line at Rawang. Mr Pasqual who was Secretary of the Mining Association
      felt strongly that it was not a wise policy to allow 100 or 200 feet of land bearing high quality tin worth
      thousands of dollars to go to waste simply because of the presence of a cart road or railway line in the vicinity
      of the mines. In actual terms, 100 or 200 feet meant 200 or 400 feet respectively when both sides of the road are
      taken into consideration. There was nothing more demotivating to a miner after a large outlay of money, knowing
      that unless the land was worked in connection with existing mines, it could never be worked independently later.
      The district that suffered most from this legislation was Sungai Besi.27
    


    
      From what could be seen it was obvious that the interest of the miners was sacrificed for the convenience of the
      Railway Department. It was important to amend the law or otherwise rich districts would have nothing but mere
      railway and cart roads and no mines. Suggestions were made that it would be a great boon to the mines if the
      railway lines could be shifted to run along the foot of the hills where no mining activities were being carried
      out in the close vicinity.28 The Government’s policy, however, was
      not in favour of the mining community.
    


    
      The development of tin mining in the state of Selangor witnessed conflict between the Warden of Mines, Resident
      and District Officer. The Warden of Mines was of the opinion that he had the right to allow miners to occupy and
      make use of state land provided that they did not damage the land. The Resident
      disagreed with the Warden’s suggestion. The District Officer on the other hand was unhappy with the regulation
      requiring the Resident’s approval for each and every application for a mining licence. He felt that such
      regulation served only to delay the approval of grants to the applicants.29
    


    
      What one observes in the Malay States is the Residents’ attempt to act as de facto rulers of their
      respective states. The Resident wanted to preserve the Malay State as an entity that was free from the direct
      control of Singapore, a Crown Colony. According to Philip Loh Fook-Seng (1969: 123) “an independent Malay state
      allowed the Resident the maximum degree of influence and de facto authority”. Philip’s observation suggested that
      the Resident could have decided against the decision of the Colonial Office. An independent Malay State allowed
      the Residents the maximum degree of influence and helped them to acquire land from the Chinese through land and
      mining laws. Attempts were made to purchase Chinese owned mines.30
    


    
      Problems between miners and officials, especially federal officials and Resident came to the fore with the
      introduction of the Federal Land Code in 1897. Under section 14 of the enactment, the practical working of the
      regulation was left entirely in the hands of the Resident. By right the District Officer and the Collector of
      Lands and Mines should have been given the task of deciding on land matters. It was surprising to note that with
      the Federation, only a few administrative posts were created to speed up the administration of the Malay States.
      Such rules prompted the Malay Mail in its editorial column to remark: “It is the custom in countries
      without popular representation to have skeleton section of this sort in all enactments, so that the extensive
      officers can do what they deem best.”31
    


    
      The mining community was also unhappy with section 41 of the Federal Land Code. However, the law did not apply to
      valuable town land which was anyhow not likely to suffer from neglect. In brief it might be concluded that the
      Federal Land Code did not seem to favour the business community, which by right should have been the main
      priority of the legislation.
    


    
      The early twentieth century also witnessed problems between the Warden of Mines and investors in relation to
      approval of mining lands. Miners complained of the difficulty of getting new land and the loss they sustained
      while waiting for an Inspector to come and report on the land they already possessed. The reason given for not
      making the new land easily available was that large areas of alienated mining land were still left unworked;
      therefore, it was considered undesirable to continue giving out more land especially to those who already
      possessed large areas of which only a portion was being properly worked. The argument put forward was that, if
      this was so, why not resume all land which was not being worked in accordance with the condition under which it
      was granted. This could not be done as there were no workers available for the work of resuming the
      land.32
    


    
      It was obvious that the state of Selangor derived its revenue entirely from mining; however the Government had
      only two or three officers who were absolutely helpless in the face of the
      gigantic task before them. For example in the Kuala Lumpur district – the busiest tin mining centre – there was
      only one Inspector, a young man who had only been in the country for one or two years; and who had no
      professional knowledge of mining whatsoever. By right the district of Kuala Lumpur should have had at least half
      a dozen inspectors who would have been able to deal with any applicant for new land within a reasonable time
      frame. It was not right to confiscate unworked mining land when one had invested $30,000 in one mine and at the
      end of one year could not pay towards expenses.33
    


    
      This explains why miners opened up new mines which they found lucrative. It was only natural for a miner to react
      like a businessman by moving all his coolies to the paying mine. He would keep the other mines for further
      development at a later period and would not lightly throw away $30,000 already sunk in the land. Such an excuse
      would have not existed, had there been a sufficient number of Inspectors who could enquire into every case and
      keep the Wardens of Mines duly informed.
    


    Miners and Forest Department


    
      Miners’ problems came to the fore again when they had to deal with Forest Rangers in order to acquire timber.
      Timber was used to smelt tin but unfortunately the Resident and the Forest Ranger were thinking of replacing
      timber with coal in the intention of conserving the forest. Since timber was a matter of the Forest Department,
      it came within the jurisdiction of the Resident. According to Pasqal, the Secretary of the Miner’s Association,
      the question of timber had been left unattended for ten years. While agreeing the forest needed to be conserved,
      he deemed that the interest of the mining industry should have also been considered. Pasqual’s argument was that,
    


    
      
        To sacrifice them [mining] to theories concerning forests seems going too far. The state might make up its mind
        to let some of its timber go, rather than the mines should be hampered in the way that is now the case. Some
        sections are conserved in which there may be one merbau tree and no more. Is it worthwhile sacrificing
        substance for shadow?34
      

    


    
      The above argument indicated that with only one or just a few trees a large area had been conserved. This clear
      disproportionate conservation of land did not in any way help the mining industry, particularly the miners. On
      top of this, there were also flaws in the enforcement of law by forest officers. This was caused by the shortage
      of officers to enforce the law. When the accused was brought to court, there was no officer knowledgeable enough
      to certify if a particular wood was of a particular variety. The Association of Mines was of the opinion that
      there were no Europeans who were able to verify the identity of timber on all occasions. A mere examination of
      the wood was not sufficient; the bark, leaf and flower frequently decided the quality of timber.
    


    
      It was certain that the miners had a problem with the Forest Officers. The worst
      part was when the Forest Department was unable to mark timber which it desired not to be cut (MM, 15
      December 1905). The reason for this was that there were not many qualified forest officers. The issue highlighted
      by Mr Pasqal, the Secretary of the Miner’s Association only brought to light the negative attitude of the
      Residents and Forest Department towards the mining community.
    


    Conflict between the International Tin Company (American Smelting Company), Colonial Office and
    High Commissioner


    
      Problems between the Colonial Office, High Commissioner and foreign investors, especially the Americans, came to
      the fore in Selangor in the matter pertaining to smelting companies. In early 1900, it was reported in the local
      papers that an attempt was made by an enterprising American engineer to establish rival smelting works in Telok
      Anson, using petroleum refuse as fuel instead of coal. The attempt was however abandoned. In 1902, there was
      another attempt to challenge the Selangor Smelting Company, the company which had a monopoly to export tin ores
      from the Malay States. The challenge this time was from an American Syndicate, the International Tin
      Company,35 which wanted to purchase 70% of tin concentrates from
      the FMS and smelt them subsequently in America. The objective of the Company was to make as high a profit as
      possible from the treatment and smelting of tin, either in the forms of ores, concentrates or metallic tin, which
      they hoped to purchase in the Straits Settlements or the FMS.36 The
      Company wanted to carry out tin smelting in the United States in order to generate more profit than would have
      been possible if carried out in Malaya.
    


    
      In August 1902, the Company consulted Frank Swettenham (the High Commissioner), A.R. Venning (the Acting Resident
      of Selangor) and the Colonial Secretary of the Straits Settlements. All of them agreed verbally that the Company
      would receive the same consideration as other companies in the native states. R.F. Pearce, the manager of the
      Company, then proceeded to construct a smelter at Bayonne, New Jersey at a cost of $250,000; and extensive
      purchases of land were made in the FMS where office buildings were erected and other necessary equipment secured
      at a cost of about $100,000.37
    


    
      The Government of the Straits Settlements however contravened the verbal agreement and in April 1902, Frank
      Swettenham informed Mr Bailey, the agent of the Company, that the Straits Government had decided not to support
      the export of tin concentrates to the United States for smelting. Swettenham argued that in the conversation that
      he had had with the Company representative, no reference was made to the establishment of smelting works either
      in the FMS or the Straits Settlements; and nothing whatsoever was said in the interviews about establishing works
      in the United States.38
    


    
      In May 1903 the Straits Government imposed a special export duty of 50% ad valorem on all tin ores or
      concentrates exported from the FMS over and above the regular duty of 10% to
      12%. This action prevented the American Company from making use of their smelter in the United States which in
      consequence then remained idle. Pearce made efforts to secure the repeal of this law but to no avail. Pierce
      opined that the law was mainly directed against the interest of the American organisation. He maintained that the
      Company would provide the Straits Government with the guarantee that its objective was not to control the tin
      business in the Straits Settlements, nor injure the interest of the local smelters.39 Pearce claimed that the law was directed against free competition for the purchase and
      treatment of a product which was being used in a country under the protection of the Government of Great Britain.
      As a result of the law, the business of smelting and production of tin metal became confined to the Straits
      Settlements, which were Crown Colonies.
    


    
      It might be summed up that the Colonial Office and High Commissioner were not in favour of foreign powers
      investing in the Malay States, and neither were the Residents of the Malay States. In fact, the High
      Commissioner, in his letter to the Colonial Office, argued that his action was justified and that he saw no
      reason why the Colonial Office should interfere. According to Swettenham:
    


    
      
        The action of the local Government in raising the export duty has been taken in the interest of the tin trade
        of the Malay Peninsula which is of vital importance to the prosperity of the FMS and the Straits Settlements
        and that HMG [Colonial Office] must decline to interfere in the matter.40
      

    


    
      What one did not understand was the reason for the High Commissioner to have initially indicated willingness to
      entertain the operation of the Company. It was indeed a wrong move to have misled the Company. The officials of
      the FMS were suspicious of the American Company for reasons best known to them. Questions were raised as to who
      the shareholders of the Company were, and whether they (the Company) were directly and indirectly connected with
      mining and smelting industries in the United States and other parts of the world.41
    


    
      The conclusion reached by Pearce explained the policy of British officials who did not favour foreign
      competition:
    


    
      
        since our company [International Tin Company] was the only one entering into competition with the English
        Company, for the purchase of tin ores and their smelting, it can be readily seen that the law is mainly
        directed against the interests of an American organization and American interest. … the law does not deal
        fairly with American enterprises in a country under English protection.42
      

    


    
      It appeared that the Government of the FMS had declared war upon American speculators, although it claimed that
      it was dictated by dire necessity. The editorial comment of Times on 9 July 1903 indicated the
      perception of the Colonial Office in this matter:
    


    
      
        it is interesting to note that the Colonial Secretary himself – for action of
        this character would not be taken by a local Government without his express sanction – has already in practical
        fashion initiated the policy of safeguarding local interests from the menace of foreign aggression by means of
        protective tariff.43
      

    


    
      This is a clear case where the Colonial Office and British officials intervened to protect British interest in
      the Malay States. Foreigners were denied access although they enjoyed superior technology and capital.44
    


    Conclusion


    
      The cases discussed in this chapter bring to light the ambivalence among British officials and the conflict
      between officials and investors with regards to the promotion of capital inflow into the state of Selangor. Thus
      far, the ‘gentlemanly capitalism’ argument of inherent social link between British administrators and gentlemanly
      investors is less verifiable as the officials did not attempt to streamline business procedures, nor had
      consistently offered well-deserved incentive to genuine investors. Capital inflow into the state, then, was not
      particularly encouraging, causing grievances among investors.
    


    
      In cases involving the agriculture sector, the limitation of land grant to only 320 acres was a major problem
      faced by planters; besides that land regulations were also not clearly defined for planters; and planters were
      not happy with the Selangor Land Enactment (1897) which did not provide substantial benefits for European
      planters. Planters were unhappy with the regulation that required the sanction of the High Commissioner to
      approve land grants in excess of 640 acres whereas Section 40 of Land Enactment 1897 made provision that the
      final authority should be vested in the hand of the Resident-General. There were also cases where the Government
      did not consult planters before introducing certain bills which affected them the most, such as the Immigration
      Bill of 1896. The problem in all these cases centred around the conflict between the officials at different
      levels of the administrative hierarchy.
    


    
      In the mining sector, the problems faced by miners were caused by the Warden of Mines who was not competent but
      approved various mining laws which were problematic to miners. Besides that the decision of the Forest Department
      to conserve forest did not help miners who needed timber to smelt tin. The Resident who had jurisdiction over the
      Forest Department was not sympathetic to the cause of the miners. The refusal of the High Commissioner and the
      Colonial Office to allow the International Tin Company (an American concern) to operate in the state was yet
      another case of indifference on the part of British officials toward foreign entrepreneurs who had the capital
      and superior technology.
    


    
      Although all these cases reveal the fact that investors, whether planters or miners, faced various problems from
      Government officials, the fact remains that while there was no doubt that some of the officials were in favour of
      creating an environment conducive to foreign investment, there were yet others
      whose views and actions did not lend support to the official policy of the colonial Government to liberalize and
      promote foreign and local investments in the Malay States.
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      5      British
      Economic Involvement in Negeri Sembilan

    


    
      As in the case of the other states, British intervention in Negeri Sembilan1 provided the stimulus for foreigners to arrive in large numbers to participate actively in
      the economy of the state. British intervention in this state began in 1874. The political instability marked by
      succession disputes and civil war in Sungai Ujung leading to the disruption of the tin trade with the Straits
      Settlements provided the pretext for British intervention in 1874 and the subsequent appointment of a British
      Resident in Sungai Ujung.
    


    
      As early as 1773 a confederation had been formed under the Minangkabau Raja who assumed the title of Yang Di
      Pertuan. However his powers were limited. In July 1889, Rembau and Tampin joined the Sri Menanti Confederation to
      form the state of Negeri Sembilan under the administrative control of a Resident. In 18952 the Yam-tuan Besar of Sri Menanti together with the rulers of Johol,
      Sungai Ujung, Jelebu, Rembau and Tampin formed a confederation of six states that were to bear the historical
      name of Negeri Sembilan which means nine states. The Confederation was placed under British protection, and
      within the administrative jurisdiction of the British Resident. In 1898 the four great chiefs of Sungai Ujung,
      Jelebu, Johol and Rembau elected Yam-tuan Besar of Sri Menanti, the son of Antah, to be Yam-tuan Besar of the
      whole of Negeri Sembilan (comprising Sungai Ujung, Jelebu, Johol, Rembau, Ulu Muar, Terachi, Jempul, Gunong Pasir
      and Inas) (Winstedt, 1934a: 74).
    


    
      The formation of Negeri Sembilan led to extensive participation of foreign capitalists in the agricultural and
      mining sectors of the state. However, the investors did face problems in relation to both these economic
      enterprises.
    


    Agriculture


    
      A variety of agricultural crops were cultivated in the agricultural and mining sectors of the state of Negeri
      Sembilan, particularly gambier, pepper, tapioca, coffee, paddy and rubber. Chinese planters pioneered gambier and
      pepper planting in the nineteenth century. A total of 29,321 acres of gambier and pepper was cultivated at the
      end of 1901 (Jackson, 1968: 40). Tapioca was the major crop in the early 1890s and it was mainly cultivated in
      the districts of Gemenceh, Tampin and Rembau in southern Negeri Sembilan
      (Gullick, 1951: 51). In 1894, coffee planting became an important industry, as European planters became
      increasingly involved in planting the crop. This was evidenced in 1896 when there were 18 European coffee estates
      in Negeri Sembilan (Annual Report of Negeri Sembilan (hereafter ARNS), 1896: 15). By 1900,
      European planters began to grow rubber. Table 5.1 shows the
      principal estates, crops, amount of land alienated for agriculture and the revenue gained in Negeri Sembilan from
      1895–1909.
    


    
      
        Table  5.1     Agriculture in Negeri Sembilan, 1895–1909
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        Source: Negeri Sembilan Administration Report, 1896–1909; Annual Report of the State of Negeri
        Sembilan, 1896–1909; Negeri Sembilan Government Gazette, 1895–1909; Manual of Statistics
        Relating to Federated Malay States, 1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: * n.a. – not available
      

    


    
      The increase in the export of the agricultural crop may be attributed to the encouragement given by the
      government to the industry. In 1884, special regulations were introduced whereby no premium would be charged on
      land taken up for the cultivation of gambier and pepper (Jackson, 1968: 36). Similar laws were enacted to promote
      other commercial crops. In order to encourage agriculture, the High Commissioner approved a scheme in 1904 under
      which the government would advance loans to bona fide planters to assist them in developing their
      properties. The interest on loans was fixed at 6 per cent and the loan had to be repaid within a period not
      exceeding seven years (ARNS, 1904: 19).
    


    
      Little is known about the conflicts that existed between British administrators and investors, and amongst
      British officials themselves, when a new investment proposal moved into the execution phase. However, some
      conflicts were clearly caused by an ill-defined regulatory framework whereby important procedures relating to
      economic resource management and investment policies remained unsettled. These controversies had adverse effects
      on some genuine investors who wished to venture into the agricultural industry of Negeri Sembilan, mainly because
      such disputes gave rise to a political environment unconducive for prospective investments.
    


    Conflict among officials


    Conflict between Resident and Resident-General


    
      Conflict between the Resident and Resident-General, which also involved the Colonial Office, came to the fore in
      the matter relating to irrigation. Although the case relates specifically to Negeri Sembilan, it had implications
      for the rest of the Federated Malay States.3 The Resident, Ernest
      Woodford Birch in his memorandum addressed to the Resident-General in early April 1896, reasoned out why there
      was a need to carry out irrigation schemes in the Malay States. It was obvious that the amount of money spent on
      importing rice was high compared to the money spent on cultivating rice locally. Besides that, local cultivation
      of rice would have also helped to create more permanent settlements.4
    


    
      The Resident in his memorandum listed out valid reasons why agriculture should be encouraged in the Malay States.
      He felt that the natives (Malays) should be helped to settle permanently, and to secure their means of livelihood
      through the production of their great staple commodity. Towards this end, it was the duty of the Government to prepare unalienated lands which
      would induce the population of the future to remain settled.
    


    
      The Resident opposed the notion that rice should not be encouraged because it was not profitable. His argument
      was that the natives cultivated rice from force of habit and not because it paid them to do so. He further added,
    


    
      
        the bulk of existing rice fields in these countries are the property of the natives of these states, land which
        has been held by them for generations and which in most cases, is not suited to any other species of
        cultivation. Surely it is not wrong for these people to cultivate their ancestral lands in the only way in
        which they can be cultivated, or for the Government to aid them in securing water to enable them to cultivate
        to the best advantage.5
      

    


    
      The Resident also stressed that twenty years of experience had taught them that
      foreigners had not been successful in any agricultural enterprise which had anything to do with land. Therefore
      it would be the right thing to encourage the natives.
    


    
      The third point he brought to the attention of the Resident-General was the advantage to be gained from
      encouraging the Malays to cultivate paddy. Paddy only required six months to work on, and for the rest of the
      year the cultivators could work at any other occupation. What the natives needed was a regular supply of water,
      which would help transform some eighty per cent of the agricultural immigrants into permanent inhabitants. It
      would also stimulate the production of various other crops.
    


    
      The fourth point which many were not aware of was that it was far more expensive to import rice than to cultivate
      it at home. The amount on import that was spent by the four Federated Malay States for the year 1897 was six and
      half a million dollars, when this amount could have been employed in increasing production at home and enriching
      local producers.6 On the other hand the value of agricultural
      products in terms of exports amounted to only four and a half million dollars. The Resident therefore strongly
      felt that all efforts should be made to encourage agriculture.
    


    
      The fifth point was that almost all the Malay States were suitable for paddy cultivation, on account of their
      countless streams and innumerable valleys which would help to water the fields.
    


    
      Due to all these advantages, the Resident strongly recommended the introduction of an enactment to regulate the
      irrigation and cultivation of paddy lands and supply of water in irrigation areas.
    


    
      The Resident also suggested the formation of a Central Irrigation Board comprising the Resident-General, the four
      Residents, the Commissioner of Lands and Mines, members of the State Council, State Engineer, Chief of the
      particular district that was to be irrigated and the Mukim Councils represented by the Collector of Land Revenue
      or District Officer, District Engineer, two unofficials to be nominated by the Resident, the Titular Chief of the
      District and the Penghulu or Lembaga. 7
    


    
      In brief, Birch’s memorandum proposed that an official irrigation policy for the Federated Malay States be
      defined and laid down by enactment, so that the Central Irrigation Board might be empowered to carry out
      irrigation projects; that the Board members should be appointed and a liberal financial vote allocated to meet
      the costs of irrigation development (Lim Teck Ghee, 1977: 41).
    


    
      The Resident-General, however, was not in favour of an Irrigation Board. He preferred that irrigation be handled
      by the Residents or District Officers after due approval had been obtained from the Public Works
      Department.8 The Resident-General’s decision reflected his lack of
      sympathy to the cause of the natives and he preferred the matter to be handled locally at the district level. The
      Resident-General’s suggestion that the irrigation work could only be carried out with the approval of the Public
      Works Department indicated that the Federal Department had more say in the
      matter than the Resident and the District Officer. This showed how the Residents in the states had lost their
      powers to the Federal Departments.
    


    
      The High Commissioner, on the other hand, favoured the formation of an Agricultural Board, and preferred that the
      Resident be made responsible for the planning and carrying out of agricultural schemes. He felt it was wise to
      have semi-permanent settlements and encourage irrigation. In other words he only favoured small but permanent
      allocation of land for Malay settlement. His rationale was that the Malay population was less dense and less
      attached to the land.9
    


    
      The Colonial Office, as indicated in its minutes of 10 June 1900, was not in favour of leaving everything to the
      Resident. According to the Colonial Office, “if there was anything that the Colonial Office was in favor of, it
      was the forming of a Board of Agriculture as this would assure continuity of policy”. According to the minutes,
      “It is possible that our Resident might sacrifice everything else to irrigation, while his successor might
      sacrifice irrigation to everything else”.10 In the immediate,
      however, the Colonial Office felt that the matter should be referred to the discretion of Frank Swettenham, the
      Resident-General.
    


    
      The whole issue showed the lack of consensus among British officials in regard to policy matters that should have
      been clearly defined for implementation by officials without any obstructions. Although the Resident knew the
      problem well the Resident-General had the upper hand. Although the Colonial Office could have easily accorded
      discretionary power to the Resident, it felt that it would better serve the interest of the Federation to place
      the authority in the hands of the Resident-General.
    


    Conflict between Resident and Federal Department


    
      The problem faced by the business community in relation to the undefined role of the officials at the federal and
      state levels was reflected in their grievances that were relayed through the Malay Mail. By right, with
      the formation of the FMS, the federal heads of departments should have had authority over the state heads;
      however, this was not the case in practice as evidenced in Negeri Sembilan. The report of the Accountant and
      Auditor of Federated Malay States reflected the discrepancies (MM, 2 September 1901).
    


    
      The general perception was that a Federal Head exercised full control and authority over the heads of the
      different states under his purview. Surprisingly that was not to be the case, as evident in relation to the
      approval of land for agriculture. In the case of application for land in Serendah, applicants had been kept
      waiting for two years to receive their response. Hundreds of applications were received in the Serendah Office
      and the Assistant District Officer (ADO) found it difficult to sort the applications. The matter could have been
      resolved if the state had been able to hire enough officers to deal with the problem (MM, 29 May 1901).
      Apart from the problem of not having enough officials to look into land applications, the other serious matter
      was that land approved by the DOs and ADOs had to go through the Resident for
      final approval. This inevitably led to inefficiency in the processing and approval of applications.
    


    
      The whole problem pointed to the role of the Federal Head11
      (Commissioner of Lands and Mines). There was no point in appointing federal officers if they were to exercise no
      authority, an issue that arose on account of a stipulation that officers at the federal level should not issue
      directives that ran counter to those of the local Residents. Such a ruling actually made life difficult for the
      investors, be they planters or miners.12 Although the rule was to
      uphold the executive role of the Resident it actually rendered the administration inefficient for the investors.
    


    Conflict between Resident and District Officer


    
      Conflict between the Resident and the DO was evidenced in the case of an application on 31 July 1905 by Messrs
      James and Q Mc Clymont for 1,000 acres of land for cultivation of agricultural crops.13 James and Mc Clymont in their letter of 28 July 1905 to the DO of Port Dickson wanted to
      know whether they would be allowed to take up land on easy terms for the reason that they had been in the state
      for close to 15 years. They also added that several of their fellow planters were allowed to take up land on easy
      terms and would gladly take up the grant applied for at a premium of $1 per acre and quit rent of 60 cents per
      acre.
    


    
      On 1 August 1905, the ADO of Port Dickson, in his letter to the Acting Secretary to the Resident wrote that land
      laws did not permit land exceeding 100 acres to be granted at a quit rent of less than $1 and premium at $2 an
      acre. However, he requested that the application by James and Mc Clymont be treated as a special case. He further
      added that both of them had invested a considerable amount of capital in the planting sector at Ribu, and were
      willing to open up a large area of land as soon as their application was approved. The ADO also stressed that the
      district needed to urgently cultivate staple crops, as the whole of the land had been given out for temporary
      cultivation of tapioca and gambier. The policy with regard to quit rent had caused larger areas to be covered by
      lalang and neglected without any work being done on the land. However, the Acting Secretary to the
      Resident to whom the matter was referred on 28 August 1905 was against the idea of reducing the rates of the
      premium and quit rent.14
    


    
      In another letter of 15 December 1905, there was yet another request from the ADO of Negeri Sembilan for Messrs.
      James and Mc Clymont to take up land at the rates that were in force at the time the application was registered
      (premium of $2 and $1 quit rent). The Secretary to the Resident of Negeri Sembilan in his letter of 21 December
      1905 to the Acting District Officer stated that the Acting Resident was not prepared to recommend that the land
      be granted to them except at current rates; that is, at premium of $2 per acre.
    


    
      In this case although the DO was sympathetic towards the investors, the Resident’s office was not willing to
      treat the application by Jones and Mc Clymont as a special case. Such
      contradictory stances did not auger well for the growth of the agricultural sector in Negeri Sembilan.15
    


    Conflict between investors and officials


    The Case of T.H. Tedlie and Resident-General


    
      Capital flow in the Federated Malay States also led to conflicts involving investors, Residents, Resident-General
      and High Commissioner, as seen in the case of T.H. Tedlie, a planter who applied to the state Government for a
      loan of $5,000 to develop his Bukit Kubu Rubber Estate at the Seremban-Rembau Road. The application was made on 1
      April 1908 under the Rules for Loan and Planting.16 It was a
      renewal of his previous application for $10,000 that was made on 18 February 1908 and the amount that he
      currently required was only $5,000. Unfortunately the application was rejected by the Resident-General when it
      was forwarded to him by the Resident. The Resident-General’s decision did not take into consideration the report
      by the Inspecting Officers on the economic viability of Tedlie’s estate.
    


    
      The Collector of Land Revenue, Seremban in his letter of 15 May 1908 to the Acting Secretary to the Resident,
      strongly recommended that Tedlie be granted the loan of $5,000 that he had requested. Based on the survey that he
      had carried out, he found that Tedlie’s property comprised a block of 597 acres, 3 roads and 15 poles held under
      grant No. 1612 and situated near 3rd mile Senawang Road in the Mukim of Ampangan. Work
      on the estate started in February 1906 when 300 acres were felled in one block. In September of the same year
      planting was started and the entire 300 acres were planted. Tedlie spent some $22,000 on this project. In his
      letter of 13 June 1908 to the Secretary to the Resident, Tedlie called upon the Resident to speed up the release
      of the loan. According to him, “the long delay and want of funds have already added considerably to the cost of
      the work”. Although the Collector strongly recommended that Tedlie be given the loan, it was not forthcoming.
    


    
      Tedlie in his letter of 22 May 1908 to the High Commissioner mentioned his difficulty in understanding why the
      Resident-General did not assist him when large sums of money were approved for other companies. He further added,
      following the inspection by the visiting officer, that 125 acres of rubber had been cleared and the weeding
      contract could not be cancelled. Therefore he appealed to the Resident-General for special
      consideration.17
    


    
      Tedlie was of the opinion that his application was cancelled on unfounded grounds.18 He wanted an immediate reply as to whether he would be granted the loan. The reply from the
      Resident was that the loans had already been given out. Tedlie felt that this was unfair, as he had applied for
      the loan many months earlier. He had been borrowing large sums of money and spending it on his estate on the
      strength of the assurance given by the Government as well as the favourable report by the officials concerned in
      regard to the $5,000 loan. He further added that his loan was on the old list; and he could see no reason why the loan could not be considered. If the loan was not forthcoming he had
      no choice but to either refer the matter to the High Commissioner or simply abandon the estate.
    


    
      To highlight the unfairness on the part of the Government, he listed the following details relating to various
      letters he had sent to British officials on the subject of the loan:
    


    
      
        
          
            	Application for loan

            	
              
                18th February 1908
              

            
          


          
            	Urgent reminder

            	
              
                20th March 1908
              

            
          


          
            	Inspection and Favourable Reports (by British officials)

            	
              
                23rd March 1908
              

            
          


          
            	Urgent letter reporting position again

            	
              
                14th April 1908
              

            
          


          
            	Letter to Resident

            	
              
                4th May 1908
              

            
          


          
            	Urgent letter reporting position again

            	
              
                28th May 1908
              

            
          


          
            	Reply to Resident’s enquiry as to amount of loan

            	
              
                9th May 1908
              

            
          


          
            	Favourable 2nd Report by Collector of Land Revenue to
            Resident

            	
              
                (undated)
              

            
          

        
      

    


    
      Tedlie felt that it was most unfair to be told that the financial situation of Negeri Sembilan was bad and that
      the loan could not be granted. His application was not prioritized although he had been the first to apply for
      the loan when it was advertised.
    


    
      In his letter to the British Resident of Negeri Sembilan dated 18 June 1908, the Acting Resident General wrote
      that he had already studied the matter and decided against granting the loan. Tedlie was not satisfied with the
      decision and referred the matter to the High Commissioner.19 Tedlie
      felt that the long delay in receiving a response to his application had cost him serious losses and liabilities.
      He felt that the Resident and Resident-General were not considerate to his cause.
    


    
      As for the High Commissioner, he felt that the application should be favourably considered as Tedlie would have
      to abandon his estate if he were not able to raise money.20 In his
      letter of 5 August 1908 to the Acting British Resident of Negeri Sembilan, he suggested that if any loan were
      granted to Tedlie it must be repaid within two years and that it should be limited for maintenance alone; this
      would give Tedlie sufficient time to dispose of his estate. He also added that the fund for loans to planters was
      exhausted and that the loan should therefore be a special one from the state funds.
    


    
      The above case serves to highlight the differences in opinion among officials at every level of the British
      administration in the FMS. Although the Collector of Revenue in charge of land in the district had given a
      favourable report to the Resident, the Resident-General did not accept it. The delay in responding to Tedlie’s
      application was unreasonable especially when the response was not in his favour. When an appeal was made to the
      High Commissioner, Tedlie received some sympathy and consideration. However, the High Commissioner’s response
      fell short of satisfying Tedlie’s request.
    


    
      The reason for these complications was that the British officials involved had
      conflicting views with each other, suggesting a complex reality which was not always encouraging for
      ‘gentlemanly’ investors such as Tedlie.
    


    Conflict between Bostow and High Commissioner


    
      The problems between investors and officials were many and one such case was with regard to an application of 10
      July 1906 made by Bostow on behalf of the Malay Rubber Plantations Ltd (owned by Peach) to the Resident of
      Selangor to inquire into the possibility of opening up plantations in the Malay States under a small company
      formed in 1905. Bostow was actually working on behalf of Peach who appointed him as his agent. The venture was
      initiated based on information contained in a handbook that the Selangor Resident made generally available to all
      investors. The handbook described in glowing terms the advantages of investing in the states and the facilities
      available for cultivation of rubber. But to his surprise, Bostow found it impossible to obtain land either from
      the Government of Selangor or Negeri Sembilan, and that persons with lesser credentials were favourably
      considered.21
    


    
      John Anderson, the High Commissioner, wrote to the Earl of Elgin (Colonial Office) on 10 July 1906 that the
      Government of Negeri Sembilan and Selangor had rejected the said application by the Malay Rubber Plantations Ltd
      on 10 July 1906.22 Anderson clearly stated that Bostow who was
      associated with the Company had no experience whatsoever in tropical planting. In his earlier letter to the High
      Commissioner dated 2 July 1906, the Resident-General referred to Bostow’s application for 500 acres of
      agricultural land. He also mentioned that the United Planters’ Association (UPA) had written to him urging that
      no land should be alienated to the Company on the grounds that the statements in the prospectus were misleading
      and contrary to the experience of those who had lived and planted in the states; and that it was a speculative
      company which would bring loss and discredit to the rubber industry of the FMS as a whole.
    


    
      When the Resident-General referred the matter to the High Commissioner on 9 September 1905, the High
      Commissioner, in his reply of 14 September, wrote that if the Resident was satisfied that the result of granting
      the application would discredit the rubber enterprise in the FMS, it was his duty to reject such an application,
      without having to assign any reasons for such refusal.23 The High
      Commissioner argued on the basis that the power of granting lands in the FMS was in the hands of the Resident and
      only land exceeding 640 acres was to be approved by the Resident-General. The High Commissioner felt that the
      Resident’s objections constituted reasonable grounds for rejecting the application, based on the fact that when
      Bostow applied for land he did not reveal the capital he had in hand. The capital he had did not tally with the
      required amount as indicated in the handbook on investment in Negeri Sembilan.24
    


    
      The Resident rejected the application and Bostow went to Perak where he bought 200 acres from private individuals
      and obtained from the Resident of Perak 314 acres of state land in Kuala
      Kangsar district. The Resident with the advice of the Director of Agriculture granted it. He applied for another
      400 acres in the same district and the Resident recommended that it should be granted, as the Director of
      Agriculture was satisfied as to the “bona fides of Mr Bostow”. The Director of Agriculture in his letter to the
      Resident-General listed his reasons for being satisfied with the application. When Bostow came forward with his
      plan to open up the rubber plantation, Bailey, the Chairman of the UPA, claimed that the prospectus was
      misleading. Rutherland, Chairman of the Ceylon Planters’ Association, shared his opinion.
    


    
      In February 1906, Bostow wrote to the Director of Agriculture that the Resident of Perak wished to see him before
      granting the land. From the ensuing discussion between them (Director of Agriculture and Bostow), Bostow
      acknowledged the reason why he had problems with regard to getting approval for agricultural land. He claimed
      that it was due to the company’s name which was Malay Planters Limited. The name was said to have offended the
      planters for the reason that no one in his Company knew anything about planting. He also mentioned that all the
      figures in his prospectus were quoted verbatim from the handbook on investment in the FMS – therefore the
      accusation that Bostow provided inaccurate information was misfounded.
    


    
      The Director of Agriculture felt that having seen a large number of prospectuses on rubber companies in Ceylon,
      Federated Malay States, and other places, he did not consider Bostow’s prospectus to be any more highly coloured
      than any others. The company had a clear advantage over the others in the sense that money was strictly used only
      for the purposes of opening up land and flotation. There were no other expenses such as for paying promoters to
      secure concession. He further added, “My impression of Mr Bostow is that he is a bona fide planter and intends to
      open up land as quickly as possible”.25 Bostow was a horticulturist
      and a well-qualified one at that; there was no reason why a capable man sent by a respectable company should be
      denied land on the Government’s own terms.26
    


    
      The above case clearly indicates that the High Commissioner, Resident-General, Resident and Colonial Office had
      denied a bona fide planter the opportunity to plant rubber in Negeri Sembilan and Selangor. All parties
      should have studied the case in depth. Everyone seemed to be passing the buck and was acting on presumptions. The
      case did not end there, but came to the fore again when Peach, in a letter to the Colonial Office complained
      about the Government’s denial of land to Bostow.27 Lucas from the
      Colonial Office replied that Peach’s complaint could not be accepted as there were many other planters in the FMS
      and Ceylon who were far more experienced than Bostow, who was a novice. Lucas felt the matter had been
      satisfactorily dealt with by the FMS Government and that he should not interfere in cases of individual
      concessions.
    


    
      Lucas subsequently wrote to the Secretary of State, drawing his attention to the way the state had handled
      Bostow’s case, which had caused difficulties in the FMS, and led to pressure being put on the Secretary of State
      to interfere with the discretion of the local authorities. According to him, “This interference is precisely what the Colonial Office wished to avoid. At no occasion should an excuse
      be given to avoid similar complaints in future”.28 Charles Mc Laren
      Bart (the investor from the Malay Planters’ Limited) in his letter to the Colonial Office dated 8 September 1906,
      expressed regret that the Company should be affronted by a subordinate official who was unaccustomed to business;
      and was against the way the Company was treated by British representatives in the Malay States. Mc Laren Bart was
      not happy with the fact that officials exercised acts of partiality in matters of administration. He added, “you
      will easily see the effect that such action has on British capitalists who are anxious and entitled to make money
      for themselves as well as to develop the resources of the Malay States and who are totally unaccustomed to be
      treated as they have been treated by the Commissioner [High Commissioner]”.29 He also added that planters had expressed their grievances about the delay in the approval
      of land by the land office; and therefore wanted the Colonial Office to look into the character and capacity of
      the administration.
    


    Chinese Tapioca Planters and British officials


    
      Another case of conflict between officials and investors occurred when Lee Chin Hee and the other Chinese tapioca
      planters in Negeri Sembilan wanted a revocation of the Vehicles Enactment with regard to the registration and
      taxation of estate carts. This was because the law only exempted four carts but then, there were more than four
      carts, and most of the planters used estate roads regularly.
    


    
      Under Section 9 (i) of the New Vehicle Enactment of Negeri Sembilan (No. XVII of 1899), carts not exceeding four
      in number, kept and used on estates or plantations, if legibly and conspicuously marked with the name of the
      owner and locality of the estate, were to be exempted from payment of fees on registration and taxation.30
    


    
      The petitioners felt that the Government overlooked the planter’s rights before such an enactment was approved.
      According to them they had a surface right to the lands comprised in the said leases. They felt that there was no
      justification in being asked to pay fees for carts used on roads for which they we already paying quit rent
      within the premises of their own plantations.
    


    
      Petitioners had been paying to maintain their land at their own expense and therefore estate roads could not be
      called public or government roads.31 Petitioners maintained that
      they only made use of the said right and nothing beyond that. The petitioners also pointed out that the
      Government was planning to limit the number of carts to be used for transporting tapioca from the plantations to
      the factory to only four carts. They added that the daily manufacture of tapioca would be affected if they were
      not allowed to use the roads.
    


    
      The Government felt it necessary to confiscate carts and subject them to heavy fines, for these carts were
      actually plying on Government roads and not merely crossing them. The petitioners thought that if the Government
      insisted on carrying the law through, then it should exclude roads from their
      plantation lease and they would not have to pay land-rent for the roads.32
    


    
      When the Resident brought the matter to the attention of the High Commissioner, the latter saw no good reason why
      the law should be altered; he admitted that tapioca planters used more carts than coffee or other planters and it
      was possible that their carts did not pass through estate roads owned by the Government. However, the Government
      could not have different laws for different kinds of estates. The High Commissioner felt that tapioca planters
      devastated large tracts of country and acquired lands on easy terms; and he was therefore against the reduction
      of taxation for them.
    


    
      The High Commissioner also mentioned that when the Vehicles Enactment was drafted, E.W. Birch, the Resident of
      Negeri Sembilan, had opposed it strongly in his minute dated 12 September 1899, claiming that the Enactment was
      actually against the opinion of the Committee on Vehicles and the majority of the Residents and the Commissioner
      of Police. According to the Resident, tapioca planters normally contracted for carts at the time of digging up
      the roots and taking them from the fields to the factory. It was mainly for this that they contracted their carts
      to take the processed tapioca to the market by public roads. He claimed that estate carts should be exempted from
      tax as opposed to the provision of the Enactment XVII of 1899 for the Better Regulation and Control of Vehicles.
      According to clause 9, Government vehicles were exempted from payment of tax, which was not the case of estate
      vehicles. All vehicles belonging to Government Department were required to be legibly and conspicuously marked
      with the name of the Department employing them.33 It was felt that
      if the clause were to be retained, the planters might cheat on the Government by using Government name plates on
      their carts, attempting thereby to escape payment of tax.
    


    
      C.P. Lucas from the Colonial Office, in his response to the Resident’s minute felt it was a case in which the
      experience of the local authorities should prevail and therefore he was in support of Birch’s view.
    


    Conflict between T.H. Tedlie and Resident


    
      Another case of conflict between official and investor involved T.H. Tedlie’s application for 100 acres of land
      at Seremban Mukim to cultivate rubber. The Resident rejected the application after consulting the Acting
      Collector of Revenue for the reason that the land was well within town limits.34 It is difficult to understand why Tedlie’s application was rejected when there were many
      instances of European applicants being granted land within town limits.35
    


    
      The Tedlie case brought to light yet another case involving a Japanese investor.36 The Resident also rejected the application by the Japanese investor as the land was within
      town limits.
    


    Conflict between W.R. Rowland and Resident


    
      The problem between planters and Resident was also reflected in the case that involved planter W.R. Rowland, and
      the Negeri Sembilan Resident.37
    


    
      At issue was the unwillingness on the part of the Resident to consider liberal terms for Rowland who requested to
      work in the state. The planter had to agree to terms set by the Resident. The issue came to light when Rowland
      applied for 1,000 acres of land in the Mukim of Ampangan to plant rubber and coffee. Rowland was a registered
      proprietor of some 166 acres in the district.38
    


    
      The Collector of Land Revenue recommended that Rowland be approved the land he applied for on a premium of $3 an
      acre for the land North of the Railway and $2 an acre for the land South of the Railway; the rental was to be at
      $1 per acre for five years and $3 thereafter. There is yet another condition mentioned in the report, merely
      referred to as the “right of way condition”. This expression is rather confusing, and it is not known what
      exactly is meant by the term.
    


    
      In his reply to the Collector,39 Rowland mentioned that he held a
      total land area of 1,585 acres in the state, and that he also had two big estates, that is Magot Estate and
      Perhentian Tinggi Estate, both of which were under cultivation. He also informed the Collector that he had been
      granted 2,000 acres of land in Perak, where the premium for land at road frontage was $2 per acre; and the quit
      rent was to be paid annually at the rate of 50 cents per acre for six years and $3 thereafter.40
    


    
      Based on the Perak case, Rowland applied to the Resident for a grant of 1,000 acres in Negeri Sembilan on the
      same terms as in Perak. He argued that the land was not sufficiently valuable for the authorities not to grant
      him the consideration that his application deserved. There was hardly any old timber and there were no big trees
      either. This indicated that the land, having been under cultivation for far too long, was inferior and could not
      be classified as first class.41 Added to that, there were no access
      roads. The land was accessible only through Perhentian Tinggi Estate. All roads of access had to be laid by
      future owners of the land. It was obvious no investors other than those who were genuinely interested in the
      land, would want to apply for the land.
    


    
      Rowland claimed that he had to take up land when the rates were low due to his financial situation. He further
      added that he was the only planter who was consistent. He had started business in the days when coffee was
      expensive in 1895; he had persevered even though other estates on the same road had frequently changed hands.
      Others in the business were more fortunate as they had bought land at a lower cost from their exhausted
      predecessors; they were therefore in a better position to pay high prices for new land. As for Rowland, he was
      recovering from losses incurred during the last 10 years and felt that there was sufficient reason to ask for
      easier terms under the present law.
    


    
      The Acting Collector of Land Revenue forwarded Rowland’s request to the Resident on 22 February 1906. The
      Resident in his reply of 28 March 1906 clearly stated that the land should be treated as belonging to class one
      category and that Rowland had to comply with the existing terms. Although
      Rowland finally accepted the land on the terms specified by the Resident,42 it brought to light the different land terms that were practised in different states. Perak
      seemed to have a land policy that was more favourable to planters. In Negeri Sembilan, as evidenced in the above
      case, the Resident appeared to be rather unsympathetic to investors. Rowland’s case indicated that he was a
      genuine and sincere planter and not just an opportunist. His application should have therefore been treated as a
      special case.
    


    Conflict between Chan Seek Peng and the District Officer


    
      District officers appeared at times to obstruct capital penetration in the Malay States. One such case was when
      the DO of Tampin prohibited the transport of tapioca from Chan Seek Peng’s factory to Malacca in early August
      1900, and the reason given was that he owed medical fees to the state. It was a standard practice for both
      planters and miners to pay medical fees to the Resident for taking care of the workers in the state.43 According to the DO, the petitioner owed medical fees for the third
      quarter of the year which was yet to run its course.
    


    
      The problem began when Chan Seek Peng forwarded a complaint against the DO Tampin with regard to the action of
      prohibiting the exportation of tapioca from his factory which he claimed was located in Malacca and not Negeri
      Sembilan (MM, 21 March 1905). The petitioner explained that his tapioca factory was well within the
      boundary of Malacca; and that by prohibiting the exportation of tapioca, the DO had exceeded his power, first by
      wrongfully detaining his tapioca and second by arbitrarily extending his jurisdiction to include the settlement
      of Malacca. The complainant forwarded the petition to the High Commissioner through the Resident Councillor in
      Negeri Sembilan.
    


    
      The petitioner submitted that during the many years of his business in Negeri Sembilan and Malacca, he had never
      been asked to pay medical fees in advance, and even when he had failed to settle the fees after three months or
      later, he had been served with a notice. The petitioner was adamant for yet another reason – he was certain that
      he had paid the medical fees for the first and second quarters of the year. He felt that the DO was unduly harsh
      and arbitrary in his conduct. The petitioner decided to take action against the DO for damages sustained
      consequent to the wrongful detention of his tapioca. The petitioner strongly felt that the DO of Tampin had
      committed a gross injustice by acting against ordinary office routine, if not against the law, to the eternal
      disgrace of the petitioner’s honoured name and to his own great detriment.
    


    
      The petitioner wrote to the Negeri Sembilan Resident on 13 August and again on 2 September. In his second letter,
      Chan Seek Peng enclosed $50 as a deposit to cover the medical fees for the third quarter, although it was not
      due. In reply, the Resident said that the DO had been informed by telegram that
      the petitioner’s tapioca should be released. Although the British Resident wrote his reply on 5 September, it was
      not until 10 September that the tapioca was actually released. The petitioner’s tapioca had been detained for 40
      days.
    


    
      The petitioner put forth the following points, showing the losses and damages sustained in consequence of the
      arbitrary, harsh and unjust action of the DO:
    


    
      
        a    When the DO detained the petitioner’s tapioca, the employees deduced that their owner had been declared a
        bankrupt. They did not realise that the detention of the tapioca was over a trifling matter. The workers became
        frightened and were not willing to work for fear that they might not be paid for their work. The Chief Manager
        managed to convince the workers to stay on, with the condition that they would be given food at the
        petitioner’s own expenses. The petitioner included the said expenses in a statement of claims.
      


      
        b    Since work in the factory was stopped, there was no yam to be carted; however, workers continued to be
        paid as agreed in the agreement. This formed the second item in the list of expenses that called for
        compensation.
      


      
        c    When the DO ordered the detention, there were 10 carts which had already been engaged by the petitioner to
        cart food stuff to the estate and to return with tapioca to Malacca. When the cart drivers were ordered to stop
        conveying the tapioca, thinking the detention would not last long, the workers and the bullocks were fed until
        they were discharged on 13 August 1900.
      


      
        d    During the 40 days when no work was carried out in his estate, the petitioner had to use his own funds to
        settle expenses resulting from having to retain the workers.
      


      
        e    The petitioner was a faithful trader and planter in the state of Negeri Sembilan and he had not given any
        trouble to the Government. He was known as a leading Chinese businessman in the state and he felt that the
        action taken by the DO had tarnished his reputation.
      

    


    
      The petitioner through his lawyer wanted the Government to be held responsible for its action. He wanted the High
      Commissioner to decide whether the losses and damages sustained by him were due to the harsh, illegal and
      arbitrary conduct of the DO in officially ordering the detention of the petitioner’s tapioca and thereby causing
      the work of the estate to cease for 40 days, and if so whether the Negeri Sembilan government or the DO himself
      had been responsible for the losses and damages in question.
    


    
      The petitioner also claimed that since the District Officer had ordered the detention in his official capacity,
      the Negeri Sembilan government should be made answerable for his action (MM, 21 March 1905). Chan Seek
      Peng’s case clearly brought to light how DOs could at times be high handed in matters which should have
      rightfully been referred to a higher authority well before any final decision was made.
    


    Mining


    
      Mining until the end of the eighteenth century was a Malay industry and only in the nineteenth century was it
      taken over by the Chinese, followed by the British (Gullick, 1951: 48). Tin and gold were the two main industries
      in Negeri Sembilan. Gold was largely worked at Mount Ophir and Chindras, north of Serting and Pasoh. Some of the
      prominent gold mining companies were Batu Bersawah Gold Mining Company in the district of Kuala Pilah; Chindras
      Gold Mining Company in Tampin and Straits and General Development Company in Kuala Pilah (ARNS, 1903:
      6). Gold mining was not a successful venture and most of the mining companies ceased operation (ARNS,
      1897: 6). The Batu Bersawah Gold Mining Syndicate only managed to export 15 ounces of gold in 1896
      (ARNS, 1896: 7). The main tin mining companies were Jelebu Mining Company, Sipiau Tin Mining Company,
      Seremban Tin Mining Company, Sudu-Seremban Mines, Temiang Mining Syndicate and Pantai Hydraulic Syndicate
      (ARNS, 1905: 6).
    


    
      The tin industry was a success story. Negeri Sembilan produced 1,264 tonnes of tin in 1885 and 2,861 tonnes in
      1909 (Wong Lin Ken, 1965: 249). Various factors contributed to the development of the mining industry in Negeri
      Sembilan. The development of road communications into the interior contributed to the increase in production.
      Besides access, development was also helped by the introduction in 1886 of a system of leases in place of annual
      mining permits and duties. The idea was to encourage big time capitalists to take up mining (Wong Lin Ken, 1965:
      111–112). The Federal Mining Enactment of 1899 led to the introduction of a uniform policy in the tin states
      which ensured that land was not locked up indefinitely. Table
      5.2 shows the firms, minerals, principal mines and amount of land alienated for mining and the revenue gained
      in Negeri Sembilan from 1895–1909.
    


    
      
        Table  5.2     Mining in Negeri Sembilan, 1895–1909
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        Source: Negeri Sembilan Administration Report, 1896–1909; Annual Report of the State of Negeri
        Sembilan, 1896–1909; Negeri Sembilan Government Gazette, 1895–1909; Manual of Statistics
        Relating to Federated Malay States, 1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: * n.a. – not available
      

    


    
      As in the case of agriculture, mining drew investors to the state, thus bringing with it conflicts between
      various parties.
    


    Conflict among officials


    Conflict between High Commissioner and Resident


    
      Conflict between the High Commissioner and the Resident became noticeable in a case where Chinese miners
      requested the Resident to restore 50 acres of land that were forfeited from them.44
    


    
      The High Commissioner in his minutes argued that the Resident gave the Chinese miners an extension of the leases
      until 11 January 1905 but the Mines Department had no recording of the extension. The miners had occupied the
      land in due adherence to legal provision, and he did not know if the Resident had authorized any cancellation of
      the lease or issued any notice of forfeiture.45
    


    
      The High Commissioner requested the DO to explain the entire process that had led to the cancellation of the
      titles. The High Commissioner’s minutes
      indicated that he was not aware of the existence of any law which allowed the Resident to confiscate land. When
      the matter was referred by the High Commissioner to the Resident, the latter argued that the Chinese miners
      should have protested at the moment their leases were confiscated. The miners, on the other hand, listed their
      reasons for not being able to do so. The miners argued that the notice, which was written in English, only stated
      that the land would be forfeited unless more coolies were employed within the next three months. Miners were not
      aware of the fact that they were obliged to show proof of employment of more
      coolies within three months and to duly inform the Government. When the miners appealed to the Resident, he was
      only willing to restore the land owned by Chan Gui Lai but not the others. The Resident claimed that his
      forfeiture of the land accorded with the provisions of the Mining Enactment 1904 (Part II, Clause 18).46 The miners, however raised the objections outlined in Table 5.3.
    


    
      
        Table  5.3     Objections of the miners
      


      
        
          
            	Miners

            	Reason
          


          
            	Choon Hah

            	Claimed to have continually worked the land (this was confirmed by the Mining Overseer).
            He could not explain his position any earlier as he was in China and his representative did not understand
            the notice that was sent to him in English.
          


          
            	Goh Boon Lai

            	Argued that the land was on the top of a hill and that he was working the land below up
            to this [sic]. He provided no reason for not having explained earlier.
          


          
            	Wong Jee

            	Claimed that when told by the process server that the notice required the miners to
            employ more coolies, he had done so. He, as with the other miners, did not know that they had to keep the
            Government informed of their action.
          


          
            	Ng Chiap and Chia Yong

            	ditto
          


          
            	Poh Tiong Kee and Soh Swee Joo

            	ditto
          


          
            	Chang Cheng Kee

            	Claimed that he commenced work on the land soon after receiving the notice; he did not
            know he had to inform the Government of his position with regard to the land.
          


          
            	Soon Hong Chan

            	Mentioned that he knew the notice required him to employ more coolies within three
            months and that he had complied with the requirement. He did not know he had to keep the Government duly
            informed.
          


          
            	Lim Hoi and Wee Mok Seng

            	Stated he had been working the land all along and did not understand the notice.
          


          
            	Wee Mok Seng and Loh Sam

            	Claimed he had been working the land with about 10 coolies since March 1905 before the
            notice was issued.
          


          
            	Chan Gui Lai

            	Mentioned no notice was served on him.
          

        
      


      
        Source: Negeri Sembilan Secretariat File, 84/1906.
      

    


    
      The District Officer who supported the action of the Resident argued that
      although the miners’ claims could be true, that they could not understand English, they easily could have had the
      notice explained to them at the office which was not far from where they worked. Therefore the District Officer
      decided only to renew the title of Chan Gui Lai who mentioned that no notice was served on him, a claim that the
      District Officer found to be true. The Resident’s decision, unlike the High Commissioner’s, did not appear
      sympathetic to the cause of the miners.
    


    Conflict between investors and officials


    Conflict between Straits and General Development Company and High Commissioner


    
      The conflict in Negeri Sembilan between the Pahang Exploration and Development Company (which was reconstituted
      later as the Straits and General Development Company (SGDC)) and the colonial administration represented an
      example of the kind of problems that investors had to deal with in the state. The issue came to light when the
      High Commissioner cancelled the Straits and General Development Company’s prospecting licence for 1,000 acres at
      Pasoh for one year in 1904.47
    


    
      In 1889, the Pahang Exploration and Development Company had been formed for the purpose of taking over various
      concessions that were granted to a mining towkay, Tan Hay Seng. The concessions included the mining area of Pasoh
      in Negeri Sembilan.
    


    
      Since the reconstitution of the Company as the Straits and General Development Company, the Directors had spent
      money on mining operations at Pasoh. However, all efforts to obtain transfer of the lease to the newly registered
      company was not successful. It was obvious that the Government was not interested in helping the newly
      constituted company to obtain the Pasoh lease until March 1904. There was a delay of two years from the time the
      company was reconstituted. It was the Resident of Negeri Sembilan who had originally endorsed the transfer of the
      Pasoh lease to the company. However when the Company was reconstituted, the High Commissioner did not approve the
      transfer of Pasoh lease to the newly formed company.
    


    
      John Anderson, the High Commissioner, gave the excuse that the SGDC had no capital to work the land. This was not
      true to fact as the Company had expended some 30,000 pound sterling to develop Pasoh in 1904. Furthermore, much
      earlier, when Sir Frederick Weld, the ex-Governor of the Straits Settlements was the Director of the company, a
      working capital of 70,000 pound sterling which was provided by the public was used to develop various concessions
      including Pasoh.
    


    
      In its letter of 2 March 1905 to the Colonial Office, the SGDC made the following allegation:
    


    
      
        The officials of the Negri Sembilan created a situation by their delays of
        which they took advantage to confiscate a large area of land paid for by this Company, such forfeiture
        involving the Company in an enormous loss…with a deliberate intention of adding to the injury already caused to
        this unhappy Company.48
      

    


    
      However, John Anderson, the High Commissioner, had refuted the allegation when it was first made a year earlier
      in 1904:
    


    
      
        This allegation amounts to an assertion that the Government of the Federated Malay States deliberately delayed
        the recording of the transfer in order to let the period of notice run out and ought not to have been made
        especially in the case of an officer of the character and experience of Mr Egerton [officer who made the
        transfer] without at least a prima facie case.49
      

    


    
      At a time when the Company was already prepared to begin operations at Pasoh, the delay on the part of the
      Government was fatal to the interest of the company. The Government was believed to have lost all the relevant
      documents. However, the British officials claimed that not all the documents had been received until 2 February
      1904. The officials accused the company of not taking the trouble to study the law and to find out for themselves
      the legal requirements for registrations of the lease. The officials claimed that the Government was not obliged
      to advise the company on what was required for registration. The High Commissioner himself asserted that the
      Government response was in accordance with the letter of the law. According to him, the company should have been
      familiar with the provision of the Mining Law of 1899, especially in regard to Clause 2250 and 23.51
    


    
      This attitude was surprising as the former High Commissioner (Frank Swettenham) had stated clearly that it was
      the responsibility of the FMS Government to encourage those who had invested capital in genuine attempts to
      develop the mineral and agricultural resources of the country.52
    


    
      It was obvious that there was no clear-cut official policy on matters relating to investment of capital in the
      Malay States. John Anderson’s position with regard to the Company differed from that of the British Resident and
      the previous High Commissioner. The matter was resolved only when it was finally brought to the attention of the
      Colonial Office. The Colonial Office took up the matter on behalf of the company.53 The Colonial Office was sympathetic to the problem faced by the company and felt the
      Government was not fair to the company. This was evident in the letter from the Colonial Office to the Under
      Secretary of the State, of 18 July 1904 explaining why the company was unable to apply for a prospecting licence
      although for the previous two years it had spent large sums of money on the concession when its titles were in
      order.54
    


    Conflict between T.H. Tedlie and Resident


    
      A case of conflict between investor and Resident came to the fore in a matter relating to the cancellation of
      Tedlie’s application to mine 25 acres of land at Lenggeng. In his letter to the British Resident dated 30 May
      1905, Tedlie (who was also the general manager of several mining properties in the Seremban locality) claimed
      that the Collector of Land Revenue had cancelled his mining application. He claimed that the Collector’s action
      was illegal as all the conditions of the Mining Enactment 1904 (Part II, Clause 5) had been complied
      with.55 A proper application had been made; the survey fees had
      been settled; and the application had been registered in the Land Office on 15 April. A plan of the land area was
      forwarded by the Land Office to the surveyor prior to 21 April 1904.56
    


    
      Although the Resident had “approved” Tedlie’s application subject to the condition that there had been no prior
      application, the Resident’s Secretary informed Tedlie that it was in fact the Resident himself who had authorized
      the action by the Collector of Land Revenue to cancel the mining application.
    


    
      It could be interpreted that there was some kind of misunderstanding between the British officials. In other
      words, the Resident endorsed the decision of the Land Collector thus making things difficult for Tedlie, a
      genuine miner and whose mines showed great promise at the time when Negeri Sembilan was less favoured for mining.
    


    Conflict between A. Braddon and British officials


    
      A similar case of conflict involved A. Braddon, a highly potential miner. Braddon came to Malaya in 1892 and
      ventured into the mining industry in Rawang, besides having been involved in coffee planting too. But it was in
      1903 that he shifted to Jelebu in consideration of mining, which he had proven to be successful. He quickly rose
      from his primarily mining business to become a man of importance in Negeri Sembilan and was dearly known as
      ‘Abang’ among hundreds of his friends.57 Braddon was even nominated
      as the Justice of Peace for Negeri Sembilan, a role usually held by those of a prominent social position.
      However, during his nascent mining ventures, he was also involved in the conflict between British officials; the
      Resident; the District Officer; and the Warden of Mines.
    


    
      In order to understand the whole issue it is important to follow the correspondence between the parties
      concerned. The ADO in his letter dated 22 August 1905 to the Resident, forwarded an application from Braddon who
      applied for 500 acres of state land for mining at Sungai Lerei Glami.58 The applicant was the registered owner of over 1,000 acres of mining land in the district of
      Jelebu where most of the land was worked, and he had employed about 400 coolies. The ADO recommended that the
      application be approved at a premium of $1 per acre.
    


    
      The Resident on the other hand could not see how he could recommend the application to the Resident-General. The
      ADO in his third letter dated 5 September to the Secretary to Resident of
      Negeri Sembilan informed that about 800 acres of land which was in the possession of Braddon was on old rent free
      leases containing no labour clause and it was these lands which were largely worked. Braddon however, claimed
      that he had complied with the terms of the existing titles.
    


    
      The Resident did not think Braddon should be allowed to increase his holdings when he already owned so much land,
      and failed to employ an adequate labour force. The Senior Warden of Mines in his letter dated 1 October 1905
      mentioned that the land held by Braddon was not subject to labour conditions because when he had purchased it
      from the former owner, there were no labour conditions attached to it; if there were, then the property would
      have been of less value to him. The land held by Braddon in Jelebu had to a very large extent already been worked
      and that meant systematic mining was no longer possible. The Senior Warden felt it was impossible for Braddon to
      comply with the labour conditions, and in any case, it was not necessary under the present enactment.59
    


    
      The Warden of Mines recommended that Braddon be given 100 acres of land unconditionally but be told that should
      he require any further area in Jelebu at a later date it would be conditional to his surrendering an equivalent
      area, unless he had a labour force sufficient enough to work the total area held in Jelebu. He recommended also
      that no premium be charged in Jelebu if Braddon complied with the condition that he should surrender land
      equivalent to the area he applied for. The Acting Secretary to Resident Negeri Sembilan in his letter to the
      Senior Warden of Mines, dated 5 October 1905, stated that the Resident would not alienate any more land to Mr
      Braddon unless he could assure that the land held by him then was efficiently worked.
    


    
      Braddon in his letter to the Warden of Mines drew attention to clauses in the Mining Enactment which gave the
      Resident the right to decide on matters relating to mining.60
      According to him,
    


    
      
        we have a mining enactment and we have certain definite conditions laid down in that enactment about labour. I
        suggest that we cannot follow a better policy than that laid down in the enactment that is to say, to give out
        land to all applicants and resume it if not worked. It is the procedure that I think has been proposed by all
        Residents in Conference, acting on the opinions expressed by their advisers and should be the one followed,
        this relieving the Resident of a responsibility that he now takes when deciding as to whether an application
        should be granted or not.61
      

    


    
      The Senior Warden of Mines in his letter to the Secretary to the Resident, Seremban dated 9 October 1905
      presented a justification on behalf of Braddon to the effect that the land held by Braddon was worked out.
    


    
      The Secretary to the Resident, Negeri Sembilan in his letter to the Assistant Warden of Mines dated 11 October
      1905 requested that the Warden visit Jelebu to inspect Braddon’s land and furnish a full report as to how it was
      being worked. The Assistant Warden of Mines, Negeri Sembilan, in his letter of
      4 December 1905 to the Resident forwarded the report whose conclusions were as follows:
    


    
      
        a    That Braddon was the registered owner of 1,372 acres of land, most of it in the district of Jelebu; the
        major part of the land was transferred to Braddon by the Jelebu Mining Company on 5 May 1905.
      


      
        b    That a great deal of the land was worked out.
      


      
        c    That although Braddon was anxious to surrender his land, which he took over when he bought the concern, he
        was unable to do so because the land was charged to Messrs Gunn who represented the Jelebu Mining Company. The
        purchase could only be completed if Braddon discharged his liabilities to the firm, amounting to $10,000 per
        mensem.
      


      
        d    The total land area held by Braddon amounted to 1,372 acres, with 700 coolies employed and seven water
        wheels used. The various mines were being worked efficiently and the Warden submitted that any land which had
        been, or would, in the future, be alienated to Braddon, would always be worked in a thoroughly possible
        manner.62
      

    


    
      The Secretary to the Resident of Negeri Sembilan in his reply to the DO of Jelebu dated 8 December 1905, informed
      that the Resident was unable to recommend Braddon for any additional area of mining land. This was in
      contradiction with the suggestion made by the Warden of Mines, and pointed to a case of conflict between the
      Resident and the Warden of Mines.63 Although the Warden of Mines
      was given enough executive power under the Mining Enactment, and despite the fact that many decisions were made
      in the Resident’s Conference and Mining Conference, the fact remained that decisions could not be easily
      executed.
    


    Conflict between Cyril Ephraum and Acting Resident


    
      A similar case of conflict between investors and Resident surfaced again in the case of Cyril Ephraum’s
      application of 28 October 1905 for a prospecting licence over 500 acres of land in Seremban.64 The Acting Collector of Land Revenue, Seremban, in his letter dated 28
      October 1905 to the Secretary to Resident, Negeri Sembilan stated that Ephraum had applied for a prospecting
      licence over 500 acres of land in the Mukim of Seremban and requested the right to prospect the whole area,
      besides also requesting that the term of licence be limited to six months.
    


    
      The land applied for was hilly and the Collector of Land Revenue approved the entire area with the exception of
      the smallholdings held under approved applications. Ephraum did not hold any other mining land; and the Collector
      believed his mining operation would not damage agricultural lands.65
    


    
      The Acting Collector recommended that the application be approved upon the following terms:
    


    
      
        a    Fee of $25.00
      


      
        b    Term of licence – Six months
      


      
        c    Area to be selected would be 500 acres in two or three blocks
      


      
        d    Applicant to bear cost of demarcating the area to be prospected prior to issuance of licence
      


      
        e    Premium to be fixed when application was to be registered.
      

    


    
      In his letter to the Collector of Land Revenue, Seremban dated 11 November 1905, the Resident approved the
      application, agreeing to all the terms except the right to select land which would be limited to 100 acres only,
      instead of the 500 acres that was requested based on the area that was approved for prospecting.
    


    
      Ephraum in his letter of 20 November 1905 to the Collector of Land Revenue, Seremban expressed displeasure and
      claimed that his application was in line with the usual mining conditions. He highlighted the problems he would
      face if the Government did not consider his request. Firstly, he felt that six months was not sufficient to
      prospect an area of 500 acres. Secondly, he felt the Government was not being fair in approving only 100 acres
      when he was allowed to prospect 500 acres. Should the Resident insist on the disputed condition, Ephraum risked
      spending his time and money to the benefit of some other applicant.
    


    
      Ephraum also notified the Collector of Land Revenue that the demarcation work he had to undertake would take one
      year to complete. As regards survey, Ephraum complained that it was difficult for the government to define the
      fixed points of his land as there were no other private lands in the vicinity.
    


    
      Ephraum was also against the idea of the Government fixing the premium after he had completed the work and spent
      the money. There was a possibility that the Government would decide on a rate that Ephraum could not afford.
      Therefore he requested that the Collector of Land Revenue fix the premium well before any prospecting work could
      be started on the land.
    


    
      The Acting Resident, in his reply of 14 December 1905 to the Collector of Land Revenue, mentioned that the six
      months term was sufficient and that the applicant could always renew his application when he found it necessary.
      He was also not agreeable to Euphraum’s request to have the prospecting area reduced and to do away with survey.
      Demarcation of the land area had to be carried out in order to establish the necessary points to the satisfaction
      of the Collector of Land Revenue. The Resident fixed the premium on the selected area at $5 per acre.
    


    
      The exchanges between Ephraum, Collector of Land Revenue and Resident only serve to highlight the state of
      indifference that prevailed between all the parties concerned. The fact that the Acting Resident was not willing
      to allow more time for prospecting did not auger well for investors. The Collector of Land Revenue himself
      admitted it was against the provisions of the mining law that provided for more time to prospect land.66
    


    Conclusion


    
      From the above case studies, it is obvious that the British officials were indifferent to the promotion of
      capital investment in the Malay States, both in agriculture and mining sectors. Problems faced by planters
      included matters related to the irrigation scheme; the red tape involved in securing land from the Federal
      Department; rejection of loan grants for agricultural purposes; the Vehicle Enactment which disfavoured planters;
      the unsympathetic attitude of the officials to genuine investors who had invested a great deal to develop the
      state; unwise decisions by officials in the lowest hierarchy such as the DOs who put planters on a losing ground.
      Irrespective of the kind of problem faced by planters, there were always some officials in favour and others
      against. All these complexities clearly depict that the British administration of Negeri Sembilan, and the FMS in
      general, did not provide a reliable platform for private investors to nurture and expand their business interests
    


    
      In the mining sector, among the problems that confronted the investors were ill-judged decisions made by
      government officials. In the case of the Straits and General Development Company, whose land was forfeited and
      denied prospecting rights for years, the High Commissioner was sympathetic but the Resident was not. There were
      also cases when miners had serious problems with officials, especially the Resident, when they cancelled the
      application of land for mining even though it had the support of the DOs and the Warden of Mines. The Resident
      was usually disinclined to grant more time for land prospection although there was such a provision in the Mining
      Law of 1904.
    


    
      The above case studies reveal the fact that despite the benefit attributed to the Federation and its Scheme,
      British officials were unable to carry out a coordinated role in assisting investors in the best ways possible.
    


    Notes


    
      1    There seems to be controversy with regard to the original name of Negeri
      Sembilan. Many scholars disagree as to which districts made up the State of Negeri Sembilan. Newbold argues that
      Negeri Sembilan comprised Johol, Naning, Sungai Ujung, Jelebu, Rembau, Klang, Ulu Pahang and Jelai (Newbold,
      1839: 780). Martin Lister on the other hand substitutes Pasir Besar for Ulu Pahang (Lister, 1887: 35–36).
      Winstedt in his work (1934a) excludes Naning, Klang, Ulu Pahang and Jelai from Newbold’s list. Amarjit Kaur in
      her work states that today there are only six original states which comprise Negeri Sembilan. These states are
      Sri Menanti – incorporating the territories of Ulu Muar, Jempol, Gunung Pasir, Inas and Terachi – Sungai Ujung,
      Johol, Jelebu, Rembau and Tampin (Kaur, 1993: 107).
    


    
      2    In the Negeri Sembilan Treaty of 1895, the term confederation only refers to the
      combination of autonomous constituent states. The formation of modern Negeri Sembilan meant a closer union with
      the supremacy of a centralized government under the British Resident who managed a common budget.
    


    
      3    “A Memorandum upon the subject of Irrigation for the Resident-General”, CO 273/261 (2).
    


    
      4    Ibid. Ernest Woodford Birch (1857–1929) was born in Ceylon in 1857 and
      was the eldest son of J.W.W. Birch, first Resident of Perak. He was educated at Hartford Grammar School, Sydney College at Bath, Elstree School and Harrow. In 1874 he went to Oxford but his
      studies were cut short by the murder of his father in November 1875. He had a two year attachment with the
      Colonial Office from 1876–1878 and at the same time served as a cadet in the Straits Civil Service. He served as
      Second Assistant Colonial Secretary and then Magistrate, Malacca, 1878–1892; Selangor Lands Department and Acting
      Resident, 1892–1893; Government Secretary, Perak, 1893–1897; Acting Resident and then Resident, Negeri Sembilan,
      1897–1899; Governor of North Borneo Company 1901–1904; and Resident Perak, 1904–1910, from which post he retired
      (see Burns, 1971: 3–5; Ghosh, 1977: 51; Gullick, 1992: 362).
    


    
      Birch fostered good relations with the natives and he was also sympathetic to their cause. This was also brought
      to light by Lim Teck Ghee in his work, Peasants and Their Agricultural Economy in Colonial Malaya, when
      he fought for the right of peasants to participate in the rubber boom (Lim Teck Ghee, 1977: 78). This was also
      noticeable when he was the Governor of North Borneo when he pushed for the Government to review the policy of
      taxation so that the indigenous and foreigners would gain from the system. “He initiated a series of basic
      reforms which were to have profound effect on indigenous society and administration” (Ranjit, 1986: 151). Birch
      reflected the same attitude in Negeri Sembilan in 1896 when he fought strongly for rice cultivation among the
      Malays. According to Burns:
    


    
      
        His long and continuous interest in the Malay matters, both as a scholar and as an administrator, brought him
        to the forefront of the Pro-Malay campaign. Indeed, he was the architect of some of the most important
        proposals concerning the Malays. His most significant contribution was to Malay education, especially his
        scheme for the creation of the Malay Residential school.
      


      
        (Burns, 1971: 4)
      

    


    
      There are scholars who have been critical of Birch, i.e. J.S. Sidhu (1980) and Heussler (1981) who feels he did
      not do anything noteworthy but the cases highlighted above could shed a positive light on him.
    


    
      5    Ibid.
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      8    Ibid. Resident-General to Acting High Commissioner, dated 27 April 1900,
      CO 273/261 (2).
    


    
      9    Letter from High Commissioner to Colonial Office, dated 17 May 1900,
      “Irrigation”, CO 273/261 (2).
    


    
      10    Colonial Office Minutes, 10 June 1900, CO 273/261(2).
    


    
      11    By 1897, the Federated Malay States had many Federal posts such as
      Magistrates, Attorney-General, Commandant Malay States (Sikhs), Chief Engineer, Chief Railway Engineer, Chief
      Auditor, Chief Surgeon, Chief Surveyor, Chief Commissioner of Lands and Mines, Commissioner of Police and
      Prisons, Inspector of Schools and Inspector of Posts and Telegraphs (Federation Scheme, Clause 18). By early
      1904, the Federal Departmental posts included Federal Secretary, Commandant, Financial Commissioner, Director of
      Public Works, General Manager for Railways, Commissioner of Police, Director of Forests, Director of Posts and
      Telegraph, Inspector of Schools, Chief Surveyor, Protector of Labour, Director of the Medical Research and
      Director of Museum (MM, 14 December 1904).
    


    
      12    The Federation Scheme Clause No. 18 stated that:
    


    
      
        the officers named in Paragraphs 12 to 17 [Magistrates, Attorney-General, Commandant Malay States Sikhs, Chief
        Engineer, Chief Railway Engineer, Chief Auditor, Chief Surgeon, Chief Surveyor, Chief Commissioner of Lands
        and Mines, Commissioner of Police and Prisons, Inspector of Schools and
        Inspector of Posts and Telegraphs] will communicate direct with the Residents, and will be generally
        responsible for their Departments in each State, the local Head of the Department being directly responsible
        for his Department in the State where he is stationed. These Chief Officers will also correspond direct with
        the Resident-General and take their instructions from him, but they can issue no orders to their Departments in
        any State that are opposed to the ruling of the local Resident. When any difference arises between a Resident
        and the Head of any Department it must be referred to the Resident-General, and until a decision is received
        from him or from the Governor, the Resident’s ruling must stand.
      


      
        (Scheme for the Administrative Federation of the Protected Malay States, Correspondence Respecting the
        Federation of the Protected Malay States, Legislative Council Proceeding, 1896)
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      Part VI, Clause 108 of the Enactment says, “It shall be incumbent on the Warden to direct and control, so far as
      possible, all mines on lands already alienated for mining purposes” (Federated Malay States, Enactment No. 19, of
      1904, An Enactment to Amend the Law Relating to Mining).
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      66    Part III, Clause 53, Mining Enactment 1904 state that:
    


    
      
        Every licence shall convey to the licensee the prior right to select and receive a lease for a block of mining
        land, of an area to be determined by the Resident and stated in the license, in the event of the Resident being
        satisfied that the licensee has done a sufficient amount of prospecting work to entitle him to such land.
      


      
        The enactment makes room for the miner to take time to prospect, as determined by the Resident. If the Resident
        were to limit the time of prospecting, then it would not have been fair to the prospector.
      

    

  


  
    
      6      British
      Economic Involvement in Pahang

    


    
      British intervention in Pahang opened the door for European concession hunters to acquire more lands in the field
      of mining and agriculture.1 The intervention in the state was
      caused by the civil war which saw conflicts between Wan Ahmad and Wan Mutahir. Wan Ahmad who claimed to be the
      rightful heir succeeded in winning the Bendahara’s office from Mutahir.2 He assumed the title of Sultan in 1883, but found it extremely difficult to control the
      powerful up-river chiefs. The fight between the conflicting parties caused instability, thus prompting investors
      in the mining settlement to request British protection.
    


    
      Prior to British intervention, the Malay Rulers in the state were giving away concessions to locals and
      foreigners. Strangely enough, the same concessions were given to different individuals.3 Prior to formal intervention, 39 concessions were given to foreigners, and
      this encompassed some four fifths of the entire territory of Pahang.4 There was a lack of coordination among rulers with regard to granting of concessions.
      Chinese, Malay and European concession hunters were making their bid in Pahang before 1896 and this is traceable
      as far back as 1882, when the Maharaja of Johore acquired concessions in Pahang through his solicitors, Messrs
      Rodyk and Davidson.5 The Chinese also acquired a number of
      concessions from the Bendahara of Pahang. In 1883, Lim Ah Sam acquired 2,000 miles of land for planting and
      mining. Besides two other Chinese partners, Lim had a Dutch partner by the name of Lows de Dekker (who was also
      the financier of the mining industry in Perak). In 1884, Walter Knaggs, who was the manager of a sugar estate in
      Province Wellesley until 1873, obtained a concession in Raub. George Scaife, a tailor, acquired two concessions
      for a term of 75 years on some other terms (Thio, 1957: 52).
    


    
      What worried the British was that Wan Ahmad, the Bendahara, seemed to be giving away concessions without
      considering the rights of the territorial chiefs and the Chinese miners who were working on the land (Gopinath,
      1991: 76–78). Eunice Thio summed up this problem as not only retarding the economic development of Pahang but
      also as intensifying the conflict between the local Residents and concessionaires (Thio, 1957: 52).
    


    
      The situation was such as to cause defiance among the Residents to orders from the Colonial Office not to
      interfere in the Malay States. They saw in the institutions of the Sultanate a
      stumbling block to progress. They were bent on, in the words of Allen, “eliminating certain institutions which
      were incompatible, in their Victorian eyes, with progress” (Allen, 1964: 52). In order to restrain Wan Ahmad’s
      irresponsible action, the British induced him to sign a Treaty on 8 October 1887 with Sir Frederick Weld,
      Governor of the Straits Settlements. Henceforth, the British had complete control over land concessions in
      Pahang. The relevant clause read as follows:
    


    
      
        The Raja of Pahang undertakes on his part that he will not without the knowledge and consent of Her Majesty’s
        Government negotiate any Treaty or enter into any engagement with any foreign state, or interfere in the
        politics of administration of any native state or make any grant or concession to other than British subjects
        or British Companies or persons of Chinese, Malay or other Oriental race, or enter into any political
        correspondence with any foreign state. It is further agreed that if occasion should arise for political
        correspondence between His Highness the Raja and any foreign state, such correspondence shall be conducted
        through Her Majesty’s Government to whom His Highness makes over the guidance and control of his foreign
        relations.
      


      
        (Allen, Stockwell and Wright, 1981: 350–353)
      

    


    
      It is clear that even before the formation of the Federated Malay States, Pahang had attracted large numbers of
      foreign investors mainly because its ruler was said to be liberal and concessionaires were allowed to resell
      their concessions for a profit. Surprisingly, with a centralized system of government, particularly from 1896 to
      1909, local investors and foreign concessionaires in the state ran into problems when their various land
      applications in the state were muddled through conflicts which existed among British officials in the imperial
      hierarchy; the Colonial Office, the High Commissioner, British officials. This chapter traces some of the
      conflicts and evaluates the extent to which such conflict served to obstruct Western enterprises in the
      agriculture and mining sectors of Pahang.
    


    Agriculture


    
      Pahang was another state which was also involved in agriculture. The crops widely cultivated were coffee,
      coconut, tapioca, paddy and rubber. Many syndicates were involved in these ventures, the prominent ones being
      Liang Syndicate (coffee) in 1897; Messrs Price, Boustead and Company (coconut) in 1900; Duff Coconut Plantation
      (coconut) in 1901 and Bibby and Ruxton (rubber) in 1905. The total acreage for each of these crops increased
      every year, contributing to the state revenue through land tax. Table 6.1 shows the principal estates, crops, amount of land alienated for agriculture and the
      revenue gained in Pahang from 1896–1909.
    


    
      
        Table  6.1     Agriculture
        in Pahang, 1896–1909
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        Source: Annual Report Pahang, 1895–1909; Annual Report, Federated Malay States, 1895–1909;
        Pahang Government Gazette, 1896–1909; Manual of Statistics Relating to Federated Malay
        States, 1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: * n.a. – not available
      

    


    
      As in the case of the other states, problems among officials, as well as
      between officials and investors took place in Pahang too. These conflicts resulted in investors having to face a
      number of problems such as in securing approval for their land applications, especially when the decisions of the
      officials often contradicted with the objectives of encouraging capital inflow into the state. All such cases,
      which are to be discussed subsequently, challenged the impression that commercial elites and the political
      authorities of the FMS played complementary roles in boosting the agricultural sector of Pahang.
    


    Conflict among officials


    High Commissioner and Colonial Office


    
      The conflict between the High Commissioner and the Colonial Office with regard to agricultural initiatives was
      evident in the state of Pahang. Although the policy of the Colonial Office was to encourage agricultural
      undertakings both among foreigners and locals, this did not seem to be the case in practice.6 Through the Land Enactment of 1897, the State Government in 1899 approved
      50 acres of land to Messrs Price, Boustead and Company of London to work on a coconut plantation at Kuala Pahang.
      The law allowed for the Sultan in Council to approve land in favour of permanent residents. Forty thousand acres
      of agricultural land were alienated to various companies on payment of compensation to the native
      holders.7
    


    
      In the early twentieth century, more land was granted to foreign companies. In 1900, the Société des Etains de
      Kinta was granted a prospecting licence for the whole of Pahang, with a right to take up 1,000 acres of land on
      lease.8 Another British official
      who was given a generous grant of land was R.W. Duff9 who opened up
      a coconut plantation in Pekan District at Kuala Pahang. Duff utilised five hundred acres of land for this
      purpose. According to the Acting British Resident, Duff believed that this initiative would induce the natives to
      set up similar plantations. In 1902, it was reported that the production of rice in the FMS was 14,000,000
      gantangs with Pahang contributing half the amount.10
      Rubber too attracted foreign investors. In 1909, the area under agriculture in the state was 18,612 acres, of
      which some 1,791 acres were cultivated in 1908, with rubber.11
    


    
      The irony of the above case was that Frank Swettenham, the High Commissioner, argued that the Malays were
      reluctant to participate in the economic activities of the state like their other Asian counterparts. The truth
      was that the British never made any serious attempts to draw the Malays into the mainstream agriculture economy.
      This reflected the conflict between the laissez-faire policy adopted by the Colonial Office and the policy of the
      local officials, especially the High Commissioner. Frank Swettenham’s argument was that:
    


    
      
        The industrial development of these states under British protection has, it is plain, made great strides, while
        its agricultural development (mainly on European lines) is rapidly advancing. The pity is that the natives –
        the Malays not sharing as fully as is desirable in the general prosperity which is chiefly the work of, and to
        the advantage of, the alien population which that protection attracts in increasing number to their
        country.12
      

    


    
      The fact is that the High Commissioner and the other officials did not make any serious effort to encourage
      native participation in the agricultural sector on a wide scale. This could be evidenced from Table 6.1, which shows that from 1896–1909 the firms that were granted
      the right to cultivate agricultural crops were mainly Europeans and Chinese.
    


    
      If the High Commissioner had been sincere, he should have made serious efforts to encourage the cultivation of
      rubber among the Malays, but this was not done. His justification that the Malays were not participating actively
      in agriculture served only to highlight the lack of affirmative action to encourage them.
    


    Resident and Resident-General


    
      Conflict arose between the Resident and the Resident-General on a matter relating to the granting of a concession
      to fell timber to Tan Hay Seng, a Chinese from Singapore.13 The
      problem could be traced from 1888, when he was granted a concession in 1888 and the exclusive right to fell
      timber on the banks of the Pahang River from Kuala Bera to Kuala Pahang. The concession was sold to the Pahang
      Exploration and Development Company, which was subsequently reconstituted as the Straits General and Development
      Company. The documents relating to the transfer were not registered by the original holder (Tan Hay Seng), or
      either of the above named companies. In 1890, 1891 and for short periods in
      1892 and 1893, the Pahang Exploration and Development Company carried out the work of felling timber based on the
      concession that was granted. In the middle of 1894, the concession was abandoned and the machinery and other
      plants formerly erected at Kuala Pahang were removed to Singapore.
    


    
      Since the Company had no locus standi owing to the fact that the concession had never been registered;
      that the Company had abandoned all work on the concession for a long period of time, and also for the want of
      reason to believe that any assumption of work on a scale sufficient to warrant the holding of so large an area
      was in contemplation, the Resident requested the approval of the Resident-General to sanction the proposal to
      advise the Sultan to cancel the concession.14 The Resident-General
      was not in favour of cancelling the concession but wanted the Resident to inform the Sultan that the mistake was
      of his own making. The Resident-General wanted the Resident to convince the Sultan that the latter had much to
      lose by making liberal concessions. According to the Resident-General:
    


    
      
        It is a very marvelous concession and takes from you [Resident] all power of useful action. The best thing you
        can do is to take the paper to the Sultan and explain to him that having given away the resources of his
        country for something less than a mess of pottage he has deprived his advisers of the opportunity of making him
        a suitable allowance.15
      

    


    
      Therefore, according to the Resident, the said concession was not registered in accordance with the regulations
      introduced in 1889 to regulate the large grants made by the Sultan of Pahang prior to the introduction of the
      Residential System.16 Prior to British intervention in Pahang, a
      notification was published by the Colonial Secretary, by which all would-be concessionaires were warned that the
      Government reserved for itself the right to repudiate or modify the terms of any concessions granted by any
      native ruler in states not then under the protection of Great Britain, should such states subsequently come under
      British protection. This notification was republished with a special view to warn the swarms of concessionaires
      then rushing into Pahang. It cannot, therefore, be maintained that the concessionaires in Pahang were not fairly
      warned of what to expect.
    


    
      The Resident-General seemed to have an upper hand, when by right the Resident who understood the local situation
      should have had the final say. The abovementioned case clearly shows that the Resident-General was unable to
      understand the predicament faced by the Resident, the man on the ground who had an understanding of the real
      issues involved in promoting investment in the state. The case also highlights the fact that the Resident did not
      have the executive power in the affairs of the state as stated in the Federation Treaty. The exercise of
      regulatory power by the Resident-General caused the Resident of Pahang to suffer a lack of administrative
      freedom, thereby further accentuating the situation with another dimension of conflict.
    


    Mining


    
      Pahang was reputed in pre-modern history to be a rich source of minerals such as gold and tin. In the early
      period the mines were worked by the Malays and later by the Chinese and Europeans. Tin deposits were mined
      extensively in the district of Ulu Tembeling and gold was mined in the district of Raub. Pahang exported gold
      worth 830,666 pound sterling in the early twentieth century (Fermor, 1940: 43). Table 6.2 shows the minerals, principal mines, amount of land alienated for mining and the
      revenue gained in Pahang from 1896–1909.
    


    
      
        Table  6.2     Mining in Pahang, 1895–1909
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        Source: Annual Report, Pahang & Annual Report, Federated Malay States, 1895–1909;
        Pahang Gazette, 1896–1909; Manual of Statistics Relating to Federated Malay States,
        1904–1909.
      


      
        Note: * n.a. – not available
      

    


    
      The rapid growth in gold mining activities in the late eighteenth century was not without controversies in which
      there had been serious differences of opinion, not only between the FMS officials and investors, but also among
      administrators. It was difficult to think of the FMS administration as responsive and business-friendly when it
      was not wholly hospitable for European investors, nor even for the Malay Rulers. The following discussion will
      look into the conflict among the parties concerned from 1896–1909.
    


    Conflict among officials


    Conflict between Colonial Office and High Commissioner


    
      The conflict between the Colonial Office and the High Commissioner surfaced in the case involving Pahang
      Corporation even before the British intervened in 1888.17 It was
      related to the official Straits Settlements notice of 1885, which stipulated that for the present and in the
      future, the Government reserved for itself complete liberty in handling matters relating to concessions granted
      by native rulers. The concessions given by the Sultan to the British concessionaires were considered null and
      void; and concessionaires were also not permitted to lease their land to other concession hunters. The Colonial
      Office favoured the granting of concessions in Pahang and objected to Governor Sir Frederick Weld’s interference
      in obstructing the Company from awarding concessions to investors. The Governor was not happy, and therefore
      wrote to Sir Robert Meade, the Assistant Undersecretary of the Colonial Office to express his displeasure.
      According to the Governor, “If all the concessions granted by the Sultan of Pahang were to be truly recognized, …
      the development of Pahang would be greatly retarded” (Thio, 1957: 69).
    


    
      In this particular case, the Governor was right when he objected to the Colonial Office’s decision. He knew what
      was happening on the ground and foresaw problems that would be faced by the British who sought to legitimise the
      Company’s action. Approving the action of the Company meant granting of concessions to the same person. Hugh
      Clifford, the Resident had himself written to the Secretary of State in London highlighting the complaint he
      received with regard to the policy of the Sultan. According to him:
    


    
      
        These concessions too are very likely to
        lead to future complications as so far no survey has been made of them, and except in some few instances, the
        boundaries are vague and admit of misunderstanding. The Bendahara too is utterly in the dark as to what has
        been given and what yet remains to him and as Tuan Itam and Haji Mat Nah only look to make money and care
        nothing for the future, it is to be anticipated that the same land will be given away to more than one
        applicant without the Bendahara realizing that he has done so.18
      

    


    
      A major problem was that the Directors of the Company wielded influence over the Colonial Office. The officials
      of the Colonial Office, Sir Robert Herbert (Permanent Lower Secretary) and Sir Robert Meade (Assistant Lower
      Secretary) sided with the Company. Both of them were of the opinion that the Straits Settlements had no right to
      interfere with concessions granted by the Sultan to British citizens. The appeal of the Pahang Corporation for
      British intervention in Pahang was backed by the Association of Straits Settlements representing English
      concessionaires. They wrote to the Colonial Office requesting the Secretary of State for the Colonies to give due
      protection to trading interests. The Colonial Office proceeded to cancel the High Commissioner’s notice of 1885
      (Wong Geok Lan, 1990: 166).
    


    
      The Director of the Pahang Company Limited did manage to influence the British Government to intervene in Pahang.
      The change in policy on the part of the Colonial Office was aimed at protecting investors in the state. It was
      evident that there were hands behind the curtain that influenced the British Government’s intervention in Pahang.
      From the beginning, Herbet and Meade believed that the Straits government did not have the right to interfere
      with the concessions and rejected the notice which was said to curb mongering.
    


    
      Cases of conflict between the Colonial Office and British officials surfaced again in the early twentieth century
      when Frank Swettenham, the Resident-General of the FMS was not willing to comply with Circular No. 20, 1899 which
      disallowed European officials from owning land and investing money in states other than those in which they
      served. In 1901, he was ordered by the Secretary of State to give up his shares in both the Raub Gold Mines,
      Pahang and Justice Cooper’s Syndicate. Swettenham requested that the rules be relaxed. Allen who studied the
      matter holds the opinion that Swettenham was actually trying to accumulate wealth for himself. “[H]is enthusiasm
      for prosperity was not entirely altruistic, … he was constantly striving to increase his own prosperity …, even
      if he had to defy colonial regulations to do it” (Allen, 1972: 5).
    


    
      In this particular case it was obvious that the Colonial Office recognized the importance of such a law for
      investors who desired to invest in the Malay States. If officials were to have been allowed to freely invest in
      the Malay States, they would have used their influence to acquire wealth. The fact that Frank Swettenham did not
      agree with the Colonial Office’s decision did not augur well for his stature.
      It also showed that there was a strong possibility that Swettenham could easily reject further orders from the
      Colonial Office, to the detriment of his own personal interest. Frank Swettenham finally retired as the Governor
      of the Federated Malay States in 1903 when his attempt to persuade the Colonial Office to relax on regulations
      governing ownership of land and investment by colonial officials failed. He was told that if he wished to invest
      in the Malay States, he would have to be transferred elsewhere as Governor or retire altogether (Allen, 1972:
      13).
    


    
      There was yet another case which brought to light the conflict between the High Commissioner and the Colonial
      Office. The said case came to light when Joseph Chamberlain, the Secretary of State for Colonies, complained
      about the favourable terms of lease enjoyed by the Malayan Pahang Concession Company.19 The Company was accused of holding an unfair monopoly on mining rights. Chamberlain objected
      to an “indefinite quantity of land being indefinitely locked up in the hands of a particular syndicate who
      neither work themselves nor allow others to work”.20
    


    
      The Malayan Pahang Company was said to have denied the other companies of their right to invest; and this
      according to Chamberlain, contradicted with the policy of the Colonial Office to encourage more commercial
      enterprise in the Malay States. C.B. Mitchell, the Governor of the Straits Settlements, in his letter of 12 June
      1896 wrote that the terms of the concession should be retained, as he felt that such policy actually helped the
      Company to reap huge profits. These cases reflect the conflict between the Governor who supported the monopoly of
      individual companies, and the stand of the Colonial Office. In other words the Governor was accused of
      encouraging monopolies as opposed to free enterprise in the Malay States.
    


    High Commissioner and Resident


    
      There were also cases of conflict between the High Commissioner and the Resident with regard to the granting of
      concessions to foreigners in Pahang. The case involving J.B. Leech’s application of 24 December 1896 for a
      prospecting licence over 200 square miles of land in Pahang might appear insignificant.21 However, the case is important in showing the kind of conflict that
      existed in the approaches of officials at different levels of the colonial hierarchy when his application on
      behalf of the Malayan Pahang Exploration Company invited dissenting opinions among the officials. In Leech’s
      letter of 21 January 1897, the Resident of Pahang said that the Government could not make any further grants
      without reference to precedents. He cited the example of an earlier application by the Penjom Company that was
      rejected. He saw no reason why a Company that was formed much later should be treated differently to suit the
      wishes of the High Commissioner. The High Commissioner on the other hand felt that the remote portion of Pahang
      that was being proposed for exploration would remain unexplored if encouragement were not given. This issue again
      reflected the differences of opinion between the High Commissioner and the
      Resident. Although the Resident was able to make a wiser decision, the High Commissioner had the final say.
    


    Resident and Legal Adviser


    
      The development of British agricultural and mining activities in the Malay States led to conflict between the
      Legal Adviser and the Resident. Although the Resident was only the de facto ruler in the state, the
      Legal Adviser interpreted the Resident’s actions in the light of the Constitution.
    


    
      Before the state had come under British protection (8 October 1888), the Sultan had set the precedent of granting
      numerous concessions to various individuals. After intervention it was decided, however, that every concession
      should be registered, and a circular was addressed to each concessionaire, informing him about the terms under
      which the Government was prepared to recognize his grant. Conflicts were therefore inevitable.
    


    
      In line with the new policy, on 12 April 1898 a letter was addressed to Tan Heng Seng, owner of the Tersang, Bra
      and Cherangsing concession.22 The Resident of Pahang in his report
      mentioned that the Government only recognized concessions where the concessionaires could prove that they could
      work the land and increase the labour. The Resident felt that Heng Seng failed to work timber on a sufficient
      scale although the three-year term had been extended to nine years. The new policy of the Government was to only
      recognize the concession to the full extent that the Company concerned could show proof that it could work. It
      was strongly felt that the concession should be cancelled if the Company could not provide sufficient employment
      opportunities.23
    


    
      Such rulings were a hindrance to local concession hunters wanting to explore the Malay States. When the matter
      was brought to the attention of the Legal Adviser, he felt that it was the right of the Sultan and the
      concessionaire to do what they wanted and that the British should not interfere. The Resident-General, on the
      other hand, felt that he had the right to cancel the concession when the concessionaire did not work the land as
      was expected of him. In this particular case, the problem arose from attempts by the Residents and
      Resident-General to impose new laws against the wishes of the concessionaires. These new terms contradicted with
      the original terms of concession that the concessionaires had procured from the Malay Rulers before British
      intervention.
    


    
      The Legal Adviser was of the opinion that the Sultan was an independent sovereign who was free to act as he
      wished. The problem here was the differing viewpoints of the Legal Adviser and the Resident. The British
      Resident, Hugh Clifford, insisted on denying the Sultan his traditional right. The Resident-General, to whom
      Clifford forwarded the matter, referred the case to the Acting High Commissioner, inquiring on the subject of
      cancellation of the Pahang Bera Timber Concession (15 August 1898). The High Commissioner referred the matter to
      T.H. Kersaw, the Legal Adviser, who replied that, “You [Resident-General] might
      allow this one also to be cancelled, though I do not feel very confident that the cancellation would be upgraded,
      should the matter come into count, or go before the Secretary of State”.24
    


    
      The case of the Legal Adviser having the upper hand in matters of the state came to the fore again with regard to
      Penjom Company’s concession in the state (dated 21 February 1899).25 The Resident wondered why the payment for the Penjom Mining Company was made to the Sultan
      and not to the British officials. A number of questions were raised and the answer given by T.H. Kershaw, the
      Legal Adviser, Federated Malay States was that the Sultan had every right to settle the issue by himself in his
      private capacity. The courts of the state were expected to decide on such matters of disputes. In other words the
      Resident could not interfere.
    


    Conflict between Investors and Officials


    Conflict between Malay Peninsula Company Limited and Resident


    
      In another case of conflict between British officials and the corporate sector, the Resident cancelled the
      concession granted to the Malay Peninsula Prospecting Company Limited,26 which operated under the Raub Concession in the three localities of Yong, Gunong Rajah and
      Tenom. This particular concession was cancelled on 11 January 1896. The Directors of the Company argued that the
      concession should be continued on the basis that large amounts of money (30,707.43 pound sterling) had already
      been spent on the Raub Concession. Added to that, the Company had opened a gold mine near the Raub Australian
      Gold Mining Company and had sent their Mining Superintendent to Australia to procure additional machinery, which
      was prevented only by the outbreak of the Pahang disturbances in December 1891. The disturbances had closed the
      country to enterprise of every description. The Company felt that the Pahang Government showed no consideration
      for its plight, and that the notification of 27 December 1893 by the Sultan who acted on the advice of the
      British Resident was not fair.
    


    
      In yet another argument forwarded by the Company, it claimed that the Resident was oblivious to the problems
      confronting the state. The reason given for cancelling the concession was that large tracts of the country could
      not be allowed to remain closed any longer. On the other hand, the Company argued that the government had
      discredited it by rushing to cancel the concession even before mining works were to yet to be fully restored
      following the civil war in Pahang.
    


    
      The Company wanted its concession to be restored, and warned that should the British Government fail to do so,
      the result would be an alienation of confidence in the British Government and a discouragement to enterprises in
      countries that were subjected to the authority of a British Resident.27 On 22 September 1894, the Directors of the Company complained to Lord Ripon, the Secretary
      of the State, that Sir Cecil Clementi Smith, the late Governor of the Straits
      Settlements, had influenced the British Resident of Pahang to advise the Sultan of Pahang to withdraw from them
      certain rights which the Sultan had conferred even before British protection was extended to Pahang. The
      Company’s contention was that its operations had benefited the state of Pahang. As a result of the prospecting
      operations, Australian miners had been introduced into Pahang and had been at work in Raub for some years. These
      miners had also developed a considerable and exceedingly hopeful mining industry in the territories of the Malay
      Peninsula. They had produced reports and useful maps of the gold-bearing districts of Pahang.
    


    
      The Company’s contention was that the recently formulated Mining Regulations of the State of Pahang were not
      suitable to so undeveloped a country as Pahang, and were entirely inapplicable to a commercial concern such as
      the Malay Peninsula Prospecting Company. They claimed that the Company had obtained its concessions, and spent
      money on them, even prior to the advent of British influence in Pahang; that it was formed solely as a
      prospecting and not as a mining company; that its capital was subscribed by Straits traders on the understanding
      that the Company should prospect in an undeveloped country; and finally, that its prospecting operations had
      resulted in the establishment of a gold-mining industry in Pahang. Notwithstanding this, the Government – meaning
      the British Resident of Pahang – wanted to cancel the Company’s mining rights in the areas of Yong, Gunong-Rajah
      and Tenom.
    


    
      The outcries from the shareholders of the Company reflected reasonable fears of being issued with a further
      notice of cancellation that would hamper it from continuing its business as a prospecting company:
    


    
      
        The Company has been from time to time, and still is, in communication with capitalists and miners, with the
        object of inducing them to engage in mining in the territories of Raub; but when these people ask – as they
        always do ask – whether the Company can guarantee a title free from Government interference, the Company has
        invariably to give an unsatisfactory answer. The Company is in fact prevented, by fear of interference with its
        tenure, from following out with ardour and confidence, its legitimate business as an intermediary between
        miners and mining land. And it is prevented from doing so at a time when there is better reason than formerly
        to hope that, with the assurance of a good title, its efforts might be successful. What we ask is that Your
        Excellency will explicitly confirm the Malay Peninsula Prospecting Company in undisputed possession of its
        mining rights over Raub, for the full period of time set forth in the Sultan’s lease dated 6th April 1887.28
      

    


    
      The above case brings to light the unsympathetic attitude of the British towards genuine investors in Pahang.
      This particular problem should not have arisen at a time when the British were encouraging investments in the
      Malay States. At the time when the Malay Peninsula Prospecting Company made the applications, there were also
      other companies which made similar applications and were granted land on
      similar conditions. These companies included the Pahang Central Tin and Exploration Company Ltd, Serau Mining
      Syndicate, North Pahang Prospecting Syndicate and Bukit Tujoh Syndicate. None of these companies complained to
      the Colonial Office; they merely complied with the new regulations. The Peninsula Prospecting Company was the
      exception, thereby opening Pandora’s Box.
    


    Conflict between Raub Company and Resident


    
      There was also a conflict between the Pahang Resident, Hugh Clifford and the Raub Company, the only company
      mining gold on an extensive basis in Malaya. The issue was with regard to complaints made by the Raub Company in
      1897 that part of its concession was withdrawn by the government to be used as a site for a township and to curb
      squatters. The Company complained to the Resident-General. However, the Resident justified his action by claiming
      that it was based on Clause 3 of the lease agreement: “the Government may resume the whole or any portion of the
      land if it shall hereafter be required for making roads and water course or any public purpose”.29
    


    
      What is important to note in this case is that the Resident made decisions without considering the negative
      repercussions. Contrary to the government’s liberal policy to encourage capital investment, the stipulations of
      the lease agreement obstructed the activities of foreign and British firms. Although this move was aimed to deal
      with squatter problems, it was important that investors were duly consulted.
    


    
      Since the Resident-General had failed to solve the issue, the Raub concessionaires complained directly to Joseph
      Chamberlain, Secretary of State for the Colonies, that their right to acquire land for town allotment had been
      denied by the British Resident. C.B.H. Mitchell, the High Commissioner, was not pleased with the decision of the
      Company to communicate directly with the Colonial Office. Mitchell highlighted the problems that could occur if
      the Colonial Office decided to stop mining activities in the state pending report.30 If the land were to be sold, it would be impossible to stop the work at a time when houses
      for the workers were being built, and the workers were in the process of settling down.
    


    
      The problem highlighted the fact that investors too could put the administrators in a difficult position because
      they knew very well that the final say in the matters of the state did not rest with the Resident,
      Resident-General or High Commissioner. Investors had a higher authority to which to address their grievances. In
      such a situation, it only led the investors, in this case the Raub Company, to use arm twisting tactics to make
      life difficult for the officials.
    


    
      When the Company took the complaint to a higher level, it only served to hamper development and expose the lack
      of executive powers among British officials in the Malay States. The Federation of 1896 was not able to clearly
      define the executive power of the Resident, Resident-General and High Commissioner. This gave an excuse for
      grievances to be brought directly to the attention of the higher authority,
      although the matter should have been settled at the state level.
    


    Conflict between Planters, District Officers and Surveyors


    
      Conflict between District Officers and surveyors and the business community, especially the planters, came to the
      fore once again in the early twentieth century. This time the problem was with regard to the role of surveyors in
      awarding land to miners. As there were not many surveyors in Pahang, the applicant found that when the surveys
      had been completed there was insufficient land to satisfy all the claims; and they were obliged to accept land of
      a slightly different nature than originally applied for (MM, 18 September 1902).
    


    
      One such problem was in the case of applications approved by the District Officer in Raub. Since the district was
      large it was impossible for the holders to obtain some adjacent lands without a survey. This led to lengthy
      disputes and litigation especially when the District Officer was transferred to another district. There was also
      a problem of holders not fully developing their lands even after prospecting licences were issued.
    


    
      In this case, the problem faced by planters was caused by inefficiency on the part of the surveyor and DOs who
      approved lands as they wished. This led to applicants coming into conflict with each other (MM, 18
      September, 1902) even after prospecting licences were issued. In this case, the problem faced by planters was due
      to inefficiency on the part of the surveyor and DOs land as they liked. This might have also led to many gold
      deposits throughout Pahang remaining undiscovered.
    


    Conflict between Collector of Land Revenue and Commissioner of Lands and Mines


    
      Problems between British officials and planters also arose because of the loose clauses in the Federation
      Agreement of 1895. The Agreement failed to draw the line with regard to the executive power between the
      Commissioner of Lands and Mines, Federated Malay States (a federal post) and Collector of Land Office, Pahang.
      Such was evident in Pahang.
    


    
      There were also problems when the Commissioner of Lands and Mines, reported that Mr. D.H. Wise, the Acting
      British Resident of Pahang had issued memoranda of instructions to Land Officers in Pahang aimed at streamlining
      policies along the lines of Perak and Selangor (MM, 1 December, 1897). In practice, the Commissioner of
      Lands and Mines saw common flaws in matters relating to land policies in many of the districts in Pahang. This
      simply meant that the Resident was not carrying out instructions from the Federal Department in Kuala Lumpur. In
      the case of Pekan district, it was reported that the agricultural titles for the entire district were in the form
      of Malay certificates. The documents did not have any sketch or plan and did not disclose important details.
    


    
      In addition, agreements for leases had been issued for building lots –
      something not permissible by regulation. The same problem was seen in the district of Kuala Lipis. The leases
      given to land applicants did not have a plan to show the details of the land including boundaries or distances.
      The state that was most affected was Temerloh. The Collector also did not classify the memoranda of transactions
      according to serial numbers, a natural procedure that would occur to anyone who took the trouble to give the
      matter a second thought. There was negligence in the manner in which the memoranda of transfer had been certified
      by the Collector. The memorandum had to be signed by the person executing the transfer; his signature was then
      witnessed by the Collector or another competent official, and the Collector’s signature was entered at the end of
      the certificate of registration (MM, 1 December, 1897). Unfortunately, very few of the memoranda in the
      Temerloh Office had been duly completed in this manner. Some of these documents had been signed by the vendor,
      but there was no attesting signature; despite this, the transfers were registered.
    


    
      There were also cases where the vendor had not signed at all; the space left for signature was blank; yet the
      Collector had signed as a witness to a non-existent signature, declaring that a name which had never been written
      at all had been put on the paper in his presence. After doing this he had registered the document as duly
      executed (MM, 1 December, 1897).
    


    
      In brief it could be summarised that problems surfaced as a result of direct communication between the Federal
      Commissioner of Lands and the Collector of Lands in the respective states. Such problems came to the fore because
      although the state was under the jurisdiction of the Resident, he was unable to assert his authority. In actual
      fact, the chain of command was the High Commissioner, followed by the Resident-General, the Resident, the
      District Officers and lastly the District Collectors. In practice, however, the demarcation of power between the
      Federal and State governments was unclear. This served only to hinder the development of the Malay States.
      Conflicts such as this did not help the investors in any way.
    


    Conflict between Pahang Corporation and Resident, Resident-General, High Commissioner and
    Colonial Office


    
      The conflict between the Pahang Corporation, a mining venture under European management, and the British
      officials was related to what was considered the right of the Pahang Corporation to build a tramway to link the
      Malay States. When the Company was formed, it was granted many privileges, but from the moment it was in
      operation, various obstacles were imposed on its activities.31 The
      obstacles included restrictions against applications for land that exceeded 100 square miles. Another obstacle
      was the need to survey land at the expense of the Corporation within two years of obtaining approval. In addition
      to these obstacles, the Government had the liberty, within two years, to
      acquire land surveyed at the investors’ own expenses, for the purpose of building roads or railway, without
      notification.
    


    
      The problem between the Company and the officials became serious when the Pahang Corporation made an official
      request for financial assistance for a railway extension into and through the state of Pahang.32 John Anderson, the High Commissioner, in his letter dated 21 May 1904 to
      the Secretary of State informed that he was against such a proposal. According to him, “Government’s assistance
      to the Pahang Corporation is out of the question and it is my desire that pressure be put on the corporation to
      develop their property”.33 With regard to the railway extension, he
      felt because of the heavy financial commitment of the Federated Malay States, the Government was putting the
      proposal on hold. In other words the High Commissioner objected only to the grant of financial assistance to the
      Corporation; a railway line could still be considered.
    


    
      W.H. Treacher, the Resident-General, in his report to the High Commissioner dated 23 April 1904 was totally
      against the idea of building a railway merely to connect some place in Pahang with the west coast railway. In
      order to justify this claim, the Resident-General forwarded a memorandum of 22 February 1909 from the Pahang
      Resident, Warren D. Barns who strongly felt that Pahang was yet to enjoy prosperity and that a railway line was
      premature.34 However, he agreed with the High Commissioner that the
      Corporation should not be granted any financial assistance.35
    


    
      A report by the Geology Department and the Mines Department presented the opposite view in favour of the
      Corporation. Based on the visits of both these parties to the Pahang Corporation’s property, it was concluded
      that the property was a magnificent one but starved of capital. It was strongly recommended by both parties that
      the mines be worked on a large scale and that the Government should assist the Corporation financially by
      providing 150,000 pound sterling for the following purposes:36
    


    
      
        a    Electrical installation
      


      
        b    Doubling the number of stamps
      


      
        c    Increasing the dressing plant
      


      
        d    Completing the railway line to K. Kenau
      


      
        e    Re-opening the shafts which were then flooded and which were known to have tapped payable lodes
      


      
        f    Sinking a main shaft to a depth of an estimated 1,000 or 1,500 feet
      


      
        g    Undertaking measures to protect the Corporation’s property.37
      

    


    
      In this particular matter it was clear that the Resident-General and Resident were both not in favour of
      extending the railway lines and granting financial assistance to the Pahang Corporation. However the combined
      report of the Geologist and the Warden of Mines favoured the Corporation. The High Commissioner on the other hand
      did not totally object to the idea of a railway extension. The decision made by John Anderson as indicated in his
      correspondence with the Secretary of State, contravened the terms of the
      agreement signed between the Corporation and the Resident of Pahang on 26 April 1899.38 The Colonial Office on the other hand, sanctioned the decision made by the High Commissioner
      without studying the matter in detail. The balance of support was tilted against the Corporation.
    


    Mendel and Resident-General


    
      This was a case involving a gentleman from London by the name of Mendel who wrote to the Secretary of State to
      demand larger areas to work his concession. The issue was related to a problem that warranted serious
      consideration. It came to light that the Resident and the Resident-General were not sympathetic to the problem
      faced by Mendel who had acquired the Malayan (Pahang) Concession jointly with his friend after the Company had
      gone into liquidation. They carried out useful work even in the face of discouraging circumstances.
    


    
      When the matter was brought to the Secretary of State, he felt that Mendel’s request was fair because he had
      invested a lot of money in the state of Pahang; and yet the state did not appreciate his generous
      gesture.39 The High Commissioner in his letter dated 13 November
      1907 rejected the application made by Mendel to apply for land in Selangor and Perak. He felt that it should be
      subject to the usual conditions, and that Mendel and his friend should not be given preferential treatment.
    


    
      The issue here was that the Pahang Government was not sympathetic to investors. In fact Mendel and his friend had
      invested 300 thousand pound sterling under the name of the Malay Pahang Concession to mine gold in the state.
      During this period they faced great difficulty in developing a virgin territory that was wild, covered with
      jungle and without any proper means of transport. Nearly all the machinery had to be transported by river with
      great difficulty and at great risk.
    


    
      The non-success of the operations caused many who had associated with Mendel to leave; and at the same time the
      demand for funds increased. The situation was such as to force him to continue alone. Mendel might have been
      successful had he been provided with sufficient capital and modern equipment. Unfortunately, most of his larger
      concessions were cancelled on the grounds that insufficient work had been done. Mendel was left with two small
      areas, making it difficult for him to raise funds to re-open the mines.
    


    
      Under such circumstances, Mendel had no one to turn to. He had to appeal to the Secretary of State. His
      contention was that, under the mining lease there was a stipulation to the effect that, “if it did not prove
      sufficiently rich [the lands], other unoccupied land should be substituted on the same terms”.40
    


    
      Mendel then implored the Secretary of State to request the Federated Malay States Government grant him a
      concession of three to four thousand acres of tin-bearing land in Selangor and Perak. He felt that the Secretary
      of State should strongly consider his request on the strength of the enormous
      volume of capital invested in the state. If approved, the grant was to have compensated a little for the loss of
      capital which he and his friend had sustained.
    


    
      It was evident from this case that investors were not well taken care of by the state. Mendel was a genuine
      investor but the Pahang Government cancelled his concession on the reasoning that Mendel did not work the entire
      lease of land. Had the Government provided the required facilities, Mendel would have worked on the whole lease.
      They were also unable to compensate Mendel on the basis of what was stipulated in the lease. The whole area he
      was working on earlier measured 24,000 acres.
    


    Conflict between the Mining Association and Resident


    
      Mining in the state of Pahang, especially in the district of Raub, had been curtailed because of the Resident’s
      policy of appointing locals onto the board of directors. The problem was that these locals were ignorant of the
      very first principles of mining (MM, 19 May 1902). The other problem faced by miners was that of
      capital. The Government did not assist any individual as it should have done, given the fact that the prospecting
      areas were under conditions beyond the means of the ordinary prospector. The Raub Mines, as the premier mine of
      Malaya, had no surveyor, no proper assaying plant and no plan for the underground workings. According to the
      Malay Mail the mining industry, especially gold mining had been strangled at birth by mismanagement and
      ignorance (MM, 19 May 1902).
    


    
      Miners also faced a problem with the Warden of Mines and the Resident. One incident was the compulsory closure of
      mines (both lampan and lombong Siam) under section 71 and 78 of Enactments VII of Mining Law
      1899 (MM, 27 March, 1901). The enactment gave too much power to the Warden of Mines. Questions were
      raised such as, “What was the use of leasing out land for 21 years if its tenure depended on a yearly licence?”
      When the licence was cancelled, the land was, for all practical purposes, no longer of any use to the occupier.
    


    
      The licensing system was the cause of the shutting down of several mines in the Federated Malay States. Very few
      people would care to invest money in such an uncertain venture as mining if the Warden maintained such sweeping
      powers over mining operations (MM, 27 March 1901). Beside the above problem, the miners were also fined
      between $200 and $1000 by the Warden of Mines for alleged breach of the mining Enactment. This eroded the
      confidence of the mining community.
    


    
      The closure of mines through cancellation of licences was not the only problem faced by miners; they also faced
      problems with Inspectors of Mines in the matter of getting their licences renewed. The renewal depended on the
      inspectors being able to find the time to visit the mines, and as no mining operation could proceed until the
      inspectors had reported and a new licence was issued, investors risked incurring considerable losses. Another
      difficulty was acquiring lands for mining under the auction system.
    


    
      The policy of locking up land served only to retard the development of mining
      activities and drive people to seek fresh tin fields outside of the Federated Malay States. The Government’s
      reason for locking up lands was to make sure that large areas which had been alienated were worked on. The
      policy, however, denied bona fide miners of their rights. The shortcomings of others deprived them of
      the means to invest capital in the development of new lands (MM, 27 March 1901). On the question of
      auctions, investors were not happy with the system which had originally applied only to lands within town limits;
      the system turned out subsequently to become a recognised institution that was adopted for any locality.
    


    Malay rulers and British officials


    
      The presence of Western enterprises in the Malay States not only saw conflict among British officials but also
      between Malay rulers. Conflict arose from the problem of unclear agreement between rulers and concessionaires.
      The Sultan of Pahang complained to the High Commissioner in a letter dated 2 August 1898 that Syed Mohammed Al
      Sagoff who had obtained the Raub concession had promised to him his due share in the event that he was granted
      the concession. According to the Sultan, no agreement was made as the Malays were generally unaccustomed to
      writing agreements where allies were concerned. This showed that in the early phase of British penetration in the
      Malay States, there was a problem of unclear agreement which paved the way for concession hunters to exploit the
      Malay Rulers. It is this problem which may have prompted the British to lay down rules and regulations in matters
      affecting concessions.
    


    
      Conflict between the Malay Rulers and officials surfaced again in the case of Pahang Corporation versus the
      Sultans. The Pahang Corporation, in its letter dated 28 February 1896, highlighted the problem of acquiring
      concessions in the Kuantan and Rompin Districts. The concessionaires, H.H. Cozens-Hardy and T.T. Paine complained
      that they were unable to enjoy the concession given to them in Kuantan for the entire period of 80 years. The
      problem they faced was that the Sultan was inclined to impose rules as he wished. They wanted the issue of
      concessions to be tied up with the mining regulations promulgated subsequently. This according to them would keep
      the Malay Rulers from interfering with their right. The Sultan instead insisted on his own sovereign rights with
      regard to all matters of internal government. Both Cozens-Hardy and Paine felt that the solution lay with the
      Colonial Office in London.41
    


    
      This particular case reflected the problem faced by Western enterprises in their relationship with local rulers
      who were inclined to impose rules and regulations as they saw fit. Neither the Resident, the Resident-General nor
      the High Commissioner in Singapore could solve the problem. They had to therefore refer the matter to the
      Colonial Office in London. Such incidents led the Residents to restrict the administrative power of the natives.
      The Sultans were denied the right to acquire land freely. The Resident of
      Pahang, Hugh Clifford made it clear that land had to be offered to the Sultan as the Government could not afford
      to increase his allowance. The British were not willing to grant land to the Sultan for fear that the latter
      would pass it on to the Chinese. If land were to be given, it could only be on terms applied to foreign investors
      and locals.42 In this case, the Resident rejected the Sultan’s
      application and the Resident-General endorsed the Resident’s decision.
    


    
      The Sultan of Pahang also faced problems when his application for mining land was ignored. The Sultan’s
      application was not entertained, and added to that he was not granted the allowance he expected.43 The Sultan questioned why the Resident allowed him the right to acquire
      only 640 acres of unalienated land and not the whole of Sungai Semantan from Kuala Lumpur to the Ulu and also the
      tributaries to the right and left of Sungai Chuba. The Sultan stressed the following point:
    


    
      
        I am pleased that the British Government should come into Pahang, my country, and put it properly in order and
        bring justice into it, but not that they should refuse my reasonable request. On account of that my large
        country is ready to receive companies, and the Government is collecting rent from those I promoted formerly. In
        my opinion there is nothing to hinder my being personally given the two small rivers I ask for.44
      

    


    
      According to the common understanding between the Resident-General and the Resident, if the Sultan were to be
      granted 640 acres of land as promised to him, he would no longer be entitled to receive his normal allowance of
      $12,000. Since the Sultan was given the increment, he could not expect to be given the grant of land as well. The
      Resident-General was blamed by the High Commissioner for prompting Hugh Clifford to consult the Sultan. He felt
      that the letter in which the objection was raised should have been given to him so that he could clarify the
      increment as the reason for the Sultan not being granted land.45
    


    
      The Resident-General, F.A. Swettenham blamed Clifford for raising hopes on the part of the Sultan. The matter was
      referred to the High Commissioner but no decision was taken. This case reflects the lack of administrative
      coordination between the High Commissioner, the Sultan and the British officials.
    


    Conclusion


    
      From the case studies discussed in this chapter, the ambivalence on the part of British officials towards the
      promotion of foreign investment, both in the agriculture and mining sectors is obvious. It is clear that the
      interplay between business and the FMS government in the course of developing the economy of Pahang, and the
      Malay states in general, had generated adverse effects on investors who had to actually face the brunt of red
      tape and hierarchical conflict. One of their major predicaments in the agricultural sector of Pahang was the
      reluctance on the part of the High Commissioner to promote agriculture in the
      state, which was against the policy set by the Colonial Office. Besides planters and miners, the Malay Rulers
      were also not spared from bureaucratic constraints on investment.
    


    
      The mining sector presented various problems for the investors, including the interference by the High
      Commissioner who had not only opposed the Resident’s decision to grant prospecting licences to mining companies
      but also imposed stringent conditions. At times even the Residents had denied prospective miners their right to
      invest in the state.
    


    
      The District Officers, the Collectors of Land and Revenue and the Commissioner of Land and Mines were also
      equally responsible for denying investors the freedom to invest in the state. There was no proper coordination
      between all the departments in inquiring into applications from prospective investors.
    


    
      It is clear that capital investment in Pahang was impeded by hierarchical conflicts that existed at all levels in
      the FMS bureaucracy particularly from 1896 until 1909. Needless to say, there were some officials who were
      sympathetic to the cause of the investors and others who were not. On the whole, there seem to be a contradiction
      between British attitude towards investment in the FMS and the laissez-faire policy that pursued in the East
      during the early nineteenth century.
    


    Notes


    
      1    Very little was known about Pahang until Frank Swettenham made a long
      journey to the mouth of the Pahang River in 1885. He settled some boundary disputes and recommended that a
      British agent be sent to develop closer ties. Hugh Clifford was appointed as an agent and he was not able to do
      much but informed the Straits Settlements of the happenings in the state. In 1888, when the agent was not present
      in the state, a Chinese British subject by the name of Go Hin was murdered in the compound of the palace. This
      led to Frank Swettenham requesting the Sultan to accept a Resident. J.P. Rodger was appointed as the first
      Resident in 1888 and Hugh Clifford became his assistant (Linehan, 1973: 120–126 and Gopinath, 1991: 103–125).
    


    
      2    Pahang was in its heyday between 1806 and 1856 when Bendahara Ali ruled
      over the state. With the Bendahara’s death (1857), his two sons Tun Mutahir and Wan Ahmad fell out over the
      throne. Tun Mutahir became the Bendahara and refused to give Kuantan and Endau to Ahmad, as required by his
      father’s will. This led Ahmad to mobilize troops to fight his brother. A civil war broke out lasting six years,
      at the end of which Wan Ahmad succeeded in winning the Bendahara’s office from his brother Mutahir and assumed
      the title of Sultan of Pahang in 1883. Wan Ahmad was a forceful leader and a great warrior. He had defeated
      formidable opponents in the Civil War of 1857–1863 (Thio, 1957: 65).
    


    
      3    Hugh Clifford himself had written to the Colonial Secretary in London
      complaining about the attitudes of the Malay Chiefs (Colonial Office 273/148 quoted from Wong Geok Lan, 1990:
      162). The same complaint was made by Sir Frederick Weld, the Governor of the Straits Settlements (1880–1887), to
      the Colonial Office expressing his unhappiness, “His Highness [Sultan] unmindful of his promise to me has granted
      concessions right and left” (Colonial Office 273/144 quoted from Wong Geok Lan, 1990: 163).
    


    
      4    From 1885–1895, the companies
      registered in Pahang were as follows:
    


    
      
        
          
            	Date

            	Companies

            	Capital (pound sterling)
          


          
            	5 June 1886

            	Pahang Tin & Gold Exploration Syndicate

            	2,000
          


          
            	27 April 1887

            	Pahang Mining Co. Ltd

            	200,000
          


          
            	3 December 1887

            	Pahang Corporation Ltd

            	200,000
          


          
            	11 January 1888

            	Bentong-Straits Tin Co. Ltd

            	100,000
          


          
            	14 May 1888

            	Malayan (Pahang) Concession Co.

            	60,000
          


          
            	31 May 1888

            	Straits Prospecting Syndicate Ltd

            	20,000
          


          
            	2 February 1889

            	Pahang Kabang Ltd

            	200,000
          


          
            	2 February 1889

            	Pahang Central Tin & Exploration Co. Ltd

            	100,000
          


          
            	6 February 1889

            	Ketchau (Pahang) Corporation Ltd

            	150,000
          


          
            	21 February 1889

            	Pahang Exploration & Development Co. Ltd

            	220,000
          


          
            	19 February 1890

            	Pahang-Semeliang Ltd

            	200,000
          


          
            	21 February 1890

            	Penjom Pahang Gold Co. Ltd

            	190,000
          


          
            	15 October 1890

            	Tioman (Pahang) Syndicate Ltd

            	51,000
          


          
            	14 February 1894

            	Straits Development Co. Ltd

            	220,000
          


          
            	27 May 1895

            	Malayan (Pahang) Exploration Co. Ltd

            	400,000
          


          
            	18 November 1895

            	Liang Exploration Syndicate Ltd

            	100,000
          

        
      


      
        Source: Wong Lin Ken, 1965: 124–125.
      

    


    
      5    Thio, 1957.
    


    
      6    “[T]he duty of the Colonial Office, and Resident-General is to promote
      the agricultural wealth of the peninsula and to stimulate and multiply its product. To this end, every great care
      should be taken not to discourage intending planters” (Letter from J.A. Swettenham, the Colonial Secretary of
      Straits Settlements to C.P. Lucas, official from the Colonial Office, dated 7 February 1896, CO 273/313).
    


    
      7    Annual Report by the Resident of Pahang (hereafter
      ARP), 1901: 80.
    


    
      8    Ibid.
    


    
      9    R.W. Duff was a retired British police official who served in the
      Federated Malay States until 1900. He was one of the officials who accompanied Hugh Clifford’s expedition to
      Pahang in the mid-1890s. While he was in Kelantan, the economic potential of the state aroused his interest. When
      he was on leave in England in early 1900, he succeeded in creating interest among a group of businessmen in his
      project. Thus, the Duff Development Syndicate was formed in 1900 (Kaur, 1985: 61–62). Duff reached an agreement
      with the Raja of Kelantan to have an absolute monopoly of mineral, trading and other rights over 777,000 hectares
      of land (about 1/3 of Kelantan), together with an assurance that no further land would be alienated to the
      Chinese. In return the Raja received $20,000 and 2,000 shares in the company (Andaya and Andaya, 1982: 196).
    


    
      10    Federated Malay States Annual Report (hereafter
      FMSAR), 1902: 6.
    


    
      11    FMSAR, 1909: 10.
    


    
      12    FMSAR, 1902: 6.
    


    
      13    “Cancellation of the Pahang-Bera Timber Concession”, HCO, 712/1898.
    


    
      14    Letter from Resident to Resident-General, dated 15 August 1898, HCO,
      712/1898.
    


    
      15    Resident-General to Resident, dated 28 August 1898, HCO, 712/1898.
    


    
      16    “Cancellation of the Pahang Bera Timber Concession”, HCO, 712/1898.
    


    
      17    The Pahang Corporation Limited was formed on 27 April 1887 and was the
      largest British Company in the state. The concession of the Company included an area of some 518,000 hectares or
      1/5 of the total acreage of the state of Pahang (Thio, 1957: 68). The Director
      of the Company was Edmund A. Pontifex; the Chairman, William Fraser, local director in Pahang; N. Story
      Maskelyne, British Parliamentarian; and Lt. Colonel H.A. Nicholson; and Richard Ward (Thio, 1957: 47). William
      Fraser bought the concession from Lim Ah Sam on 28 October 1886 and wielded great influence over the Colonial
      Office and British Government. It was this that prompted the Colonial Office to take action to protect its
      economic interest. It was the biggest concession ever to have been awarded to a Company. The Company had a
      monopolistic power in Pahang. It even had the power to evict settlers from a particular area. The Company also
      had the right to collect one tenth of the revenue gained which was either paid to the Sultan or his agents. It
      was also exempted from tax on opium and tobacco.
    


    
      18    Clifford to Secretary of State, 1 October 1887, CO 273/148, quoted from
      Wong Geok Lan, 1990: 162. Hugh Clifford was born on 5 March, 1866 in London and served in Malaya from 1883–1900
      and again from 1927–1929. He began his career in Perak (in 1883) at the age of 17, but he spent almost the entire
      period from 1887 to 1899 in Pahang, initially as British agent at the Rulers court and finally from 1896–1899 as
      British Resident Pahang. He served in North Borneo from 1899–1900 and was the High Commissioner and Governor of
      Straits Settlements and Malay States from 1927–1929. He also served as: Colonial Secretary, Trinidad and Tobago,
      1903–1907; Colonial Secretary, Ceylon, 1907–1912; Governor, Gold Coast, 1912–1919; Governor, Nigeria, 1919–1925
      and Governor of Ceylon, 1925–1927.
    


    
      Clifford strongly believed that the interest of the natives had to be protected while the interests of the
      investors were emphasized by the Government of the day. According to Stockwell, “He would like to protect the
      indigenous inhabitant’s interest when emphasis is given on big business” (Stockwell, 1976: 95). His stand on this
      matter was consistent and was noticeable when he served in other colonies like North Borneo. This explains why he
      was sympathetic to the cause of squatters in Pahang and the sakais in Negeri Sembilan. In fact when
      Clifford served in North Borneo he strongly advocated for the man on the spot to have his independence and say.
      To quote Clifford:
    


    
      
        In the eyes of the men who do their country’s work on the outskirts, telegraphy, seen in the light of a bitter
        experience, is the most abominable of human inventions. Fettered to the little ticking instrument by miles of
        thin wire, a man loses all power of initiative; the passion for personal responsibility, which has had so much
        to do with the formation of the characters that have made England’s rule in Asia a possibility, is scotched or
        slain; by the agency of the telegraph the man at a distance is enabled to override the recommendations of the
        man on the spot – the man, be it noted, who is best able to form an opinion; by its aid a centralization is
        created which, had it existed from the beginning, would infallibly have choked the life out of our eastern
        Empire while it was still a pulling thing in swaddling clothes.
      


      
        (Stockwell, 1976: 96 quoted from Bush-Whacking and other Sketches, 1901)
      

    


    
      This was also the opinion of Heussler, who wrote, “There is no doubt Clifford was his own man” (Heussler, 1981:
      91. See also Kratoska, 1983: 224–256; Sadka, 1968: 387; Wicks, 1979: 60–64.)
    


    
      In his writings from 1901–1903 which appeared in newspapers and periodicals, he attacked the insensitive approach
      taken by the Dutch towards the natives in Acheh, Americans in the Philippines and the British in the Malay States
      (Stockwell, 1976: 99). Although Clifford took a somewhat sentimental perspective of the Malays and had a tendency
      to overstate their plight, he was consistent in his view that imperial rule should treat them with great care.
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      26    The Malay Peninsula Prospecting Company Limited was formed in Singapore
      in 1887 to take over various mining concessions that had been granted by the Sultan of Pahang to various Asiatic
      people. The Company had a paid up capital of 50,000 pound sterling, and practically everyone residing or trading
      in the Straits had subscribed to the shares. The Company, as its name implied, and as its prospectus set forth,
      was formed for purposes of prospecting only. It was never intended that the Company should be a mining Company;
      the only purpose of the Company was to prospect in Pahang for mining areas, with the object of selling or leasing
      these areas to persons who would carry out mining operations (HCO, 1041/1897).
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      7      Conclusion

    


    
      It seems quite realistic to maintain that the politico-business relationship in the Federated Malay States from
      1896 to 1909 was greatly characterized by various policy conflicts involving British administrators and
      investors. The analysis presented on the controversies – between key FMS officials and commercial elites, and
      among officials – reflects the rather true complexities of an investment review process. In relation to this,
      another key deduction the study has to highlight is the lack of successful assimilation of capitalism into the
      governmental system. While many works on the subject tend to show a euphoric atmosphere in the Malay States with
      regard to capital investment following British intervention, the reality was that there were many instances when
      British administrators seemed indifferent towards prospective investments.
    


    
      This reality of a complex business relationship between officials and capital investors in the FMS cannot be
      incorporated into the framework of the ‘gentlemanly capitalist’ theory. Although Webster’s thesis does well to
      encapsulate the early stages of British intervention in the Malay States within the gentlemanly capitalist
      paradigm, there is difficulty in adapting it to the political circumstances and realities of the FMS. An
      extension of the theory to include the early period of the FMS would warrant the omission of various investment
      intricacies, complex interplay between colonial authorities and commercial elites, idiosyncrasies of colonial
      officials and the general bureaucratic climate of the polity. All of these have been touched on throughout the
      book to present a realistic picture of bureaucratic conflict within the early administration of the FMS and its
      officials’ ambivalence in matters relating to capital investment.
    


    
      One of the many reasons for the ambivalent approaches among officials concerning investment in the Federated
      Malay States can be traced to the values attached in the political philosophy of the Victorian era which believed
      that officials should make independent decisions rather than heavily relying on the metropolitan/central
      government (Hyam, 1976: 161). It is thus not difficult to understand why the Victorian administrators of the FMS
      were not particularly compliant to administrative hierarchy. What actually prevailed among the peripheral elites
      was a rather self-approved de facto authority. This problem became significant when the FMS
      administrators who had the overriding decision-making power did not share
      common political values in practice, and then tended to pose hurdles against commercial bourgeoisies wishing to
      venture into profitable sectors. The resultant lack of unified thinking explains why the administrators in the
      Malay States were at conflict with each other as clearly seen in the agriculture and mining sectors.
    


    
      A second reason was that the Federation Scheme failed to define the role of the British officials. It was
      implemented so suddenly that no one knew exactly what it was all about. To quote Maxwell:
    


    
      
        The federal scheme must be one which the states could accept with open eyes. The federation must be voluntary.
        Making a federation is like getting married: it should be preceded by a period of courtship, during which the
        parties have an opportunity of seeing, and understanding one another’s weaknesses. The Federal Treaty of 1895,
        which was executed in one month, was too much like love at first sight: the desire was there, but the federal
        spirit, on which confidence must rely, had not awakened.
      


      
        (Maxwell, 1943: 157)1
      

    


    
      The problem was aggravated by a combination of lack of coordination and persistent bureaucratic conflict in
      reviewing investment applications. As a result many investors faced problems due to excessive administrative red
      tape. This contradicted the promise that the administration of the FMS would facilitate investment.
    


    
      Another reason for the conflicting approaches was that there were many incompetent officials in the Malay States
      as well as in London who were not aware of the problems on the ground. Added to that, officials in the Colonial
      Office were themselves not aware of the prevailing conditions in the Malay States. Indeed, there were many
      occasions when the Colonial Office gave the wrong signals to the investors. There were also officials who did not
      really practice a liberal approach in regard to investment in the Malay States.
    


    
      The conflict could also be attributed to the occasions when the decision made by the Colonial Office was based on
      mere assumptions (such as in the case of the tramway project in Perak; of Mrs. Maxwell’s application for land in
      Perak; and the issue relating to the Pahang Corporation). The officials on the ground failed to adhere to land
      and mining rules, as well as the provisions of Circulars issued by the Federal Government from 1896–1909 which
      clearly spelt out the role of Resident-General, Resident and Federal officers. Everyone interpreted the law
      according to his own understanding and failed to refer the matter to the respective officials. This became an
      issue with the investors. The unsympathetic attitude of British officials, especially the Collector of Land
      Revenue and the Resident, who were the first to receive the application from planters and miners, was also a
      factor to be considered. At times the investors, whether planters or miners, had strong claims to concessions.
      Their applications, however, were seldom approved by the man on the spot.
    


    
      The study was also able to establish the dilemma faced by the Colonial Office
      with regard to investments policies in the Malay States and the prevalence of conflicts among British officials
      and investors from 1896 until 1909. Since policy executions were mostly inconsistent, there were many cases when
      the Colonial Office was not aware of the happenings in the Malay States. In other words, the High Commissioner
      failed to keep the Colonial Office informed of matters in the Malay States. On the other hand, there were also
      cases where the Colonial Office cancelled decisions made by the High Commissioner, Resident-General and Resident.
      There were instances when the Colonial Office sided with investors who referred their cases personally to them.
      All these examples indicated that the Colonial Office’s decision was very much influenced by the people on the
      ground – British officials – including the men on the spot – and investors. However, such decisions did not
      always have a positive effect on investments, especially when the genuine interests of the investors were at
      stake.
    


    
      A number of cases could be cited to highlight the conflict between the Colonial Office, officials at the Federal
      and State levels, and investors. One such case involved Mrs. Maxwell’s application of 27 June 1900 for mining
      land in the Kinta district. The Colonial Office’s decision not to grant the land was based on a wrong assumption
      about her eligibility.2 Another case was of de la Croix’s
      application for concession to build a tramway in the state of Perak. In this case, too the decision of the
      Colonial Office did not favour the investor. In fact, Frank Swettenham, the Resident-General, was even accused of
      having given extraordinary privileges to Croix without getting the facts right. In this matter, the Colonial
      Office appears to have been misinformed by the High Commissioner.3
    


    
      In Selangor, the International Tin Company (of American origin) was denied the right to operate in the state
      although it had superior technology and capital;4 in yet another
      case, the Colonial Office supported the High Commissioner’s decision not to grant land beyond 320 acres to
      planters, thereby affecting the interest of bona fide investors.5 In Negeri Sembilan, the Colonial Office favoured Resident Birch’s support for tapioca
      planters, against the decision of the High Commissioner and Resident-General.6
    


    
      In the case of Pahang, the Colonial Office ignored the 1885 Circular that was aimed at ensuring that land was not
      locked up indefinitely. The High Commissioner had endorsed the Circular which the Colonial Office chose to
      ignore.7 In the case of the Pahang Corporation, its request for
      financial assistance to build a railway extension was rejected by the Colonial Office even when all the other
      officials were in favour of the project.8 Based on a few cases
      highlighted in the various states, one could conclude that there were occasions when the decisions of the
      Colonial Office were not in favour of genuine investors. In addition, the Colonial Office was unaware of the
      actual situation in the Malay States, particularly with regard to rules and regulations which hindered officials
      from investing in these states. It was also not sympathetic to the appeals that were made by the High
      Commissioner, Resident-General, the Resident (of Pahang in particular) and various affected individuals.
    


    
      It is unclear whether such conflicts with regard to capital expansion in the
      Malay States were caused by the Colonial Office per se or by officials such as the High Commissioner,
      Resident-Generals or Residents. There were times when the Colonial Office was in favour of the investors and in
      some cases the decision of the Colonial Office was influenced by the Directors of certain companies. Such was the
      case of the Pahang Corporation, a mining Company whose Director managed to influence the British Government to
      intervene in Pahang.9 Compounding this were the absence of an
      executive body in the FMS and unspecified hierarchical roles of its administrators; each British resident wielded
      real power in the Malay states, the Resident-General exercised greater administrative authority and the High
      Commissioner was to approve policies. Administrative conflict was therefore unavoidable.
    


    
      Very often, due to unclear administrative roles, the officials were at conflict with one another in matters
      relating to capital inflow into the states. For example, in Perak, the High Commissioner was not in favour of
      granting land on liberal terms but the Resident-General was in strong support of such a move;10 the Resident-General was in favour of allowing officials to hold shares
      in the Malay States Milling and Trading Company, but the High Commissioner was against it.11 In yet another case, the High Commissioner rejected a proposal submitted
      by a French national for tramway construction in the state, even though the latter had the strong backing of the
      Resident-General.12
    


    
      Similar cases were also noticeable in Selangor such as when the Resident-General was against the 320-acre land
      rule which had the support of the High Commissioner.13 In Negeri
      Sembilan, the High Commissioner cancelled the concession granted by the British Resident to the Straits
      Government Development Company. The matter was finally resolved by the Colonial Office in favour of the
      Company.14 In yet another case, the Resident-General faced problems
      with the High Commissioner who imposed stringent conditions on the Pahang Corporation in opposition to the
      Resident-General.15
    


    
      Despite the Resident having direct contact with investors through the Collector of Lands and Mines and the
      District Officers, his views were often dismissed by the higher ranking officials. Many examples can be cited in
      support of this claim. In Perak, there was a case involving the Resident’s support for an application made by
      W.H. Tate to open up more agricultural land in Sitiawan, Perak. The application was rejected by the
      Resident-General, despite the Resident’s position that Sitiawan was not a developed district and was therefore in
      need of the investment.16 In Selangor, it was the Resident who
      exposed the problem of the Land Enactment 1897 which gave the Resident-General and High Commissioner undue power
      to alienate land, even in excess of 640 acres.17 In Negeri
      Sembilan, the Resident was in strong support of an irrigation scheme for the state and for all the other Malay
      States as well. This was rejected by the Resident-General and High Commissioner.18 In Pahang, there were many cases where the Resident’s views were only too easily dismissed
      by the Resident-General and High Commissioner. As it was against official policy, the Resident insisted that the
      grant of concessions to Chinese applicants be rejected. The Resident-General,
      however was against such discrimination.19 In another case, the
      application by Leech for a prospecting licence for 200 acres of land had the approval of the Resident but not the
      High Commissioner.20
    


    
      The groups which were most victimised under the Federation were the planters and miners. Both groups faced
      various problems with officials at all levels of the hierarchy. Their applications could be cancelled at any
      level – be it at the level of the Resident, the Resident-General, the High Commissioner or by officials of the
      Colonial Office – without them having to provide any valid reasons or due consideration to the merits of the
      application. In the case of Turner and Ramsden, the High Commissioner rejected their application for land
      concessions in Perak although they had valid reasons for requesting special consideration.21 In yet another case, Barbour, a retired civil servant had problems with
      the Resident over his proposal to invest in the state.22 Baker too
      faced problems with the Resident who had approved his application for a land grant without first checking on
      possible encumbrances on the land.23
    


    
      Officials in Selangor too created similar problems for planters and miners alike. In Selangor, Huttenbach had
      problems with the High Commissioner who rejected his application for a land grant exceeding 320 acres at Batu
      Tiga.24 In this regard, it must be mentioned that even earlier, the
      Selangor Planters’ Association had forwarded its disapproval of the 320-acre system to the High Commissioner and
      Residents (Selangor Journal, 1896).
    


    
      The investors in Negeri Sembilan also faced serious problems with various officials. For example, Teddlie’s
      application for a Government loan of 10,000 dollars had the support of all the relevant officials except the
      Resident-General. In another case, although Bostow, a genuine investor had problems investing in Negeri Sembilan,
      he was nevertheless granted land on liberal terms in Perak.25 The
      case of Chan Sek Peng was clear evidence of how even District Officers could make life difficult for bona
      fide planters in Negeri Sembilan.26 Such was the case with
      Ephraum, whose application for extended time to conduct prospecting was rejected, despite the legal provision in
      his favour (Mining Law, 1904).27
    


    
      Pahang was no exception. Here there were many cases of miners being locked in conflict with officials. Such was
      the case of the Straits Development Company that was in conflict with the Resident.28 The concession that was enjoyed by the Company was cancelled without considering the efforts
      and sacrifice that had been made by investors in opening up the land and investing large sums of money. In the
      case of the Raub Co., the Resident deprived the Company of its concession without considering the investment that
      had been made by the Company.29 There were many such conflicts:
      Chamberlain vs. High Commissioner,30 Mendel vs. Resident,31 Raub Concession vs. Resident,32 Pahang Corporation vs. Resident, Resident-General and High Commissioner33 and Planters vs. District Officer (MM, 18 September 1902).
    


    
      There were conflicts between officers at the local and federal levels, such as
      in the case of Pahang. The Commissioner of Lands and Mines (a Federal Post) made many decisions on his own
      without reference to the Collector of Land Revenue (District Officer) who was the actual man on the spot.
      Investors were unhappy about the fact that the Federal and State Departmental Heads could only communicate
      through the Residents. Such red tape served to delay the approval of applications. In yet another case, in
      Selangor, an application for land was delayed unnecessarily due to red tape. The District Officer referred the
      application to the Resident who then passed it on to the Commissioner of Lands and Mines (a Federal Post). The
      whole process would have been faster if the District Officer had referred the matter directly to the Commissioner
      of Lands and Mines. The problem was that of unclear demarcation of power between the Federal Officers and State
      Governments (MM, 1 December 1897). Indeed, the authority for such decisions should have been vested
      solely in the hands of the Resident and the Collector of Land Revenue.
    


    
      In all these cases investors including planters and miners were subjected to excessive administrative red tape.
      The problem was apparent in all the four states. It must be acknowledged, however, that between the officials in
      the Colonial Office and the man on the spot, it was obvious that the latter wielded greater influence on the
      outcome of a particular application. In most cases, generally, the final opinion of the Colonial Office was
      formed through the process of consultation in which the opinion of the man on the spot mattered a great deal.
    


    
      Another important point is that investors from various different backgrounds – be they British,34 French, American, Malays or Chinese – faced similar problems in seeking
      investment opportunities in the Malay States. This contradicts the findings of earlier scholars such as Lim Teck
      Ghee who argued that on many occasions officers in the Colonial administration were partial towards British
      planters (Lim Teck Ghee, 1977: 91). In addition, some of the most socially reputable and accomplished investors,
      including those who had developed extensive banking networks especially within the city of London, also
      encountered obstruction in their ventures. These commercial elites were, according to the ‘gentlemanly
      capitalist’ theory, the supposed ‘agents’ of British economic interest overseas. Although they lobbied for
      British intervention in the 1870s, it is unlikely that they were influential in the early years of the FMS. This
      is very much so due to persistent conflicts between them and the British administrators in matters relating to
      investments. These so-called gentleman capitalists emerged maybe just as a short-lived pressure group and had no
      far-reaching influence in the highly centralized bureaucracy of the FMS in which decision-making power was
      effectively held by the Resident-General.
    


    
      Indeed, the cases discussed highlight the fact that the decisions made with regard to investment in the Malay
      States from 1896 to 1909 were very much in the hands of the Resident-Generals. Frank Swettenham who was then the
      Resident-General acted as an administrator in his own right without
      subordinating himself to the High Commissioner. In fact the Resident-General had more say than the High
      Commissioner. Frank Swettenham and Charles Mitchell, the High Commissioner, were frequently at logger-heads with
      one another. There were also occasions when the Resident-General wrote directly to the Colonial Office without
      reference to the High Commissioner. When Sir James Alexander Swettenham became the Colonial Secretary he
      discontinued those recommendations of Frank Swettenham which he considered problematic. Indeed, it was Frank
      Swettenham who overruled the decision of the Colonial Secretary on the grounds that he had more intimate
      knowledge of the Malay States than anyone else.
    


    
      From the cases compiled and studied from 1896–1909, it is clearly the personalities involved, rather than policy,
      which determined the balance of power between Kuala Lumpur and Singapore. The power of the Resident-General
      vis-à-vis the High Commissioner was very much dependent upon the calibre of his own. The situation
      changed when Frank Swettenham acted as the High Commissioner from February 1901 until end of 1903, who then made
      sure that Singapore had full control of the affairs of the Malay States. William Treacher who was the
      Resident-General in Kuala Lumpur had to refer every matter to the High Commissioner. Swettenham insisted on
      having the last word even on questions which he had previously claimed as being well within the ambit of the
      Resident-General’s authority. The scenario was the reverse when Sir William Taylor, whose character was similar
      to that of Frank Swettenham, became the new Resident-General in 1904. However, he too faced problems in his
      relationship with John Anderson, who became the new High Commissioner in 1904. This necessitated the formation of
      a Federal Council in 1909.
    


    
      These conflicts laid the foundation for the formulation of laws and regulations in the years between 1896 and
      1909, aiming to serve for the betterment of the mining and agricultural industries. Residents were then able to
      grant land not exceeding 640 acres and they did not have to refer such applications to the High Commissioner. The
      other changes included uniform mining laws; introduction of the 1895 Labour Code; Land Enactment 1897 (amended in
      1903); Labourers Wages Priority Enactment 1899; and Mining Enactment 1899 (amended 1904). For the first time,
      European members were represented in the State Council, as was the case in Selangor.35 Besides, in order to streamline colonial administration of the Federated Malay States, rules
      and regulations were enforced at various levels. For example, Circulars were drafted for enforcement at the level
      of both the Federal and State Departments.
    


    
      A number of associations were also formed, such as the Selangor Planters’ Association (formed in 1892); United
      Planters’ Association (1897); Malay Peninsula Sugar Industry Association (1901); Malay Peninsula Agricultural
      Association (1906); United Planters’ Association of the Malay Peninsula (1907); The Malay States Miners
      Association; The Selangor British Subjects’ Association (1899); and the Rubber Growers’ Association (1907). A
      Mining Conference was held in 1901 to solve mining problems. In addition, the
      Government also set up the Planters’ Loan Fund in 1904 to help planters of European origin. By 1914 more than $3
      million had been granted to mostly European planters. In 1908, a loan scheme of about $25,000 was set aside by
      each state Government to help Malay farmers.
    


    
      Investment in the Malay States was spurred by several other factors as well. Favourable labour policies,
      following the establishment of the Tamil Immigration on 1 January 1908, guaranteed consistent employment of
      labourers in the agricultural and mining sectors. The development of infrastructure also played a significant
      role in the economic development of the country. Railway lines for example, were laid as part of the overall
      development of infrastructure in the country. In 1896, for the first time ever, European lawyers were allowed by
      the Government to establish legal practice in the Malay States. This was due to the influence of the Selangor
      Planters’ Association which wanted to protect its investments in the state. The Malay Mail was founded
      in 1896 for the purpose of representing the interests of planters and European nationals outside the
      Government.36
    


    
      The many different cases of conflicts between officials within the Federal administration had also obstructed
      capital penetration in the Malay States. Therefore, at least between 1896 and 1909, the Federation did not
      achieve the uniformity it needed to facilitate capital investment. This is largely due to the failure of the
      Federation Scheme to define the respective roles of the public officials (especially those in the Federal
      Departments), the Residents, the Resident-Generals and District Officers. The lack of knowledge of the local
      situation among officials at the Federal Level and the Colonial Office further exposed the weakness of the
      Federal system. On the positive side, however, it can be said that the difficulties imposed upon investors served
      only to pave the way for the laying of a better foundation for the management of commercial enterprise in the
      Malay States in the decades ahead.
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      34    The problem with regard to the free flow of capital in the Federated
      Malay States was seriously felt by the British investors themselves. This was evident with the various
      associations formed to look after their interests in the FMS. In the state of Selangor, for example, the Selangor
      Planters’ Association was formed in 1892, The Malay States Miners’ Association (it is not known when exactly it
      was formed but its membership included both European and Chinese miners) and the Selangor British Subjects’
      Association was formed in 1899. The grievances that the associations managed to settle were many. In none of the
      other states was public opinion so well focused, and consequently in none of the other states could the
      Government so readily and so easily address problems. In Selangor, British subjects nurtured a number of
      grievances. First, they were not represented on the State Council. The British Adviser of a Malay Sultan had the
      right to banish a subject of the Queen from the state and to prevent him from landing in a British colony. There
      was also an increase in first-class ticket fares by one hundred per cent, which the British residential community
      of Kuala Lumpur failed to bring up to capture the attention of the Government. Compounding the problem was the
      passage of laws that directly affected British subjects (MM, 15 December, 1900). This prompted them to
      realize that some form of association was needed to push the Government in matters of public interest. Thus the
      British Subject’s Association was formed and members were appointed as representatives in the State Council. The
      ticket fare was then reduced from ten cents to eight cents (MM, 15 December, 1900).
    


    
      35    It was the Malay Mail which brought to light the fact that
      European members were not represented in the State Council. According to the editorial of the Malay
      Mail:
    


    
      
        At present the Government nominally conducted by State Councils in Perak and Selangor. The Chinese inhabitants
        who equally with Europeans are aliens in the country are represented by two members on each Council. The
        ever-increasing unofficial European community on the other hand is not represented on this Council at all.
        There should be at least two unofficial Europeans on the Selangor State Council, one to represent the planters,
        and the other the businessmen. We understand that unless the Government recognise the justice of placing the
        European community on a level with the Chinese, the Europeans will be compelled to take steps to agitate in the
        matter.
      


      
        (MM, 29 July 1897)
      

    


    
      36    The Malay Mail emphasised the role of newspapers in
      highlighting public opinion in its editorial of 24 April 1897:
    


    
      In Selangor the Government is the beginning and the end of all things. For years the Government has carried out
      its self appointed function in a country where there was no press, and where the number of Europeans outside of
      the Government Service was but as a drop in the ocean. Practically the Resident ruled the State as an autocrat. …
      When for the first time in its history the people of this State found themselves supplied with an independent
      organ of public opinion, it is not surprising that the Government should come in for a good deal of criticism
      from all quarters.
    

  


  
    
      Appendix
      I


      
        General Order 1900: Officers in Government Service Investing in the
        Malay States
      

    


    ACQUISITION OF LAND BY PUBLIC OFFICERS


    
      By order of the Right Hon’ble the Secretary of State for the Colonies, all former orders or Regulations relating
      to the acquisition or possession of land and the engaging in agricultural and commercial pursuits by Government
      Officers are hereby cancelled and the following Regulations are published for the guidance of all Public Officers
      in the Federated Malay States. These regulations are based on the principle that greater efficiency may be
      expected from an Officer whose whole energies are devoted to the Public Service than from one whose mind is
      occupied with the cares and anxieties incident to the possession and cultivation of land or to commercial
      enterprises: –
    


    
      
        a    No officer shall be allowed to acquire or be a part owner of any land in the Colony or in any of the
        Native States of the Peninsula, whether under British Protection or not, other than a garden or ground attached
        to his dwelling house, and not cultivated with a view to the sale of produce. He may not acquire or be a part
        owner in any concession in the Colony or such Native States, nor, within the same territory, be the owner of
        house property other than a house for his own occupation.
      


      
        b    No officer shall be allowed to engage in commercial pursuits or purchase shares in any local Land or
        Mining Company, or take part in the management of any commercial undertaking, notwithstanding that he may have
        invested money therein. Nor shall any Officer make or continue an investment which may interest him privately
        in an affair or undertaking with which his public duty is connected. An officer should confidentially consult
        the Government as regards any investment which may be reasonably open to doubt.
      


      
        c    The foregoing Regulation (a) is not binding on Officers who are natives of the Colony or the Native States
        (including Eurasians), but each Officers are expected to obtain the sanction of Government before they purchase
        land.
      


      
        d    The foregoing Regulations apply to the holding of land by an Officer in
        the name or names of members of an Officer’s family. They do not apply to those Officers who may become
        possessed of land or houses by inheritance or devise, or not by purchases; but all Officers, whether natives of
        the Colony or the Native States (including Eurasians) or not, are required to report any such acquisition of
        land or houses to the Government, who will issue such orders as may seem necessary.
      


      
        R.C. Grey
        

        Acting Secretary to the Government
        

        OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TO GOVERNMENT
        

        KUALA LUMPUR, 29TH DECEMBER, 1900.
      

    


    
      Source: Circular Issued By Acting Secretary to Government, Kuala Lumpur, 1900, Federal Secretariat, Malaysian
      Archives Accession Number: 2006/0013122.
    

  


  
    
      Appendix
      II


      
        General Land Regulation Perak, 1879
      

    


    
      IV
    


    
      GENERAL LAND REGULATIONS, 1879
    


    
      PASSED BY THE STATE COUNCIL ON 28TH FEBRUARY, 1879
    


    
      Repealed on 31st January, 1885, by the General Land Regulations, 1885
    


    
      “The lands of the State are divided into four classes, viz.: –
    


    
      
          (I)   — Waste Land, i.e., uncleared or abandoned land available for agricultural purposes.
      


      
         (II)   — Land in the occupation of natives under Malay tenure.
      


      
        (III)  — Building allotments in towns or villages, or on the sides of roads, rivers, or canals.
      


      
        (IV)  — Mining reserves.
      

    


    
      CLASS I
    


    
      WASTE LAND AVAILABLE FOR AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES
    


    
      
        1    Tenure – The tenure on which lands in Class I may be held is a lease for 999 years.
      


      
        2    Premium and Quit-rent – Premium will be payable on the issue of such a lease and a quit-rent will
        be reserved in it, according to the rates in operation at the time of issue, which rates will be settled, from
        time to time, by the Council of State, and duly notified to the public.
      


      
        3    Covenants – In all such leases there will be covenants reserving to Government:
      


      
        
            i    The right to all minerals contained within the land demised, and all necessary facilities for working
          such right.
        


        
           ii    The right to resume, for public purposes, such as roads, canals, telegraphs, bridges, police and
          revenue stations, etc., such portions of the land as may be necessary, on payment of compensation for actual
          damage, the amount of which shall be fixed by the Chief Officer in charge of the District, subject to appeal
          to the Council of State.
        


        
          iii    The right to dispose of all timber and other natural produce standing on the land.
        


        
          iv    The right to take earth, sand, or stone, or other materials for road making or other public purposes,
          on the same terms as in (ii).
        


        
           v    The right to control all water-courses for irrigation, navigation, and mining purposes, and for all
          purposes of general utility.
        


        
          vi    The right to resume the whole or any part of any land held under lease, should one-quarter of the total
          area remain uncleared at the end of six months from the date thereof, or should more than three-quarters of
          the total area be allowed to remain uncultivated for six consecutive years, or should the whole of it be
          abandoned for three consecutive years.
        

      


      
        4    Application – Application for a lease of land must be made personally at the Land Office, or else
        in writing addressed to the Chief Officer in charge of the District.
      


      
        5    Landmarks – As soon as the land is allotted, good and permanent landmarks to the satisfaction of
        the Chief Officer of the District shall be put up, and shall be kept in repair at the expense of the Lessee.
      


      
        6    Survey Fees – The applicant must pay the fees and charges (according to the sale annexed)
        incidental to the survey of the lands demised to, or applied for, by him; he must also pay the expenses of
        marking the boundaries and cutting lines and clearing for survey.
      


      
        7    Recovery of Quit-rent – The quit-rent reserved in such a lease shall be payable annually, in
        advance, at the Land Office without demand.
      


      
        8    Permit in Anticipation of Survey – In cases where, in consequence of the land not having been
        surveyed, or for other reasons, it may be unadvisable to issue at once a lease for lands in Class I, a permit
        for the clearing and occupation of such land for one year may issue (to be renewed from year to year), on the
        understanding that the permit holder will hold the land subject to the terms and conditions of the covenants
        above set out, and which will ultimately be included in his lease.
      


      
        9    Quit-rent – Quit-rent at the rate prescribed for the district shall be payable by the holder of
        such permit, as if the land were held under a lease, but in special cases where it may seem desirable to offer
        peculiar inducements to cultivators, the Chief Officer of the District, on the approval of the Government having first been obtained, may direct that no quit-rent shall be payable on
        such permit for the first three years.
      


      
        10  Special Terms for the Encouragement of Agricultural Industry – The foregoing rules are subject to
        modifications in the cases of the first bond fide introducers of agricultural industries into Perak, who may
        obtain special terms from the Government.
      

    


    
      CLASS II
    


    
      LAND IN THE OCCUPATION OF NATIVES UNDER MALAY TENURE
    


    
      
        1    Written Evidence of Title – Every holder of land must take out from the Land Office of his
        District a certificate of his title. (Form No. VI).
      


      
        2    Register of Occupied Lands – All land already occupied must be registered in the Land Office,
        where all particulars required in Form No. IX (Register of Occupied Lands) must be correctly entered.
      


      
        3    Certificate to follow Registration, Except in Case of Dispute – Upon the registration of any such
        holding, should the claim of the occupant be undisputed, a certificate will be issued to him, confirmatory of
        his title to the same. (Form No. VI). Disputes will be dealt with as laid down in Rule 27.
      


      
        4    Contents of Certificate – The certificate must state the annual payment to be made to Government
        in respect of quit-rent.
      


      
        5    Certificate to be Superseded by Lease – The certificate shall be in force until the land
        described in it has been surveyed, when a lease for 999 years will be issued (Form No. I) in exchange for the
        certificate. The quit-rent reserved thereon being the same as that provided by the certificate. The lease will
        be subject to a registration fee of $2.
      

    


    
      CLASS III
    


    
      BUILDING ALLOTMENTS IN TOWNS, ETC.
    


    
      
        1    Sale of Building Lots – The Chief Officer of a District will be empowered, from time to time, to
        sell building lots in towns or villages, or on fore-shores, or on the sides of roads, rivers, or canals, or
        other lots which it may be expedient to reserve from the operation of the rules relating to waste lands.
      


      
        2    Conditions of Sale – Building lots will be laid out, as far as may be practicable, in lots of 20
        feet frontage and 120 feet depth, and the roadway reserved will be not less than 40 feet in width. Such
        allotments and other reserved lots will be sold at auction, the purchaser, on payment of the premium bid,
        receiving a lease for 999 years, subject to annual quit-rent.
      


      
        3    Rates of Premium and Quit-rent – As the value of land varies in different districts, the upset
        premium and the rate of quit-rent will be fixed by the Council of State for
        each district, from time to time, and will be duly notified to the public.
      


      
        4    Form of Lease – The lease shall be in the annexed form (Form No. II), and shall contain a
        covenant for payment of quit-rent and for recovery of arrears of rent by seizure and sale of the demised
        premises after notice.
      

    


    
      CLASS IV
    


    
      MINING RESERVES
    


    
      
        1    Metalliferous Tracts Reserved – Tracts known to contain metalliferous deposits, for which no
        lease or other sufficient title shall have been issued at the date on which these rules shall come into
        operation, shall be considered as Government reserves, and shall be so defined on the maps of the country in
        the Survey Office.
      


      
        2    Claim Licence – A licence to dig for tin or other metals on land so reserved will be granted to
        any applicant on payment of a fee of $2. This licence is not transferable, and must be renewed annually.
      


      
        3    Conditions of Claim Licence – Such licence will convey no property in the land, but merely permission to
        remove the metal on payment of a royalty of $2 per bhara for tin, or, in the case of any other metal, of
        one-tenth of the produce.
      

    


    
      If the land to which the licence is applicable should remain un-worked for six months in succession, it will
      revert to the State.
    


    
      
        1    Water-works – Works, such as drains, water-courses, conduits, etc., undertaken for the purpose of
        supplying a mine with water-power, will not give the person at whose expense they are constructed any right of
        ownership, inconsistent with the foregoing rule.
      


      
        2    Right to Water Privileges – Such works can be under-taken only with the permission of the
        Government of the country, and the right to the use of water so brought down at the miner’s expense ceases with
        the abandonment of his mine or mines.
      


      
        3    Mining Leases – Lots included in mining reserves may be leased under the direction of the Council
        of State for a term of 21 years, subject to the conditions stated in the mining lease. (Form No. XIV annexed).
      


      
        4    Special Terms to Persons Introducing Improved Methods of Working – Special leases on exceptionally
        favourable terms may also be granted under the direction of the Council, to persons or companies who may
        undertake to introduce improved stems of working mines by the agency of European machinery under skilled
        European superintendence.
      

    


    
      GENERAL REGULATIONS
    


    
      27
      

      Disputes about Title to Land – A complaint book shall be kept at the office of every Collector of Land Revenue, in which, in case of any dispute as to the ownership of land the
      clerk appointed for the purpose will enter the names of the parties and the nature of the complaint. The Chief
      Officer of the district will then hear and decide the dispute, and his decision shall be final. This is
      applicable to agricultural districts only, and shall not affect the right of any one to proceed in the local
      Courts, instead of by complaints in the Land Office.
    


    
      
        1    Mutation of Title – No assignment, deed of transfer, bill of sale, or other document purporting
        to transfer the property in any land held under a title issued by the authority of the Government of the State
        shall have any effect, unless it shall have been prepared and registered in the manner hereinafter specified.
      


      
        2    Procedure – The party claiming the right of transfer or succession shall attend at the
        Collector’s Office, either in person or by his constituted agent, and shall make application for registering
        the mutation, producing the original lease, certificate, or permit. A deed of transfer shall then be made out
        in the Collector’s Office in the prescribed form (Form No. X), or, if the party making the application shall
        prefer it, the original lease, certificate, or permit shall be surrendered to Government. The Collector shall
        be authorised to accept such surrender on the part of the Government of the country, and to re-lease the land
        to the person or persons in whose favour the transfer is to be made.
      


      
        3    Proceedings to Enforce Payment of Rent – When any rent due to Government has become due and is
        unpaid, the Collector may demand payment of it by a notice in writing (Form No. Ill); and, if the same be not
        paid within fifteen days thereafter, he may issue an attachment (Form No. IV), and seize and sell by virtue
        thereof any property or effects of the occupier which may be found upon the land in respect of which rent is
        due, or the land itself.
      


      
        4    Application for Sub-division of Grants – When application is made for the sub-division of a
        grant, the Collector may accept the surrender of the original grant and issue new leases for the required
        sub-divisions, provided that proper land-marks, shewing the boundaries of them, shall have been first put up,
        that all fees of survey and registration shall have been paid, all arrears of quit-rent paid up, and that the
        quit-rent to be collected on each sub-division shall, in no case, be less than 40 cents.
      


      
        5    Transfers not Valid unless Registered – No instrument of transfer shall be entitled to any
        official recognition of its validity, or received in evidence as a legal instrument in the Courts of the State,
        unless it has been registered.
      


      
        6    Fees – For registering any lease, transfer, mutation of title, or sub-division of land,
        inspection of register, copy of last title, the fees mentioned in the appendix shall be chargeable by the
        Collector and paid into the Treasury to the credit of the State.
      

    


    
      TABLE OF FEES
    


    
      $ c.
    


    
      
        
          	On Issue of Permit

          	1 00
        


        
          	Registration of Lease

          	2 00
        


        
          	of Deed or Mortgage and Transfer

          	2 00
        


        
          	Search of Registers, etc.

          	50
        


        
          	Granting Certified Extracts

          	1 00
        


        
          	Service of Notice (Arrears of Rent)

          	50
        


        
          	Attachment

          	1 00
        

      
    


    
      QUIT-RENTS (per annum)
    


    
      
        
          	Building Lot in Town

          	2 00
        


        
          	Villages

          	1 00
        


        
          	Garden Land in Town, per acre

          	1 00
        


        
          	Kampung

          	40
        


        
          	Bendang

          	40
        


        
          	Ladang

          	25
        


        
          	Tanah Nipah, per orlong

          	60
        

      
    


    
      FEES (per quarter)
    


    
      
        
          	For every Man Employed in Cutting Wood

          	25
        


        
          	Sawing

          	45
        


        
          	Searcher of Rattan

          	25
        


        
          	Gutta

          	25
        


        
          	Passing for Charring Wood

          	25
        

      
    


    The following provisions were added to the “General Land Regulations, 1879,” by the State
    Council, on 28th February, 1880


    
      
         (I)    On the issue of Government leases to holders of certificates of ownership a premium on the lease shall
        be payable at such rate as may be fixed by the Government, not exceeding $3 per acre.
      


      
        (II)    “Bendangs” or “Kampongs” which have been deserted for three or more years may be granted to new
        applicants provided the original owner is not known, or refuses, or neglects to renew his occupation, but a
        notice of such intended be published by the Penghulu or Land Officer of the
        District for one month previous to making such grant, and should the land contain fruit trees, the owner may be
        compensated for these, provided he makes application for the same within one month from the issue of the notice
        aforesaid.
      

    


    
      Source: George Maxwell (Comp), The Land Laws of Perak (Past and Present), 1877–1900, Taiping, Government
      Printing Office, 1901, pp. 4–9, Malaysian Archives Accession Number: 2006/0053288.
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      III


      
        Regulations Regarding the Acquisition or Possession of Land and Engaging
        in Agricultural and Commercial Pursuits by Officers in the Public Service of the Straits Settlements and the
        Protected Native States, 29th March, 1889
      

    


    
      REGULATIONS MADE BY HIS EXCELLENCY THE GOVERNOR REGARDING THE ACQUISITION OR POSSESSION OF LAND AND
      ENGAGING IN AGRICULTURAL AND COMMERCIAL PURSUITS BY OFFICERS IN THE PUBLIC SERVICE OF THE STRAITS SETTLEMENTS AND
      THE PROTECTED NATIVE STATES
    


    
      ________________________
    


    
      With the sanction of the Right Hon’ble the Principal Secretary of State for the Colonies, His Excellency the
      Governor has been pleased to lay down the following Regulations for the guidance of all Public Officers in the
      Colony and in the Protected Native States in regard to the acquisition or possession of land and engaging in
      agricultural and commercial pursuits. These Regulations are based on the principle that greater efficiency may be
      expected from an Officer whose whole energies are devoted to the Public Service, than from one whose mind is
      occupied with the cares and anxieties incident to the possession and cultivation of land or to commercial
      enterprises. It is considered that the Officer who is content to look for advancement solely to his official
      occupation has a stronger claim on the public and on his superiors than one who seeks to combine with it the
      pursuits of a landed proprietor or who is closely connected with the management of commercial undertakings.
    


    
      
        a    No Officer shall be allowed to acquire or be a part-owner of any land in the Colony or Protected Native
        States other than a garden or ground attached to his dwelling house and not cultivated with a view to the sale
        of produce. He may not acquire or be a part-owner in any concession in the Colony or Protected Native States,
        nor, within the same territories, be the owner of house property other than a house for his own occupation.
      


      
        b    No Officer shall be allowed to engage in commercial pursuits or take
        part in the management of any commercial undertaking notwithstanding that he may have invested money therein.
      


      
        
          1    The foregoing Regulation (a) applies to the holding of land by the Officer in the name or names of
          members of an Officer’s family. It does not apply to those Officers who, being Natives of the Colony or
          Protected Native States, or actual bona fide settlers, become possessed of land or houses by
          inheritance or devise and not by purchase. Nor does it apply to Native Officers in the Colony or Protected
          Native States.
        


        
          2    Any Officer who has acquired land or house property (other than his own dwelling-house with land
          attached) prior to the issue of this Notification, must report the same to the Colonial Secretary within
          three months, and the Governor will decide as to whether it is necessary, in the public interests, to require
          such Officer to divest himself of it. Should an Officer fail, within a reasonable period, to act in
          accordance with the instructions he may receive, he will be removed from the Service.
        

      

    


    
      Source: Selangor Secretariat File, 127/1891, Malaysian Archives Accession Number: 1957/0014796.
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        Federal Land Code, 1897 – State of Selangor, Enactment XV of 1897, An
        Enactment to Consolidate and Amend the law Relating to Land, 1st December 1897
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        Federation Agreement, 1895
      

    


    TREATY OF FEDERATION, 1895


    
      AGREEMENT between the Governor of the Straits Settlements, acting on behalf of the Government of Her Majesty the
      Queen, Empress of India, and the Rulers of the following Malay States:– that is to say, Perak, Selangor, Pahang
      and the Negri Sembilan.
    


    
      
        1    In confirmation of various previous Agreements, the Sultan of Perak, the Sultan of Selangor, the Sultan of
        Pahang, and the Chiefs of the States which form the territory known as the Negri Sembilan, hereby severally
        place themselves and their States under the protection of the British Government.
      


      
        2    The above-named Rulers and Chiefs of the respective States hereby agree to constitute their countries a
        Federation, to be known as the Protected Malay States, to be administered under the advice of the British
        Government.
      


      
        3    It is to be understood that the arrangement hereby agreed upon does not imply that any one Ruler or Chief
        shall exercise any power or authority in respect of any State other than that which he now possesses in the
        State of which he is the recognised Ruler or Chief.
      


      
        4    The above-named Rulers agree to accept a British Officer, to be styled the Resident-General, as the agent
        and representative of the British Government under the Governor of the Straits Settlements. They undertake to
        provide him with suitable accommodation, with such salary as is determined by Her Majesty’s Government, and to
        follow his advice in all matters of administration other than those touching the Muhammadan religion. The
        appointment of the Resident-General will not affect the obligations of the Malay Rulers towards the British
        Residents now existing or to be hereafter appointed to offices in the above-mentioned Protected States.
      


      
        5    The above-named Rulers also agree to give to those States in the Federation which require it such
        assistance in men, money, or other respects as the British Government, through its duly appointed officers may
        advise; and they further undertake, should war break out between Her
        Majesty’s Government and that of any other Power, to send, on the requisition of the Governor, a body of armed
        and equipped Indian troops for service in the Straits Settlements.
      

    


    
      Nothing in this Agreement is intended to curtail any of the powers or authority now held by any of the
      above-named Rulers in their respective States, nor does it alter the relations now existing between any of the
      States named and the British Empire.
    


    
      The above Agreement was signed and sealed by the undermentioned Rulers and Chiefs of the various States in July,
      1895.
    


    
      His Highness Sultan Idris, the Sultan of Perak
    


    
      His Highness Sultan Abdul Samad, the Sultan of Selangor
    


    
      His Highness Sultan Ahmad, the Sultan of Pahang
    


    
      His Highness Tuanku Muhammad ibni Tuanku Antah, the Yarn Tuan Besar of Sri Menanti
    


    
      Dato’ Haji Ahmad, the Dato’ Bandar of Sungei Ujong
    


    
      Dato’ Ato, the Dato’ Undang of Johol
    


    
      Dato’ Syed All bin Syed Zain, the Dato’ Undang of Jelebu
    


    
      Dato’ Serun bin Sidin, the Dato’ Undang of Rembau
    


    
      The Tungku Dewa of Tampin
    


    
      Source: Secretary to the Selangor State, Office, Malaysian Archives Accession Number: 1957/0060419.
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        Taylor, W.H. (Resident-General of the FMS) 164
      


      
        Tedlie, T.H. 109–111, 114, 124, 130n16, 130n17, 130n18, 130n19, 130n34, 130n36
      


      
        Tin 4, 5,
        8, 9,
        13n8, 15–18, 20–22, 23 (Table 2.1), 25, 27, 30, 35n14, 160,
        165: Perak 38, 51, 52, 53–54 (Table 2.3), 64, 66, 68, 69, 70, 71, 79, 165n4; Selangor 80, 89, 92, 93, 94, 96, 98, 99, 100n1, 101n36, 101n41, 101n43, 101n44; Negeri Sembilan 102, 118,
        119–120 (Table 5.2), 139, 140 (Table 6.2), 146, 151, 152, 155; Pahang 155n4, International Tin Company 97, 101n35; Appendix II 173
      


      
        Treacher, W.H. (Resident of Perak, Selangor, and Resident-General of the FMS) 164: Perak 49, 57, 73, 77n43; Selangor 83, 100n3, 101n41; Pahang 149
      


      
        Turner, J. 47–50, 74n16, 75n20, 162;
        See Ramsden, J.
      

    


    
      United Planters’ Association 111, 164
    


    
      Warden of Mines: Perak 65, 66, 70, 72, 78n61; Selangor 94, 95, 99; Negeri Sembilan 124–126, 128, 132n63; Pahang 150, 151,
      157
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Un recerving payment of the prescribed fees and any amcars of
rent which may be due, the Collector shall endorse upon the
extract from the register  brief memorial showing the nature of
the deling, the names of the parties, and the date. A similar
memorial must be entered in the mukim register, and every
endorsement or memorial must be made or attested by the
Collector and must contain & reference o the memorandum on
which it is based.

One copy of every such memorandum shall be filed in the land
office, and shall bear a mumber and letter to indicate the extract
from the register to which it relates

After registering the transfer or charge as hereinbefore described
the Collector shall retun the original extract from registe (o the
party entitled to the custody thereof.

On production of sufficient evidence that any charge has been
satsfied the Collector shall write the word “Satified”, in red,
across the memorandum, endorsement and memorial, and afTix his
signature, and cause that of the chargee to be affixed thereto,
together with the date and number thereof.

() 1o shall be lawful for the Collector, on the epplication of
chargee and on being satisfied that default has been made
in payment of the interest, or of any part thereof, or of the
principal sum secured by the charge, and that three months'
notice demanding payment has been given by the chargee
10 the owner, o order the sale of the land comprised in the
harge, or of such portion thereof as may be necessary.

(i) Such sale shall be carred out at the district land office, and
o chargee shall Bell any land comprised in a charge
except in accardance with the provisions of this section.

(iit)  Noorder shall be made by the Collector under this section
unless and untl notce of the application shall have been
served on all persons who would be affected by such order,
and such persons have had an opportunity of appearing
before the Collector

) An exceuter or administrator o person claiming by any
form of succession, may become the registered owner of
land by producing at the land office the probate or letters
of administration granted to him. Upon satisfactory proof
of the applicant's claim he shall be so registered.

[or—
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bound to attend as required by the summons, and to
produce all such documents as aforesaid, and to answer, on
oath or affirmation, any lawful question putt o him.

‘The Collector shall rom time to time make in the mukim registers
all such entries, alterations or corrections, including all mutations
of title, charges, encumbrances and orders of the court as may
become necessary. Al registrs kept under this part shall be open
to public inspection on every working day between the hours of 10
‘am. and noon, on payment ofthe prescribed fee

() Every person acauiring the possession of land, or of the
profits thereof, whether on the death of the owner, or as
purchaser, or, otherwise howsoever, shall give notice of
such acquisition, inmediately afer it has taken place, to
the penghulu of the mukim or to the Collector It shal be
the duty of the penghulu to report everynotice received by
him forthwith to the Collector.

(i) The Collector, on receiving such notice or report, shall
make all such enquiry as may be necessary to ascertain the
facts of the alleged transmission or transfer, and if the
transmission or transfer appears to, have taken place he
shall call upon the parties concerned o comply with the
requirements of this Enactment next hereinafler mentioned.

Gil) Any person neglecting (o comply with the requirements of
this scction within three months from the date of the
transmission or transfer, shall b iable, at the discretion of
the Collector, to  fine not exceeding ten dollars.

No claim to or nterest in any land held under this part shall claim
be valid unless it has been registered in the land office of the
district in which i is situate, in accordance with the provisions
of this Enactmen.

Any person wishing to transfer or charge his land, must atiend,
with the transferee or chat-gee, cither personally or by duly
appointed agent, at the land office of the districtin which the land
s situate, bringing with him the extract from the register under
which the land is held. The Collector shall fillina~ memorandum
in the form in schedule J hereto, which shall be signed by him and
by each party thereto,

[ —
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Every grant under tis part for an area not excoedmg 640 acres
shall be in the form of schedule C hereto, and shall be subject to
the obligations and conditions contsined in sections 22 and 23 of
this Enactment

(i) In every such gran there shall, by vrtue ofthis Enactment,
be impliedly reserved the ight t re-enter on the aid land
in any, ofthe following events; that is to say—

(@ If a bond fide commencement be not made to
cultivate the Jand within twelve months from the
date of the grant;,

(b) If the said land be not cultivated 1o the extent of
one quarter of the total area within five years;

and to resume such portons thereof as are not then under
cultivation: Provided tht there shal, in any such case, be
reserved to the granteesuch bels of jungle and other plots
of land as riay be necessary for the purpose of
maintaining or protecting existing cultivation, or for the
proper and effectual managemen of the estate

And, provided further, that there sl also be
reserved to the Futher grantee the right to rtain
possession of two acres of land in respect of each acre then
being under cultvation.

(i) Tn the case of any graniee who shall have fulfille. the
condition of cultivating one quartr of the area comprised
i his grant within the required period of fve years therc
shall be endorsed on such grant and signed by the Resident
a memorandum to the effet that the above condition has
been fulflled and that no further liabliy attaches to the
said land in respect thereof.

Every grant exceeding 640 actes in extent shall, by virtue of this
Enactment, be subject to the implied conditon that the land
comprised therein shall be cultvated 1o the extent of one quarter
of it total area within five years from the date ofthe grant, and to
such other conditons or obigations a5 may be prescribed and
inserted thercin by the Resident with the approval of the Resident-
General Inthe case of sub-division of grans exceeding 640 acres
in area, the condition of cultvating one quarter ofthe arca shall be
m inmplied condition of each and every such pub-division.

-
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or other person claiming by any order of court or act of
law, may, in like manner, become the registered owner of
land upon saisfactory proof of hisfte thereto.

i) Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed (0 vary
or invalidate the procedure provided by any law in force
forthe time being for succession to estates of small value.

() Any person claiming any estate or interest in land under
this pert may, at any time, apply t0 the Commissioner for
an order that any register book, or journal kept at any land
office under this Enactment shall be rectified, or that, any
entry may be made or interpolated in any such register
book, or journal, or that any entry therein may be
cancelled: and the commissioner may either refuse such
application or, if satisfied as o the justice of the case, may
make such order in reference thereto as he may think just.

() The Collector and every other person affected by such
order of the Commissioner shall abey the same upon being.
served with such order

i) Any person agarieved by any refusal or order ofthe
Commissioner, under sub-scction (i) hercof, may appeal
o the court. Provided that such appeal shall not he
admited afer the expiration of hity days from the date of
the decision appealed against.

All lands under this part shall be measured and demarcated with
‘permanent boundary marks, and the Collector may at any time, in
case of dispute, direct. a survey to be made of any of the said
lands, and may order the party found to be in the wrong to pay the
whole or any part of the cost of such survey according to the
prescribed scale.

“To any holder of land under his part, or to anyone who hereafier
shall acquire land under s part there may be issued, on
application, and aftr survey and payment of the prescribed fees, a
grant in the form of schedule C hereto, for the land so held o
acquired.

PARTIV.
COUNTRY LANDS EXCEEDING 100 ACRES IN AREA.

e
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Nothing contained in this part, shall apply to lands included within
the boundaries of any town.

(0]

i)

(i)

(i)

(i)

The Colector shall keep a mukin register, s nearly as
possible in the form of schedule D hereto, for each mukim
in the distrct, and in such register there shall be entered, in
seral order, the partculars of the lands held by every
landowner in that mukim other then the land situate within
the imits of any town

Every entry in the register, when completed, shall be
cerified by the Collector who shall affix his signature
thereto, and all new entres that may be made in the
register shall, when made, be certified n a similar manner.
“The Collector shall be responsible for the safe keeping of
‘mukim registers of his district

There shallbe issued, on payment of the prescribed fees 0
every lawful occupier of land in the distict, an extract
fiom the register, which shall be as nearly rue possible in
the form of schedule E hereto, and on which shall unless
otherwise allowed by the be endorsed  ttle plan of the
land, with the dimensions, abutals and boundarics thereof.
Provided that the acceptance of such not be compulsory on
any person who s, at the ime ofthe passing of this
Enactment, in possession of a lease or grant; and, provided
frther that any person who is in possession of an
agreement for a lease under the Selangor Land Regulations
of 1882 shall continue liable to dealt with under the
provisions of Regulation 1. of 1892 and Regulation IX. of
1892, and for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of
thesaid two last-mentioned Regulations the "Land Code,
1891," shall deemed to be sil i force.

Any native holding any land under ancient customary
tenure shall, on complying with such terms as may be
prescribed by the Resident, s to proof of his right, and on
payment of survey fees, be entiled to be registered in the
mukim register as owner of such subject 0 a quit-rent, in
the same way as if he had acquired the same under the
provisions of this Enactmen.

Every person whose name s recorded in any mukim regiser the
owner of land in such mukim shall be deemed to have a

—ie_
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owners thereof for the ime being in like manner as
if their name or names were substituted in the grant
for that of the original grantee.

23 Every such grant shall, by virtue of this Enactment, be subject,in
the absence of an express provision to the contrary, to. the
following implied conditions in respect of the land contained
therein; tht s 0 say—

(i)

@)

(i)

Thatthe rent due t the State in respect ofsuch land
shall be a first charge on such land;

“That there shall be reserved the right of making
drains and sewers constructing irigation works and
survey stations, laying down water pipes, erecting
wires for telegraphs and ofher electric
communications, and using, repairing and
maintaining the same upon such land without
paying compensation therefor. and that the officers
of the State and all contractors and workmen
thereto duly authorised shall at all reasonable times
have free access o such land for such purposs.
Provided always thet, where such works interferc
with improvements, building or cultivated ground,
compensation shall be allowed for disturbance or
damage, and the amount of such compensation
shall be determined in the mamner provided in Part
VIl of this Ensctment.

‘That the Collector of the ditrict in which such land
is situate, and the officers duly authorised by him,
shall, at all reasonable times, have free access to
such land.

PARTIII

COUNTRY T ANDS 100 ACRES IN AREA AND INDER
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(i)

(ii)

(iit)

)

(ii)

shall thereupon make the necessary entry in the mukim
register

A copy of the order above mentioned shall be fumished by
the Collector o the person in favour of whom such order is
made and, on application, to other party o the proceedings.

An appeal shall T fiont such order of a Collector t0 the
Commissioner. Provided that such appeel shall ot be
admitted after the expiration of thirty days from the date of
the order appealed against.

Any person, who conceives that & right o or interest in
land which he claims to have is injuriously affected by
such order of a Collector may apply to the Commissioner,
within three months after the registration thereof, 10 set
aside or vary the same, and the Commissianer shall try the
question whether such order be or be not inconsistent with
the rights of the applicant; and if the Commissioner shall
decide that the said order is inconsistent with such rights
e shal set aside o vary the same as he may thirk just.

Any person aggrieved by any decision of the
‘Commissioner under sub-sections (i) or (i) hereof may
appeal tothe cout. Provided tht. such appeal shall not be
admitted afer the expiration of thirty days from the date of
the desision appealed against.

Except as herein expressly provided, no court shall
exercise jurisdiction s to any claim or question i respect
of which jurisdiction is given by this Enactment fo the
Collector

For the purpose of any enquiry made by the Collector
under section 30 hereof, or by the offcer to whom appeal
may be made under section 31 hereof, such Collector or
officer may require, by a summons under his hand, any
person being within the State to atend before him, and, if
necessary, to produce all documents in his possession
elating to any right o or infercst n such land.

The Collctor or other officer before whom any person so
summoned attends may also examine upon oath,or solemn
affirmation having the force of an oath, any person so
summoned touching any ight to such land or interest in
P

fpm—





Images/32.jpeg
25,

2.

30,

RSN THRENUUMEENS. D NSRS DAL e S
occupancy in his land subject o the following provisions: thatis to

say

@)

@)

(i) To the obligations contained in section 22;

(i) To the conditions and reservations described in
sections 16 and 23

Any land held under this part which has been
abandoned for three consecutive years shall be liable to
forfeiture, notwithstanding that quit-rent may have been
paid during the whole or any part such period. Forfeiture
shall be effected by publication of a notice tn the Gazete,
orin such other manner as may be directed the Resident in
the form of schedule F hereto, and by posting, a copy of
the same on the land.

Land shall be deemed to have been abandoned when it has
notbeen cultivated by the owner or any person on his
behall

Allland alienated by the Ruler of the State under this part shall be

registered by the Collector in the register of the mukim

which

the same i situate, and an extract from the register shallbe issued
i respect of the same in the manner and subject o the conditions
stated sbove.

@

@)

Any person asserting that he himself, o any other person
through whorm he claims, is or has become entited to be
registered under this part as the owner of any land in any
mukim, may apply 10 the Collector (o record him as such
i the register of the mukim in which the land is situate.
The Collector shall thereupon cause a notice of such
application, in the form of schedule G hereto, o be.
published locally in the district and posted on the laud for o
period of thirty days, and shall make such enquiry as may
be necessary.

I, after such notice and enquiry, the Collector i of opinion
that such application ought to be granted, o if, in the
course of such enquiry, it shallbe proved, o his
satisfaction, that some other person is entitled to be
registered s the owner of the land in dispute, then, in
either of such eases, he shall make an order, in the form of
schedule H hereto, in accordance with his decision, and he
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‘sall be deemed 1o 8 be pubhic servamts wilim #ie meanmg
of the Penal Code.

(i) No grant shall be issued unless and until the land included
therein has been surveyed and demarcated to the
satisfaction of the Collector

Every such grant shall, by virtue of this Enactment, be
subject to the following implied conditions:

(a)  That the entire property in and control of all
sivers, streams, and water-courses
throughou the State i, and shall be, vested
solely in the Ruler thercof;

(b)  That there shall be reserved to the Ruler of
the State a belt of a land fifty yards deep
along the banks of all navigable rivers,
streams and creeks, and along the seashore

If the owner of any land comprised in any document of tie is
desirous of dividing or partitioning such land, application shall be
made to the Collector to aceept a surrender of such itle, and to
issue new grants or extracts from the register, for the land
comprised therein, in parcels. The Collector, if satisied with the
title of the applicant, and on payment of all cosis or expenses
consequent on such application, shall accept the surrender of such
itle and shall issue in e thereof titles under this Enactment in
such pacels as may be required Provided vided that all arears of
rent and charges, if any due under the'- original title shall have
been satisfied; and, provided further, that, the rent reserved on
each parcel shall be not less than fifty cents.

Land held under a grant or extract from the register, issued afier
the commencement of this Enactment, may at any time be
sumendered to the State by the lawful owner thereof and the
document of title be delivered up if the rent for the current year
and all arrears, costs and charges have been paid and safisfied.
From the date of surender the Collector shall cease to demand the
rent reserved in such grant or extract from the register

() The Resident may at any time declare, by notification in
the Gazerte, that any land is set apart as a village site

(i) All land included in such village site shall thereupon be
—)

Vit
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(i)

(i)

)

(vin) Licensing or famming the ngit © take mber or
firewood, nipah palms, rattans, guttapercha, India
rubber, gums or other jungle produce, and for
licensing persons to cut or saw wood, bum
charcoal, or collect jungle produce: provided that in
the case of land which now is or hereafler may be
alienated no such license shall be issued or farm
pranted except o the owner of such land;

(%) Issuing licenses to dig and remove, gravel, stone,
coral, shell, guano, sand, loam: provided that in the
case of land which now is or hereafier may be
alienated no such license shall be issued except to
the owner of such land;

(x)  Prescribing the payments to be made in respect of
such licenses;

(xi)  Prescribing the procedure to be taken under
sections 17, 30, 42, or any other scctions of this
Enactment;

(xii) Prescribing the powers and duties of Collectors,
settlement officers, forest rangers, and other
officers appointed under the provisions of this
Enactment;

(xiii) Al other matters connected with the enforcement
of this Enactment.

‘The Resident may, from time t0 time, by notification in the
Gazette, appoin, and, when appointed, remove, such and
5o many Collectors, settlement officers, forest, rangers, and
other officers, as he may consider necessary for carrying
not this Enactment;

‘The Resident may also, if he shall think fit, define ~ the
boundaries within which such officers shall exercise  the
powers and perform the duties assigned (o them by this
Enactment, or any rules made thereunder;

All penghulus shall exercise the same powers as forest
rangers;

ANl officers appointed by the Resident under this section
il ol penaluiles Exaciine the Dowers of fhrtet b
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(i) 1he holders ot any such land held under an extract irom
the register, or a grant, issued aftr the commencement of
this Enactment shall be required (0 take out, grants, and to
pay the prescribed quit-rent and fees.

1F any land, held under a grant or extract from the register Land
within issued after the commencement of this Enactment, shall
hereafter come town within the limits of a town, such land shall be
subject to the rate of quitrent prescribed for agricultural lands
within town limits; and all such land utilised far the erection of
permanent buildings shall be subject, as regards every 2,400
square feet ofits area, 1o the quit-rent prescribed for building lots.

PART2
TOWN LANDS

(1) This part applies only to land situated within the
boundaries of a town.

(i) Every grant issued under this part, for land situated within
the boundaries of a town, shall be in the form of schedule
€ hereto, and shall be sealed with the public seal of the
State, and signed by the Resident,

(i) Al State lands under this part shall be sold by auction
subject o the obligations and conditions in sections 22 and
23; and subject to such other obligations, conditions,
deceptions and reservations, and such upset price as the
Resident may direct.

In every such grant there shall, by virtue of this Enactment be
implied, in the absence of an express provision to the contrary, the
following obligations on the partof the grantee; that i t0 say—

(i) Thatthe grantee will duly pay, at the time and place
and 1o the person prescribed for that purpose, the
rent specified in the grant;

i) Thatall landmarks by which the boundaries of such
land are defined sbal be duly maintained:

i) That no portion of such fand shall be used for the
burial of a human body without the written
authority of the Resident, The aforesaid obligations
shall run with the land. and shall bind the owner o
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‘hereol, to declare, by notification in the (azeffe, that the rent of
any State land, to be sold or alienated by this Mate after a date to
be mentioned in such notification, shall be liable to periodical
revision, which may result in either enhancement or reduction.
‘The date mentioned in the notification shall be a date subsequent
o the notification.

(i) Such declaration may apply to the whole of the State land to
be sold or alienated after such-date, or may be limited o any
particular class of land or to any particular district, and shall state
the intervals at which such revision is to take place, but 0 such
revision shall take place ill after the expiration of thirty years
from the date of the declaration.

(iii) At the expiration of each such interval the rent reserved to
the State in respect of any such land may be revised by the
Resident, but in making such revision no improvements made by
the landowner, or his predecessors in fitle, shall be taken into
account

(iv.) No such declaration by the Resident shall be valid unless the
same shall have received the approval of the Resident-General, o
be published in the Gazette at the same time as the declaration

Every grant, issued under this Enactment shall, by virtue of this
Enactment, be subject, in the absence of an express provision (o
the contrary, to the following implied condition in respect of the
lend comprised therein ; that s to say—

That in case of a breach of, or default in observance of, any
of the conditions of the said grant, whether expressed or implied
by the provisions of this Enactment the Collector, orany  officer
authorised by him in writing may, on behalf of the Ruler of the
State, re-enter on such land, or on any portion thereof in the name
of the whole, and thereupon the same shallli forfeited to and vest
in the Ruler of the State. Provided always that no re-entry shall be
made by the  Collector on the ground of any such breach or
default as aforesaid, that may be capable of being repaired or
made good, until after reasonable notice shall have been given by
the Collector to the party who has been guilty of the same, to
repair and make good such breach or default  within such
reasonable time as may be limited in the notice, and such party
shall nevertheless have persisted in his neglect or refusal to
repair and make good the same.

[——
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“Prescribed" means authorised by this Enactment or any rules
made thereunder.

“Public purpose includes the reservation or acquisition of land
for  quays, landing-places, tramways, railways and railway
stations, roads, canals, reservoirs, imigation works, aqueducts or
water-courses, markets, abattoirs, public baths or wash-houses,
government  buildings, schools, ~gardens, places of public
worship or instruction, recreation or convenience, reformatories,
libraries, museums, hospitals, asylums, experimental farms,
forest reserves, or places for the cremation or interment of the
dead.

“Rent." means whatever i to lie rendered on account of the use or
occupation of land, whether in money or in kind.

"State land" means all lands which have not been and may not
hereafter be reserved for any public purpose, or which have not
been leased or granted to or are not lawfully occupied by any
person, and includes all lands which, a the commencement of this
Enaciment, may have become or which hercafter may become
forfeited by reason of any breach in the conditions on which the
same have been lawfully occupied.

"To alienate” means to sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of State
land on behalf of the Ruler of the State in consideration of the
payment of quit-tent and of such premium, if any, as may be
required.

(i) State land, for the purposes of this Enactment, is divided into
the following classes; that is to say—

(a) Town lands;
(b) Country lands of 100 acres in area and under;
(¢) Country lands exceeding 100 acres in area.

(i) Under and subject to the provisions of this Enactment, the
Resident, in the name and on behalf of the Ruler of the State, shall
alienate State land for such interest and in such manner as is
authorised by this Enactment, and not therise.

(i) Nothing in ths section shall apply to mining lands.

(i) At any time afer the expiration of five years from the coming
into operation of this Enactment, it shall be lawful for the
Resident, subject to the provisions of the following sub-sections

-
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‘atle 1n respect of land, cerified as comrect by the olficer having the
custody thereof, shall be admissible in evidence in every case in
which the original would be admissible.

If any document of title is lost or destroyed the person lawfully
entitled (o the custody thereof together with other persons, if any,
having knowledge of the circumstances, may file in the land office
of the distriet in which the land is Situated an affidavit or statutory
declaration containing a. full description of the lost document of
itle and the circumstances under which it was lost or destroyed.
“The Collector shall thereupon cause to be published in the Gazerre,
and locally in the district, for the period of three months, a notice
in the form of schedule B hereto, and a copy of the notice shall
also be posted on the land. 1f o objection is lodged within the said
three months a new document of tide, upon the same terms and
subject to the same liabilities, shall be issued on payment of the
prescribed fecs. Provided that the Collector shall not in any case
issue such new document of fitle unless he is satisfied as to the
truth of the affidavit or declaration and the good faith of the
applicant for the same.

‘The Resident, may, with the approval of the Resident-General,
from time to time make and when made vary or rescind rules for
fully and effectually carrying out and giving effect to the various
‘purposes, provisions and powers in this Enactment contained, and
such rules, when published in the Gazetre, shall have the force of
v,

Such rules may provide, amongst other things, for—

(i) The mode in which application for land and
payment for survey and demarcation shall be made;

(i) The temporary occupation of State land;
(i) The sale by auction of State land,

(iv) The fixing of premia, rents, and foes chargeable
under this Code;,

(v)  The time and place at which rent due to the State
shall be paid;

(vi)  The time and method of preparing and culivating
and for the growth of rice and tapioca:

(vii.) The establishment and control of villages:
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The Resident may from time to time reserve, by notification in the
Gazete, any State lands which in his opinion are required for
public purpose. Such notification shall fully describe the land.the
public purpose, and the terms on which it is reserved, and shall be
published in two consecutive issues of the Gazee.

After any land has been reserved the same shall not be sold or
alienated unil such reservation shall have been revoked by the
Resident by publication in two consecuive issues of the Gazerte;
and afier any land has been so reserved, every disposition thereof,
except for the purpose for which such reservation has been made,
shall be sided that there shall be no revocation as long as the terms
upon which the land was reserved are fathfully observed.

Every grant, or other document of ie issued under provisions of
this Enactment, shall be deemed o vest in the holder thereof a
surface right only in the land granted, and no right to remove
beyond the boundaries of the said land any timber or other jungle
produce or any gravel, stone, coral, shell, guano, sand, loam or
clay without license shall be conveyed thereby.

No right to mine or search for minerals on any agricultural land
alienated under previous land regulations, or lawfully occupied
under this Enactment, shall be granted to any person unless and
untl such land shall have been resumed under the provisions of
the Mining Code

The Resident may, by nofification in the Gazerie, divide the
territory of the State into districts, and may also sub-divide any
district into mukims, towns and villages, and may define or vary
boundaries thereof.

Any person who, at the commencement of this Enactment, is in
possession of land by virtue of any document of ttle other than a
lease or grant may be required to exchange such document, if the
land is situate within the limits of any town, for a grant under the
provisions of part 11 hereof or, ifthe land is not so situate, for an
extract from _the register or grant under the provisions of Part 11l
hereof, without further payment, except for survey and
demarcation, if any Provided that nothing herein contained shall
entitle any person to receive an extract from the register or grant
for a greater than specified in the document of title under which he
claims.

A copy of any application, letter, document or instrument of any
Kind whatsoever relating to any purchase, reservation, grant, or

Lind el my
il on

s i uly

o o bemined

Copionot
by
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Year  Principal estates  Crops Amount of  Agricultural  Land
land revenue from  revenue
alienated in  export duty  (including
acres s) mining) ($)

1908 na. Paddy, 65,721 103,275 90,848

coconut,
coffee,
rubber,
pepper,
sugar and
tapioca
1909 na. Coconut, 77405 na. 103,275

coffee and
rubber
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ENACIMENT XV. OF 1897.
An Enactment to Consolidate and Amend the Law Relating to Land.
I1.C. BELFIELD, [157 December, 1897.]
Acting Briish Resident,

Itis hereby enacted by His Highness the Sultan in Council, as follows:

PART 1
GENERAL

I (i) This Enactment may be cited as the “Land Enactment, 1897," St Tk s
and shall come into operation upon the Ist day of January, 1895, s

(ii) Such existing land regulations, as are set out in schedule A R
hereto, are hereby repealed o the extent mentioned in the said

schedule, provided that nothing shall affect the past operation of

those regulations or of any order made, or the validity or invalidity

of anything done or suffered, or of any right, title Or interest

created thereunder before the coming into operation hereof.

2 In this Enactment the following terms shall, if not inconsistent [r—
with the context or subject matter, have the respective meanings
hereby assigned to them:

“Commissioner” means the Commissioner of Lands and Mines Commiiooe:
of the Federated Malay States.

"Court” means the court of the Judicial Commissioner of the o
Federated Malay States.

"Grant” means a grant of State land issued by or on behalf of the -
Ruler of the State, and includes a lease of State land issued prior
i e oceiing o Goecation of i Ensetnest ™





Images/21.jpeg
Years  Principal mining firms  Minerals  Amownt of  Mining rev-  Land revenue
lodalie- e from (incluing
natedin exportduy  agriculure)
acres togovem- ($)

ment ($)
1896 Penjom Mine, Raub_ Goldand _ na, [ 20507
Mine, Sclinsing Mine tin
and Malay Peninsular
Prospecting Company

1897 Penjom Mine, Raub  Goldand 612 na 49536
Mine, Sclinsing Mine tin
and Malay Peninsular
Prospecting Company

1895 RaubMing, Seinsing  Goldand 503 na 63163
Mine and Penjom tin
Mine

1899 Penjom, Slindngand  Goldand 7122 25720 45580
Pahang Kabang Mine  tin

1900 FrenchCompanyin  Goldand 65490 29,106 40343
Trang i

1901 The Malaysian Mining Gold,tin  na. na 41054
Company and Queens.  and copper
fand Raub Syndicate

1902 Sodété des Eains e Goldand  na. na 7616
Kinta i

1903 Sg LembingMine,  Goldand  na. na 45135
Raub Mine, Sempam  tin
Company and Pahang
Corporation

1904 Pahang Coporation Goldand 10000 na. 5307

tin

1905 Raub Australian Gold ~ Gold and 14,256 na 68,732

Mining Company and tin
Kechau Gold Ficlds
L

1906 DuchCompay  Goldand 1643  na. 78330

tin
1907 Pahang Consolidated  Goldand 39808 na. 30200
Company i

1908 Pahang Consolidatad  Goldand 42541 26210 90848
Company i

1909 Pahang Consolidated  Goldand 60684  na. 103275
Company 'Yy
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Years  Firms Mineral  Amount of  Mining. Land
land e revenue from  revemue
nated in exportduty  (including.
acres ) agriculnure)

)

1895 Baw Bersawah Gold _ Gold 149 na 272380
Mining Syndicate

1896 The European Negeri  Tin 410 na 663W24
Sembilan Syndicate,
Batu Bersawah Gold
Mining Syndicate and
London Syndicate

1897  Cherubang Company  Gold 3828 na 77,100
and Batu Bersiwah  and tin
Company

1898 Jelebu Mining Gold na na 103,368
Company and tin

1899 Jelebu Mining Com-  Gold na na 123,794
pany and Cherubang  and tin
Gold Mining
Company

1900 Jelebu Miningand  Gold na na 125,168
Trading Company,  and tin
Seremban Tin Mining
‘Company and The
Linggi River Dred-
ging Company

1901 Cherubang Gold  Gold na 18716 132,701
Mining Company and _and tin
Batu Bersawah Gold
Mining Syndicate

1902 Jelebu Miningand  Gold na 3280 106,709
Trading Company  and tin

1903 Batu Bersawah Gold  Gold 9411 126784
Mining Syndicate,  and tin
Chindras Gold
Mining Company and
Straits and General
Deselopment
Company

1904 Batu Bersawah Mine  Gold 7457 6,080 143,150

and tin

1905 SipiauTin Mining  Gold 28506 3896 145478

Company, Jelebu  and tin
Mining Company,

Temiang Mining Syn-
dicate and Pantai
otk Rt
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Years  Principal estates  Crops Amount of  Agricultural  Land
land alie- revenue from  revenue
natedin  export duty (including.
acres ) mining) (S)

195 Goverment Pepper, paddy, 28,506 14,000 145478

Rubber Estate  gambier,
coffee, rubber;
tapioca and
coconut
1906 Govemment Pepper, paddy, 28476 na. 168250
Rubber Estate;  gambier,
Chevviotand  coffee, rubber,
Glendale; Linggi; tapioca and
Ainsdale; coconut
Limsum Ather-
ton and
Terentang
1907 Govemment Pepper, sugar 30,573 17635 205,605
Rubber Estate  gambier,
coffee, rubber;
tapioca and
coconut
1908 Govemment Pepper, gamb- 18,779 225979 25912
Rubber Estate  ie, rubber,
rice, tapioca
and coconut
1909 Govemment Pepper, mmb- 75204 na. 192,007
Rubber Estate  icg, coffee,
rubber, tapioca

and coconut
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Year  Principal estates  Crops Amount of  Agricultural  Land
land revenue from  revenue
alienatedin  export duty  (including
acres ) mining) ($)

1896 Liang Syndicate  Coffee 130 2980723 29807

Messrs Held &
Co
1897 Liang Syndicate ~ Coffee 611 4983642 49836
1898 Pahang Coffee and 34,712 6826164 63163
Corporation rubber
1899 38 concessions  Coffecand 34715 83883 48580
with six sub- rubber
sidiary companies
1900  Messrs Price, Coconut 35,759 40343 40343
Boustead & Co.
1901 Duff Coconut ~ Cocomut,  na. 41054 41054
Plantation tapioca,
pinang,
‘gambier,
coffee and
rubber

1902 Two tapioca Tapioca 1700 47616 47616

estates

1903 na. Coconut 12,000 47610 48,135

1904 Six Chinese Coconut 19242 53980 53079

Estates and rubber
1905 Messrs Bibby and  Rubber 13,000 68,732 68732
Ruxton
1906 Messrs Bibby and Rubber,  na. 8882839 78330
Ruxton paddy,
coconut,
‘gambier,
pepper,
sugar and
tapioca
1907 Messrs Bibby and ~Paddy, 75.795 90848 80209
Ruxton cocont
coffee,
‘gambier,
rubber,
pepper,
sugar and

s
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Firms

Mineral

Amount of
land alie-
nated in

Mining
revenue from
export duty
(s)

Land

Tincluding
agriculnre)

)

1906

1907

1908

1909

‘Sipiau Tin Mining.
Company, Seremban
Tin Mining Company,
‘Sudu-Seremban
Mines, Temiang
Mining Syndicate,
and Pantai Hydraulic
Syndicate

Sipiau Tin Mining
Company, Seremban
Tin Mining Company,
‘Sudu-Seremban
Mines, Temiang
Mining Syndicate and
Pantai Hydraulic
Syndicate

Sipiau Tin Mining
Company, Seremban
Tin Mining Company,
‘Sudu-Seremban
Mines, Temiang
Mining Syndicate and
Pantai Hydraulic
Syndicate

Sipiau Tin Mining
Company, Seremban
Tin Mining Company,
‘Sudu-Seremban
Mines, Temiang
Mining Syndicate and
Pantai Hydraulic
Syndicate

Gold
and tin

Gold
and tin

Gold
and tin

Gold
and tin

28476

30573

30573

w0012

30,000

24,601

168.250

205,605

25912

192,007
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Year

Principal mines

Minerals

Amount of
land alie-
nated for
mining in

Mining rev-
enue from
export duty
(s)

(incuding
agriculnre)
s

1595

1596

1597

1598

1599

1900

1901

1902

1903

1904

Larut Tin Mining
Co. Lid and Kinta
Alluvial Tin Co. Lid
Gopeng Tin Mining.
Co.Lid

Bukit Mas Mining
Company

Lee Chin Mining
Company and
Gopeng Tin Mining
Colid

Lee Chin Mining
Company and
Gopeng Tin Mining
Co.Lid

Kinta Tin Mines Lid
and Gopeng Tin
Mining Co. Lid
Tronoh Mines Lid
and Gopeng Tin
Mining Co. Lid
Kiedang Tin Mining
Company Ltd, and
Messrs Osborne and
Chappel

Brusch Hydraulic
“Tin Mining Com-
pany Lid and
Kamunting Mine
New Gopeng Lid
“The Société des
Eiains de Kinta:
Tronoh Company:
Tambun Company:
Gopeng Hydraulic
Co. and Kampar
Company: Pusing
Lama Tin Mining
Company Lid; and
Redhill Tin Mining
oY

Tin

Tin, gold

‘marble

Tin

Tin and

Tin

Gold and.
tin

67,553

84,302

90,981

100,000

34522

136.680

14,853,507

12,339.909

12,701,695

14,177,001

23,099.506

26,032.000

32214537

35873208

500,00.000

26345

280.798

278254

277616

310843

351451

62248

404890

27801

0300
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land alie- revenue from  revenue
nated for  export duty (including
agriculture 1o govern- mining)
inacres  ment(S) (5

1906  Kamunting Coconut, na. 126,312 67268

Estate; Gula tapioca, rubber,
Estate; Bagan  rice, sugarcane.
Datoh Estate;  and coffee
Sungai Kruda
Estate; Rubana,
and Nova Scotia
Estate
1907  Kamunting Coconut, tapioca 364,303 136,825 45984
Estate; Gula rubber, rice,
Estate; Bagan  sugarcane,
Datoh Estate;  gambier and.
Sungai Kruda  coffee
Estate; Rubana.
and Nova Scotia
Estate
1908 Kamunting Coconut, rubber, 385483 179,864 732920
Estate; Gula rice, sugarcane,
Estate; Bagan  paddy, tapioca
Datoh Estate;  and coffee
Sungai Kruda
Estate; Rubana
and Nova Scotia
Estate
1909 Kamunting Coconut, rubber, 411,788 A7517 770,460
Estate; Gula rice, sugar and,
Estate; Bagan  coflee
Datoh Estate;
Sungai Kruda
Estate; Rubana,

and Nova Scotia
Estate
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Years  Principal estates  Crops Amount of  Agricultural  Land
land alie- revenue from  revenue
natedin  export duty (including.
acres ) mining) (S)

1895 PortDickson  Coffee,rice 1976 na 2072380

Coffec Com-  and tapioca
pany; Sinawang
and Terentang
Coffee Estate.
1896 PortDickson  Coffeerice, 700 na 6637924
Coffee Company ~ and tapioca
1897 PortDickson  Coffee, coco- 2,622 na 77,100
Coffee Company  mut, rice
‘gambier and
pepper
1898 PortDickson  Coffee coco- na 103,368
Coffee Company  nut, rice,
‘gambier and
pepper
1899 PortDickson  Coffeerice,  na. na 12379
Coffee Company ~ coconut gamb-
ier and pepper
1900 Port Dickson  Coffee coco- na 125168
Coffec Company  nu, rice,
tapioca,
‘gambier and
pepper
1901 PortDickson  Paddy gamb- na na 132701
Coffec Company i pepper,
tapioca, coco-
nut and
tobaceo
192 PortDickson  Pepper, gamb- na. na 106709
Coffee Company ier, coffee,
rubber and
tapioc
1903 PortDickson  Pepper,gamb- 13000  na 126734
Coffee Company iex coffee,
rubber, tapioca
and coconut
1904 Govemment Pepper, gamb-  n.a na 143,180
Rubber Estate  ieg, coffee,
rubber, tapioca

asdfiasiai,
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Year

Principal mines

Minerals

Amount of
land alie-
nated for
mining in

Mining rev-
ene from
export duty
(s)

(including
agriculture)
0]

1903

1906

1907

1908

1909

Rambutan Lid;
Tronoh Company;
Tambun Company:
Gopeng Hydraulic
Co. and Kampar
Company

Lahat Mines Ltd:
Rahman Tin Com-
pany Lid; Brusch
Hydrukc Tin
Mining Company
Lid: Kamunting
Mine; and Kledang
Tin Mining Co. Ltd
Lee Heng & Co:
Kledang Tin Mining
Company; Kramat
Pulai Lid; Pengkalan
Lid: and Rahman
Hydrulic Tin Ld
‘Sungai Besi Lid:
Austal Malay Tin Ld;
The Pusing Braru Tin
Mines Lid: The Sipu-
h Tin Mines Lids
and Sempam Tin
Mines Lid

Malay Tin Lid and
Kledang Tin Mining
Company Tekka Lid

Gold, tin
and
wolfram

149,150

150,376

146,624

148,158

149,174

56,750,000

505300

467.268

545984

732920

770460
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Year  Principal estates  Crops Amount of  Agriculnure  Land
land alie- revenue from  revenue
nated for  export duty  (inclucing
agriculte 0 govern. mining)
in acres. ment ($) 3

1895 na. Coffee and 180,958 111,000 226,345

sugarcane

19 na Rice,pepper, 208284 103918 280798

coconuts, ramie
and collee

1897  More than 100 Rice, coffee, 230,691 na. 278,254

estates pepper and
Sugarcane
195 PeangSugar  Rubbersums 23217 na 77616
Estate Company  cofee, coconut,
ramic and
bananas
199 Guia Company  Paddy.cofie, 44215 143933 310843
and Penang Sugar  rubber, sugar-
Estate Company  cane, coconut
and ramic
1900 StruitsSugar  Rubber,sumar na o0z 3siast
Company and  cane, cocomut
Straits Plantation  and ramic
Company
1901 na Paddy, coconut, . oS0l 362048
tapioca, rutber,
rice, sugarcane,
sambier and
coffec
1902 Strsits Sugar  Coconut, mubber.  na 13381 40480
Company; Perak  rice, sugarcane
Sugar Cultvation  and coffee
Company
903 SimitsSugar  Paddycofle,  na 9731 s
Company and  coconut and
Perak Sugar Cul-  rubber
tivation Company
1904 TheKuala Kang-  Coconut, mbber, 234650 153000 440,300
sar Plantation; rice, sugarcane
Rabana Estate  and coffee
and Cedily
Rubber Estate
1905 The Kuala Kang- Paddy, cofles,  na. 2% 505,300
sar Plantation:  coconut and
Rabana Estate  rubber
and Cedily

ey .
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COLONIAL OFFICE - ENGLAND

Governor of Straits Settements/ High
Commissioner (Singapore)

Conference of British
Residents

Resident General - Kuala Lumpur

Staff of Federal Officers

Judicial Commissioner
Attorney General

Commandant of Sikhs
Commissioner of Poice and Prisons
Gommissioner of Lands and Mines
Inspector of Posts and Telegraphs

‘Subjects: Saniation,

immigration, and, mining,

hway, and laws (bils drafted
by Legal Adviser)

State Council

Endorsement o Bils

Federal Departments

Residents
Posisé || Londsa | [ Publc |[ Polces | [ osat || pster et D
Telegraphs || Mines | | Works || Prsons | | s | omees | | o || ot |
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Year Perak Selangor __N. Sembilan Pahang Total
1875 - - . B .
1876 . . = - -
1877 140,292 - - - 140292
1878 245512 111,920 - ~ 357432
1879 281,823 107,558 - ~ 389381
1880 298,805 100,586 = ~ 399391
1881 387,642 126,038 = ~ 513,680
1882 457410 161,832 - - 619242
1883 619.809 180,002 - 199811
1884 641,351 . 27,901 - 669,252
1885 547,648 255,254 28392 - 831,294
1886 611,869 302,530 32,703 - %7102
1887 720,247 450,365 46,020 - 1216632
1888 851,420 526,742 58,595 ~ 1436757
1889 937,293 750,634 60,171 1910 1,750,008
1890 860,730 672,667 71,381 4,623 1,609,401
1891 812,956 672,633 78,707 9,145 1,573,441
1892 1124931 £28,326 135,284 8733 2,097,274
1893 1333890 1,082,004 176,164 10322 2,602,380
1894 1648981 1402,174 169,275 17,570 3,238,000
1895 1669707 1,520,927 164,712 24467 3379813
1896 1541442 1377,325 181,260 26,947 3,126,974
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NEGKI SEMBILAN.

Present Proposed.
RESIDENT :— s $
Officerin-Charge 4200 3000
DISTRICT OFFICE:—
Magistrate and District Oficer,
Kuala Pilah 2100 Perhaps ths post could be abolshed
PAHANG

Prsent Proposed s
RESIDENT:—
Resident 4500 . e 6000

By recognising that Pekan is a place of small importance, which wants il more than &
police station, and by concentraing the expenditure o, and the Governmen offcers as for as
possible in, Ulu Pahang, where the best returns will be go, consider-able economies might be
effected in existing estabishments. Pahang will never give a large revenue unil lrge sums
are spent in the State, but that expenditue is wanted to open communications within the
mining districts.
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Year Perak Selangor  N. Sembilan Pahang Total
1875 - - - - -
1876 N N = - =
1877 = = = N =
1878 N N - - -
1879 - - - - -
1880 N N = - =
1881 = = = N =
1882 N N - - -
1883 - - - - -
1884 N N = - -
1885 23873 N = - 23813
1886 55015 9,726 - - el
1887 60,953 141,570 - - 03
1888 78,759 289,594 = - 368353
1889 82,791 276,234 = ~ 35905
1890 88,764 317,268 - ~ 406032
1891 99,338 315,551 - ~ 414889
1892 82,940 381,199 72972 - s
1893 117,906 521,386 84,642 - T3
1894 244447 660,794 81,376 ~ 986617
1895 43877 770,074 80439 ~ 1294390
1896 509,063 750,519 85412 — 1,344,994






Images/81.jpeg
MINES DEFAR IMENT

In Selangor this is shewn as 2 separate Department and costs $ 16,000 a year,In Perak it s
part of the Land Office. Possibly some reductions might be made.

MEDICAL:—

The costof this Department in Selangor in 1894 was § 130,000, against $180,000 in Perak.
By the last census the population of Perak was returned as 214,254, and of Selangor, $1,592.
Possibly some econormies might be effected.

POLICE:—
s H

Capin-Supenendent 1. ...3600 1 Conmissoerf olice 3,600

itto. 600
Assistant Superintendent ... ... 2,100 Assistant Commissioner ... ... ... 2,400
Good conduct pay 5,000

SUNGEI UJIONG.
Present Proposed.

RESIDENT:— $ s
Resident N 4,800 Resident Negri Sembilan 6,000

Entertainment Allowance. ... 600

TOTAL ... 5,400 TOTAL 6,000

The Sungei Ujong Police are down onthe 1895 Esimates for 42,561, and it is possble that
economies could be effected here, and also perhaps in the Coast District Office.
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Governor General of India (India
Office)

Governor at Singapore

Resident Councillor
(Singapore)

Resident Councillor
(Penang)

Resident Councillor
(Malacca)
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Colonial Office, London

Governor at

t Singapore

British Resident | | British Resident | | British Resident | | British Resident
(Perak) (Selangor) (N.Sembilan) (Pahang)
District Officers District Officers District Officers District Officers
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Year Perak Selangor . Sembilan _Pahang Total

1896 2811 20,098 2,967 634 46,510
1897 20,949 17,980 2916 548 42,393
1898 19,703 164% 2,746 631 39,570
1899 18,959 15,180 3410 805 38,354
1900 21,166 16,041 4,301 936 2,44
1901 2901 18012 4478 1,329 46,740
1902 24,159 16,569 4376 1,376 46,480
1903 25,967 17420 5,087 1,492 50,966
1904 26,399 17,882 5,051 7 49,979
1905 26,594 17254 5,067 2,077 50,992
1906 25,949 15959 4,628 2,054 48,620
1907 25,678 16304 4473 1,975 48,430
1908 27,844 16818 3823 2,379 50,864
1909 27.480 15834 2,861 2,568 48,743
1910 25,080 14297 2,065 2421 43,863
1911 26,032 13,760 1,740 2,617 44,149
1912 28407 15,201 1,730 3,183 48,421
1913 29,403 15406 1,884 3434 50,127

1914 28,557 15,103 1,697 3,685 49,042
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Year Perak Selangor ___N. Sembilan __Pahang. Total

1875 - 866 - - 866
1876 = 406 = - 406
1877 B 605 = = 605
1878 10,998 1,326 - - 12324
1879 21,637 943 - - 22,580
1880 38338 456 - - 38,844
1881 32499 2,957 = = 35456
1882 58,365 1.810 - - 60,175
1883 56479 25,738 - - 82217
1884 48,535 30,905 15,467 - 94,907
1885 61,504 16,000 14,012 = 91,517
1886 73,148 21,575 13,304 - 108,027
1887 72,710 46,626 30,960 - 150,296
1888 85,623 50214 53,253 - 189,090
1889 82,109 43271 54,197 10,961 190,538
1890 75,387 33,155 37,945 19,567 166,054
1891 92,603 41,674 43,168 22235 199,680
1892 152,901 81,975 52,030 13774 300,680
1893 149,629 104,521 69,103 24347 347,600
1894 235,667 122,697 70,531 28,367 457262
1895 226345 142,002 75,960 23842 468,239
1896 280,738 134,313 66,379 29,807 511,237
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Present. Proposed.
RESIDENT:
s 5
Resident 7,800 8400
LAND DEPARTMENT. —

Consolidated Allowance to C. L. R ... 420 —

TREASURY :—

Treasurer ... ... 4200 3,600

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT:—

s
State Engineer 5400 4200
Architect 3000 2400
Personal Assistant 2640 -
Factory Engineer 3,000
Deputy State Engincer 3,600
Horse. Allowance, State Engineer 70 480
Do Personal Assistant 240

TOTAL .. 18,600 TOTAL ... 7,080

SURVEY DEPARTMENT:—

Possibly some reductions might be made here. The Department costs S50, 000 a year, but
cannot tell how much of this s spent on scieniific work and how much on allotment surveys,
fho et o€ which i Tessbiy secowaed.
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Year Perak Selangor ___N. Sembilan __Pahang. Total
1875 - 104 . B 104
1876 = 76 = - 76
1877 = 76 = - 76
1878 - 68 - - 68
1879 - 85 - . 85
1880 206 27 = - 233
1881 520 = = - 520
1882 676 - - - 676
1883 552 465 - . 1,017
1884 3538 403 357 - 4298
1885 4,149 528 255 - 4932
1886 6,334 1109 366 - 7.809
1887 8426 3485 527 . 12438
1888 9,252 7,638 798 - 17,688
1889 10,994 13333 1436 264 26027
1890 21,890 12,678 1,956 1,218 37,742
1891 24810 15,300 2,639 1,537 44286
1892 30,136 18,920 2972 1,602 53,630
1893 31478 37,765 3,565 1,133 73941
1894 40,756 40,469 6,631 1,934 89,790
1895 56,006 43,665 8,282 2,850 110,793
1896 54,134 76,182 7,274 2,640 140,230
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Year Perak Selangor Negeri Pahang Total
Sembilan
1896 280,738 134314 - 29,807 444,859
1897 276961 194,407 77,101 49,836 598,305
1898 276832 203,564 103368 33,794 617,558
1899 310,843 206494 123794 31879 673,010
1900 303449 198,969 99,394 40,857 642,669
1901 32372 174795 110985 43,59 653,092
1902 339,551 167790 106,710 47,617 661,668
1903 356,196 191,156 126784 47,168 721,304
1904 386,962 207,736 143181 54,079 801,958
1905 424466 248920 145475 68,732 887,593
1906 467,268 324911 168,250 78,330 1,038,759
1907 545,984 355490 175561 80,210 1,157,245
1908 578,657 365583 179705 87,005 1,210,950
1909 641,005 381,941 191,934 97,268 1312238
1910 602,950 370875 199,735 90,125 1,263,685
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Judicial Commissioner ... ... ... - 7,200
Clerk . - 1,200
Orderly and Punkah Puller . 216
Horse Allowances ... ... ... ... 480
Travelling and Personal Allowances ... ... ... ... . ... 1,000
All Contingencies .. . o . 200
TOTAL 10,296
COMMANDANT M.S. SIKHS:—
Commandant M.S. Sikhs 6,000
Clerk . . . 900
Orderly and Punkah Puller . 216
Horse Allowances ... ... 2 - .. 480
Travelling and Personal Allowances ... . 600
All Contingencies .. . ... 200
8396
ATTORNEY-GENERAL:—
Attorney-General . . - 6,000
Clerk ... e 900
Orderly and Punkah Puller . 216
Horse Allowances ... 240
Travelling and Personal Allowances 360
All Contingencies .. 200

TOTAL ... 7916
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I'hese meetings, 1t caretully managed, would be of great interest
and value, but they should be held only for the purpose of bringing
the Heads of the various States together and discussing matters of
mutual interest

The meetings should, where accommodation is available, be held
each year in a different State,

COST OF WORKING THE FULL SCHEME
RESIDENT-GENERAL

s
Resident-General - 12,000
Secretary to ditto ... ... .. ... ... ... 3,600
Shorthand Writer .. - a2 . 1,800
Chief Clerk ... 1,800
Second Clerk . . : . 900
Malay Writer 600
Orderlies and Punkah Pullers ) 432
Horses Harness and Traps ... ... ... ... ... ... 2300
Travelling and Personal Allowances ... .. ... ... 2,500
All Contingencies Caretakers .. .. . 600
Upkeep of Grounds ... ... ... . e e 600
TOTAL 28,332

NOTE.—The Resident-General should be given a furnished house
in Selangor and in Perak. The other members of his staff should
have unfurnished quarters in Selangor.
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COMMISSIONER POLICE AND PRISONS:—
Commissioner Police and Prisons ... ... .

Clerk .

Orderly and Punkah Puller

Horse Allowances ..

Travelling and Personal Allowances .

All Contingencies

TOTAL

CHIEF SURGEON:—
Chief Surgeon
Clerk .... .

Orderly and Punkah Puller

Horse Allowance ..

Travelling and Personal Allowances
All Contingencies

TOTAL

CHIEF RAILWAY ENGINEER:—
Chief Railway Engineer
Clerk

Orderly and Punkah Puller ..

Horse Allowance ..
Travelling and Personal Allowances
All Contingencies ... .

TOTAL

6,000
900
216
480
600
200

8396

6,000
600
216
480
750
100

8,146

6,000
900
216
240
360
100

7816
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CHIEF ENGINEER: —

Chief Engineer . . 6,000
Clerk RO e 200
Orderly and Punkah Puller ... 216
Horse Allowances .. cee e 480
Travelling and Personal Allowances ... . 600
All Contingencies ... 200
TOTAL . 8396
CHIEF AUDITOR
Chief Auditor ... ... ... .. B 6,000
Clerk ... ... . 900
Orderly and Punkah Puller ... 216
Horse Allowance ... . 240
Travelling and Personal Allowances ... . 750
All Contingencies ... .. 200
8,306
COMMISSIONER OF LANDS:—
Chief Commissioner of Lands .. ... 6,000
Clerk . 600
Orderly and PunkahPuller .. ... .. 216
Horse Allowance ... . . 480
Travelling and Personal Allowances . 600
All Contingencies ... .. 100

TOTAL . 7.996
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MEDICAL:

$ $
State Surgeon ... 4800 4200
SURVEY :—

s s
Chief Surveyor 4200 State Surveyor ... 3,600

The expenditure inthis Department depends entiely on th rae of progress required by the
Government and the amount of money that it can afford (0 spend on ascientific survey.

POSTS AND TELEGRAPHS:

N N
Superintendent . 3,600 2400
PRISONS :—
Superintendent of Prisons .. .. 3,000... ... ... ... ... 2,400
EDUCATION :—

s $

Assistant Inspector

of Schools ... ... ...... .. Sy 1. | | LR S5 et
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Horse Allowances,

District Staff ... ... ... 960
Field Allowances . 3,000
Travelling Allowances 1,000

TOTAL $ 16,660
AUDIT OFFICE:—

$
State Auditor 4800 Auditor
Horse Allowance 20
TOTAL $ 5,040

LAND DEPARTMENT: —

Commissioner of Lands

Collector Land Revenue, Larut ...

Do. Kinta
Do, Krian ..
Horse Allowance, Larut

Travelling and Personal
Allowance, Larut

$
3,600

2100
1,500

1,680

2,000

TOTAL $ 12.680

1,800 .

TOTAL $9,780

TOTAL §3,300

+3,000

. 2400

. 1,800

720

1500

TOTAL $ 9.420
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Governor's Secretary for Native States . . 3,600
Clerk . 900
Orderly and Punkah Puller ... .. ... 216
Travelling and Personal Allowances 300
Al Contingencies . e 500

TOTAL 5,516

EXCHANGE COMPENSATION: —

Exchange Compensation to all European officers on Federal
Departments of full Scheme, say 22,800

TOTAL COST OF FEDERAL ESTABLISHMENT FOR
CCOMPLETE SCHEME:

$145,160

TOTAL COST OF THOSE ESTABLISHMENTS WHICH
MIGHT BE PROVIDED FOR THE PRESENT.—

s
Resident-General 26,632
Judicial Commissioner ) 10,296
Attorney-General 7916
Commandant . 8396
Commissioner of Police and Prisons, 8,396
Governor's Secretary for Native States 4516

Enchanos Crrsnensation. sy 11.700
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Chief Surveyor 6000
Clerk 600
Orderly and Punkah Puller 216
Horse Allowance 240
Travelling and Personal Allowances 360
All Contingencies .. ... ... ......... 100
TOTAL ... 7516
INSPECTOR POSTS AND TELEGRAPHS:— s
Inspector Posts and Telegraphs - 4.200
Clerk 480
Orderly and Punkah Puller 216
Horse Allowance 240
Travelling and Personal Allowances 600
All Contingencies R 100
TOTAL 5836

INSPECTOR OF SCHOOLS:—

Inspector of Schools 4,200
Clerk .. o oo e e s . ... 480
Orderly and Punkah Puller ... ... ... ... ... oo oo oo ce e oo 216
Horse Allowance 240
Travelling and Personal Allowances 600

All Contingencies .. 100

TOTAL 5.836





Images/77.jpeg
iravelimg ang Fersomal
Allowances .

TOTAL S 11,220

FIRST PERAK SIKHS:—

Commandant Perak Sikhs

Do. Personal Allowances

Deputy Commissioner

900 . ... 360
TOTAL$ 5,940

. .
w1 -

3,600 Commissioner Persk Sikhs 4,200

Third Clerk .. 600 . —
Horse Allowances, Larut 3,120 2,400
Travelling and Personal

Allowances, Larut 3,000 2,500

TOTAL $ 15,720 TOTAL$ 9,100
TREASURY:—

s s
State Treasurer 4,800 Treasurer 3600
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT:—
B B

State Engineer 5.400 . 4,800
Personal Assistant 3,000 —
Second Assistant Engineer,

Headquarters 2100 .. e —

Horse Allowances,
‘Headquarters Staff 1,200 . 960
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POSSIBLE REDUCTIONS AND INCREASES IN
CONSEQUENCE OF NEW SCHEME: —

PERAK.
Present. Proposed.
RESIDENT :—

B s
Personal Allowance to Resident 1,200 —
Shorthand Writer 1.800 —
Clerk ... ... e 1620 1440
Travelling and Personal Allowances...2,600 1,500
Newspapers and Books 225 150

Horses, Harness and Traps (about) ... 1,500 Horse Allowances .. 960

Upkeep of Grounds . L1240 1,000
TOTAL 10,185 TOTAL $ 5,050
SECRETARIAT:—
B s
Secretary to Government ... ... ... ... 6,000 .. 4800

Second Assistant Secretary
to Government ... ... 1.800 " —

Horses, Harness and Traps (about) ... 1,000 Horse Allowance ... 480
Upkeep of Grounds 560 —
Caretakers . ... . e 360 ..

Upkeep of FUrniture .. ... oo voeove e 600 oo oo oo 300
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and you are hereby required to preserve them and to give immediate
notice at the nearest Land Office if any of the marks are injured or
removed.

Collector of Land Revenue

SCHEDULE 0.—Section 60.
NOTICE OF DEMAND.
District of No.or present occupant:

Take notice, you are hereby required to pay at the
due by you for the period amounting to $
within 15 days from the date of the service hereof; in default of
payment within the period specified, the amount of the arrears due,
together with the costs of process will be recovered under the powers
contained in the Land Enactment, 1897

Dated at this day of 189
s e

Current Rent for 189
Arrears for years—viz, 189 to 189
Notice Fee

Total

Collector of Land Revene
LAND OFFICE,
189

SCHEDULE R.—Section 64.
NOTICE OF SALE OF LAND.
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DESCRIPTION OF LAND
SCHEDULE T. - Section] 05

INFORMATION AND COMPLAINT AGAINST UNLAWFUL

OCCUPATION OF STATE LANDS.
The information and complaint of A and B, taken this day of
189, before the undersigned, a magistrate in and for the State of Selangor,
now saith that C D, of L is in unlawful

occupation of certain State lands—namely,

Sworn before 100 the day and year first above mentioned at

Magistrate
SCHEDULE U. - Section 105
SUMMONS TO UNLAWFUL OCCUPANT.
In the matter of Land Enactment, 1897, and between Complainant,
and Occupant;
You are hereby summoned to appear at before

on the day of

at, ollock in the
forenoon, to answer the complaint of that you are in
the unlawful occupation of certain State Land :—

Dated the dayof 189

In case you fail to attend this summons, upon proof of service of the
same, the complaint will be heard in your absence and such order made as
to the magistrate shall seem fit.

Magistrate

SCHEDL:
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whereas by & Notice of Lemand served or pdiisaedonthe  dayof
189
was required o
pay st the sum of 3
being arrears and
costs recoverable under the Land Enactment, 1897: And whereas the said
sum has not been paid and cannot be recovered in the manner proscribed
by section 41 of the said Enacoment

Noticeis hereby given that at the expiration of three months from the date
of this notce, shall proceed o sell by public auction the land hereunder
described (being the land in respect of which the arrear is due), and al
persans are hereby\warned against disposing of the laud so described by
sale, gift or otherwise, and from receiving the same by purchase, gift or
otherwise.

Given under my hand and seal this dayof
189

Collector of Land Revenue

(Seal)
DESCRIPTION OF LAND
SCHEDULE S —Scction 67.
NOTICE TO DELIVER TITLE.
To
Whereas the land described at the foot hercof was sald by public suction
on the day of
o satsfy a claim
of's for due 1o the

Ruler of the State, and whereas [ am credibly informed that you are in
possession of

Take notice that, by virtue of the powers conferred upon me by sction 67
of the Land Enactmen, 1857, you are hereby required to deliver up to me
he said at my office at

within days from
he service upon you ofthis notce.

Collector of Land Revenue
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‘being directly responsible for his Department in the State where he
is stationed.

These Chief Officers will also correspond direct with the
Resident-General and take their instructions from him, but they
can issue 1o orders (0 their Depariments in any State that are
pposed to the ruling of the local Resident, When any difference
arises between a Resident and the Head of any Department it must
be referred to the Resident-General, and until a decision is
received from him or from the Govemor the Resident’s ruling
st stand,

“The Order of seniority of the officers named will be as follows -—

s
A. Resident-General 12,000
B. Resident, Perak .. ... 9,600

Resident, Selangor . . 8400

Resident, Negri Sembilan 6000
Resident, Pahang. 6000
‘The Judicial Commissioner 7200
‘The Attomey-General 6000

The Commandant 6000
The Chief Engineer 6000
The Chief Auditor 6,000
The Chief Commissioner of Lands and Mines 6000
Commissioner of Police and Prisons 6000
‘The Chief Surgeon 6000
‘The Chief Railway Engineer 6,000
The Chief Surveyor . 6,000
“The Inspector of Posts and Telegraphs 4200

The Inspector of Schools 4200
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Widows and Orphans Fund compulsory on all those who join the
Native States' Service afler the date of is introduction,

The powers of Magistrates, the practice of Courts, the scales of
fees and all Judicial procedure, will be assimilated as for as
possible in allthe States

A Judge will be appointed, who will g on circuit o the
headquarters of each State and hear appeals. "Where possible, he
il also ry capital cases.

An Attomey-General will also be appointed for all the States. He
will reside generally in Selangor, but when necessary and possible
il visit the other States. His principal work will b the draftng
of all legal enactments, contracts, and other important documents,
and e will advise the Governor, the Resident General and the
Residents on any legal questions referred to him.

‘The organization and general direction of the Sikhs will be under
the control of an officer 1o be styled the Commandant Malay
States Sikhs. The wniform, drill, arms, engagemen, pension and
al other regulations of this Force wil be the same throughout all
the States.

Thete may be a Chief Engincer at the head of the Native States
Public PW.D. Works Departments, and the same rules, orders and
system of work will be observed, as far s possible, in all the
States.

‘Thete may be a Chef Railway Engineer, under whose advice the
failway systems, by-laws, leave rules, and all other matters
affecting the construction and working of Native States Railways.
and the employment of Engineers, Traffic Managers, and ll other
Railway officials, wil be brought as nearly as possible on to the
same footing.

There may be also a Chief Auditor, a Chief Surgeon, a Chief
Surveyor, a Chief Commissioner of Lands and Mines, a
Comissioner of Police and of Prisons, an Inspector of Schools
and an Tnspector Posts and Telegraphs, who will in the same
manner secure, as far as possibl, identity of practice in their own
Depariments in all the Native States

The officers named in Paragraphs 12 to 17 will communicate
direct with the Residents, and will be generally responsible for
their Departments in each State. the local Head of the Department

it

Comspeatace
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immediately appointed, and it would be suffcient, and perhaps
ven advisable, o only make the following appoiniments 1o begin
with

The hnicial Commissonse And e Andlar,
T Atomey-Generl Commisionsrof Lunds s

The CommmandmentofSikks Mines

Commisonc o, Police and Inspecor, Possand Telearaph

Prisons T Ispetor f chools

“The cost of al charges common (o the Sttes,the saaris of the
above appointments (except those in Class B). and any that may
hereafer be added, orany othercharge that properly belongs (0 all
the Stats, should be met by divding the charges proportonately
between the four Sates, cach State contributing i proportion o its

“Thus,taking the revenues of this year and dividing them roughly,
the proportion would be —

Perak

Selangor
Negeri Sembilan =

Pahang N

So that if 0 any offce a salary of, say, 56,000 was alloted, the
States would pay s follows:—

s
Perak 3180
Selangor 2520
Negri Sembilan 240
Pahang. C

Once a year there should be a meeting (if possible under the
presidency of the Covemor) of the Resident-General, the
Residents, the Native Rulers and members of the State Councils
(or as many of them as can attend), 1o discuss maters afecting the
e i e e
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ENCLOSUIRE I
SCHEME FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE FEDERATION
‘OF THE PROTECTED MALAY STATES.

The States considered, for the purposes of these proposals, are
four,—i.., Perak, Selangor, Neari Sembilan, and Pahang.

Each State will maintain it existing autonomy as regards cvery
other State, and will collect and, afler providing for federal
charges as hereinafter specified, spend its own revenue, If assisted
by another State, all money advanced will be classed as loans, o
be repaid in accordance with terms of mutual arrangement.

The duties of each Resident will be modified a5 hereinafter laid
down and by the fact tha the channel of communication with the
Govemmor will no longer be the Colonial Secretary of the Straits
Setlements but a Resident-General of the Native Staes, whose
headquarters will be in the Native Sttes and whose position as
regards the Residents s duly defined.

“The Resident-General will have a residence and office in Selangor
and wherever else it may be found necessary, but it will be his
duty 0 travel as muich as possible in allthe State, keeping himself
in touch with the Native Ruless, the Residents, and all matters of
administraton.

‘While travelling or residing in any Srate the Resident-General can
communicate with any one direct on any subject, but e shall issue
o insiructions (o any Government officer except through the
Resident of the State where the office is emplayed. Similarly, if
any Native or European, offiial or unoffcial, addresses him on
any subjec, the Resident General shall ater consulation with the
Resident, send the reply,if any, through him. This intruction will
not prevent the Resident-General from using his discreton in @
matter of urgency, but in this case he will take the carlest
opportunity of informing the Resident of his action and the
circumsiances which led to it

The State Councils of the various States will meet and conduct
thei business as hitherto. They are legislative and advisory bodies,
sl i o camirell e i vl seeneiliin T e Wt
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WARRANT TO DISPOSSESS UNLAWFUL OCCUPANT.

In the matter of the Land Enactment, 1897, and between
Complainant, and A B, Occupant:

To dhe  of
and all police officers

Whereas it has been made to appear to me, and I have adjudged that the
said A B is in unlawful occupation of

These are therefor to require you, the said and others, to
deliver peaceable and quiet possession of the said land and premises to
the said complainant, and eject the said A B, and all other persons
therefrom, for which this shall be your warrant.

Given under my hand and seal, this dayof 189
at
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an open vote, not exceeding 31,200. In the case of appointments
and promotions to offices on the Fixed or Provisional and
Temporary Establishment carrying salaries of over $600 and not
exceeding 1,200 per annum, also in the case of posts carrying
salaries exceeding $1,200 but not exceeding $1,800 per annum
‘paid out of open voes, the approval of the Resident-General will
be necessary. All other cases must be referred, through the
Resident-General, to the Governor.

No dismissal of an officer on the Fixed Establishment whose
salary exceeds S300 can be made without reference 1o the
Resident-General, and if the salary exceeds 600, without the
sanction of the Govenor

In the case of officers on the Provisional and Temporary
Establishment, o paid out of open votes, reference to the.
Resident-General is only necessary if the salary exceeds $1.200
‘per annum, but i all cases of dismissal it s absolutely necessary
that the officer concemed should first be called upon to give a
written reply o the writien charges of which he i accused

The' Residents will have authority to grant vacation leave up to
six weeks to Leave any officer entitled 1o it under the General
Onders.

Beyond six weeks, and up o a total of three months, leave of
absence may be granted, either vacation or o half pay, or without
salary, by the Resident-General.

Application for leave exceeding three months in duration must be
referred to the Governor, as also allleave for even a shorter period.
should the officer be proceeding to Europe and desire 1o draw
salary from the Crown Agents.

‘The Residents' Annual Repors will be furnished to the Resident-
General induplicate before the 15th Apri, and they should il be
drawn on something like one model, fo be decided by the
Resident-General. He should forward them at once fo the.
Governor, but should also prepare for the Goveror a concise
teport of his own on the general progress of all the Sttes.

The whole of the officers serving the Governments of the Native
States will form one service and be eligible for promotion from
one State to another, their service being counted as contimous, but
each State will be liable for pension in proportion to the period
‘passed by an officer in its service.
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hitherto, decide on the selection, remuneration, removal and
retirement of native officers, subject always to the sanction of the
Resident-General and the Governor.

The Residents will always furnish (o the Resident-General for
transmission 1o the Governor, drafls of the legislative measures
proposed to be laid before Council, in sufficient time o allow of
their consideration by the Governor before the meeting, and no
legislative enactment can be published or acted upon unil the
Governor's sanction has been given to it

Each Resident will carry on the work of his State as has been donc.
hitherto, except in so fur that the Resident-General will have full
power to issue instructions to him. In case of any difference of
opinion, the Resident can appeal to the Goveror through the
Resident-General, but, pending the result of such appeal, must act
on the instructions he receives.

The annual Estimates will be prepared as now, forwarded 1o the
Resident-General, not rater than the Ist October, and submitied by
him o the Governor for sancion.

No new appointment on the Fixed Establishment or Provisional
and Temporary Establishment, and no increase, can be made
without the sanction of the Governor, while, as regards other
expenditure not on the Estimates, the authority of the Residents is
limited 1o 2 sum of $500 on any one account, and a return of all
such excess warrants must be rendered quarterly to the Resident -
General.

‘Where any sum beyond $500 is urgently required, a letter giving
full particulars must he addressed to the Resident-General, who
will have authority to sanction such expenditure up (0 $5,000, and
will forward to the Govemor the Residents quarterly retums,
together with a similar teturn of the sums sanctioned by himself.

Where the amount required exceeds $5,000, reference must be
‘made to the Governor through or by the Resident-General.

In the same way, no transfer of any amount exceeding $300 can be
‘made from one vote to another without reference 1o the Resident-
General, whose authority in this respect also will be limited to a
sum of $5,000.

The Residents will deal with all appointments and promotions
carrying salaries on the Fixed or Provisional and Temporary
Establishment not exceeding $600 per annum. or. where paid from

JE—
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SLHELULE A.—dection 2.

ENACTMENTS REPEALED

Number Short Title Extent of repeal

“The whole, except such provisions

No.TIL of 1891... | "Land Code. 1891 55 1late o aiiiog laads

No. VIIL of 1892... | Land Code Amendment | The whole.

No. XIV. Of 1893... | Land acquisition The whole.

SCHEDULE B.—Section 13.

NOTICE OF LOSS OF DOCUMENT OF TITLE,

Application having been made to the Collector at by
of for situate at
inthe of on the ground that is the

registered owner thereof and that the original has been lost:

In accordance with the provisions of section 13 of the Land Enact
ment, 1897, notice is hercby given that unless within three months
from the date of publication of this notice good cause be shown to
the Collector of Land Revenue for refusing this application, th

applied for will, subject 1o the provisions of the said
section 13, be granted.

Collector of Land Revene

SCHEDULE C.—Sections 21, 46.
Govemment of Selangor.
‘GRANT FOR LAND.

DISTRICT OF
No.
Ammal Rent
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they shall find committing any offence punishable under this
Enactmer

113, Every penghulu and forest ranger who shall willully refuse or [ —

neglect 1o give every information within his knowledge or power,
immedistely, 10 the Collector of the district in which he may be
employed, of any encroachment upon any State laud, and any such
forest ranger or penghulu of & multim who shall, without lawful
excuse, neglect or refuse to do and perform any of the duties
imposed on hint by this Enactment, shall be guily of tn offence,
and shall b liable, on conviction thereof before a magistate, to 4
Fine not exceeding one hunded dollars, or, in default of payment
thereof, o imprisonment of either description for & term not
exceeding four manths,

PARTIX

PROTECTION OF OFFICERS.

114 (i) Noaction shall be brought. against any person for anything
done or hona fide intended to be done i the exercise or
supposed exercise of the powers given by this Enactment,
or by any rules made thereunder—

(@) Without giving to such person one month's
previous notce in writing of the intended
action, and of the cause thereof,

() Afer the expiration of three months from
the date of the accrual of the cause of
action

(© Aftertender of suffcient amends.

(i) In every action so brought it shallbe expressly alleged that
the defendant acted cither maliciously or negligently and
without reasonable or probable cause, and if at the trial,
the plaintif shall fil to prove such allegation judgment,
shall e, given for the defendant.

(iil)  Though judgment shall be given for the plainiff iu any
such action, such plaindff shall not have costs against the
defendant unless the magistrate before whom the action is
1ried shall cestify his approbation of the action.
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SCHEDULE K.—Section 50.
NOTICE TO PROCURE ATTENDANCE.

To
of
in the mukim of

Take notice that, by virtue of the power given to me by section 50 of the
Land Enactment, 1897, you are hereby required to meet m at

on the day of 189, at olclock in the
‘noon, and there to

Settlement Officer

SCHEDULE L.—Section 51

NOTICE TO ASSIST IN DEMARCATION,

To
of

in the mukim of

Take notice that, by virtue of the power given to me by section 51 of the
Land Enactment, 1897, you are hereby required to

In default of your so doing I shall cause the work to be done at your
expense.

Settlement Officer

SCHEDULE P. —Section 61
WARRANT OF ATTACHMENT
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‘memorandum endorsed hereon, and to the annual rent. of S )

In consideration of the sum of Tent to me by
(hereinafter called the chargee) the receipt of which sum 1 hereby
acknowledge, do hereby hind myself to pay to him interest on the said

suns of atthe rate of per cent. per annum, by equal
payments on the in every year, and will repay to him the
said sum of on 189

In defauit of payment of the interest or of any part thereof, or of the
principal sum hereby secured, it shall be lawful for the said chargee, after
the expiration of three months' notice served upon me or at my usual or
last known place of abode within the State, to obtain an order front I he
Collector for the sale of the said land.

Ifany default be made in payment of the interest tine upon this charge the
said principal sum shall immediately thercon become due, and payable on
demand being made by saidchargee by notice served as above mentioned.

* And I further hind myself that 1 will insure all buildings on the said
Tand for the sum of in the joint names of the said chargee, and
myself, in such office as he may from time to fime direct, and should
default be made herein it shall be lawful for the said charged to insure the
same and to recover the costs and charges of 50 doing i the same manner
as arrears of interest

And for the better securing the repayment of the said principal sum and
interest T hereby charge the land above described with such principal sum
and interest.

In witness whereof 1 have hereunto set my han this day of
189

Charge No.
Signed in my presence and registered this. day of

189

Seal of official
before whom
executed

Collector of Land Revenue
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revenue amounting, with costs, to § Notice is hereby given that
the property specified at the foot hereof has been attached under
Warrant of Atiachment issued by the Collector of Land Revenue, dated
the day of 189, and the said and all
persons are hereby prohibited from disposing of or removing the said
property, and all persona are prohibited from receiving the same by
purchase, gift or otherwise.

the of 189 ]'

SCHEDULE K.—Section .53.

Bailiff

NOTICE TO SUPPLY INFORMATION.

To
of
in the mukim of

Whereas I have been credibly informed that you

Take notice that, by virtue of the power given to me by section 53 of the

Land Enactment, 1897, you are hereby required to a
on the day of 189 at
o'clock in the noon

Settlement Officer

SCHEDULE N.—Section 55,
NOTICE TO PRESERVE BOUNDARY MARKS.

To
of
in the mukim of

Take notice that, by virtue of the powers given to me by section 55 of the
Land Enactment, 1897, [ hereby direct that the boundary marks,
3 imarher acocled ca e Dosmderis of wour aod st sad
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Whereas by a Notice of Demand served or published on the
day of 1897, was required to pay a
the sum § (being arrears and costs recoverable
under the Land Enactment, 1897), as noted in the margin: And whereas
the said sum of § has not been paid:

Current Rent for 189 ,

Anears for years - viz, 189 0 J
189

Notice Fee...

Attachmnet Fee.

Costs

Total.

These are to command you 1o attach the personal property of the said
whenever the same may be found and also any effects or
crops, to whomsoever belonging, which may be found on the land held
under No, of in the district of
and, unless the said sum of $ together with S
the cost of this attachment, be paid, to hold the same until further
orders.

You are further commanded to return this warrant on or before the
day of 189, with an endorsement certifying the date and
manner in which it has been executed, or why it has not been excuted.

Given under my hand and seal this day of 189

Collector of Land Revenue

(Seal))

SCHEDULE Q.—Section 62

NOTICE OF ATTACHMENT
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Government of Selangor

EXTRACT FROM THE REGISTER

Mukim of.

Serial Number.
Survey No., if different
Number and nature of former
title.

Name of owner.

ARP Area

Boundaries

Nature of cultivation

Name of kampong ot place
Subsequent proceedings

Annual rent.

Remarks

I hereby certify that the above is a true copy of the entry in the Mukim
Register.

LAND OFFICE.

Date:.... Collector  of Land
Revenue

SCHEDULE F — Section 23,
NOTICE OF RESUMPTION OF LAND FOR ABANDONEMENT

To

Take notice that whereas you have understood that the land
described hereunder in the mukim of the said fand is liable
to forfeiture under the provisions of section 28 of the Land Enactment,
1897, and that unless within three months from the date of notice you are
able to show, to the satisfaction of the Resident, that you have not
abandoned such land, or unless you enter or re-enter into occupation of
such land by making a bona fide commencement to cultivate it, the said
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Know all men by these presents that 1, Resident of

Selangor, in consideration of the sum of dollars cents
paid to the Treasurer of the district on behalf of His
Highness the Sultan of Selangor, by of (the receipt whereof is

hereby acknowledged) do hereby under and by virtue of the power
conferred on me by the Land Enactment, 1897, in the name and on behalf
of His said Highness, grant unto the said

All that piece of land situate at Lcontaining by
measurement acres roadsand  poles, and bounded as
follows, that s to say:

Which said piece of land with the dimensions, abuttals and boundaries
thereof is delineated in the plan drawn on these presents, To hold for ever,
subject, to the payment therefor of the annual rent of dollars

cents, and to the provisions and conditions contained in the
said Enactment

In witness whereof I, the said
Resident, have hereunto set my
hand, and the public seal of the
State, at

this day of

One thousand Eight hundred and

Registered at the Land Office,

SCHEDULE D —Section 30.

Serial Number.
Survey No., if different
Number and nature of former
title

Name of owner.

ARP | Area

Boundaries

Nature of cultivation

Name of kampong of place
Subsequent proceedings

Annual rent

Remarks
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Coliector of Lana Revenue

DESCRIPTION OF LAND.

SCHEDULE J. - Section 36

MEMORANDUM OF TRANSFER
] being registered as the owner of the land described in
No. and registered in the Land Office of the
district (subject to such charges as are notified by
memorandum endorsed hereon, and to the annual rent of § »
In consideration of the sum of paid to me by the

receipt of which sum I hereby acknowledge, do her by transfer o the said
all my right, title and interest in the said land, title and
interest in the said land.

In witness whereof T have hereunto set my hand this day of
189
Transferor
I hereby accept this transfer in the terms herein stated.
Transfere
Signed in my presence and particulars entered in the Register

Volume

Seal of official Collector of Land Revenue
before whom
exceuted

MEMORANDUM OF CHARGE

1 being registered as the owner of the land described in
No. and registered in the Land Office of the
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land will, at the expiration of that time, be forieited by me on behalf of
the Ruler the State

Dated this day of 189

Collector of Land Revene

DESCRIPTION OF LAND.

SCHEDULE G. - Section 30
NOTICE UNDER SECTION 30 OF THE LAND ENACTMENT, 1897,

Notice is hereby given that of claims 1o be entitled
to a piece of land at measuring actes, or
thereabouts, and bounded as follows: -

On the north by
On the east by
On the south by
On the west by

and has applied to me to make an order declaring that he is so entitled.

Any person having any objection to make o such order must lodge such
objection at the Land Office at on or before day of
189 . No objection will be received after  that date.

Collector of Land Revene

SCHEDULE H - Section 30
ORDER OF COLLECTOR UNDER SECTION 30 OF THE
LAND ENACTMENT, 1897,

Whereas, upon the application of of made to me
on the day of 189 under section 30 of the Land
a measuring acres,or thereabout,

and described at the foot of this order:

Nowl, Collector having, on enquiry, satisfied myself
that is so entitled, do hereby declare that he s the owner of
such land,

Dated this day of 189
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fine not exceading two hundred and ffty dollrs, or, in default of
payment thereof, to imprisonment either description for a term
ot exceeding six months.

o shall be lawful for the magistrate before whom any person
shall be convicted of an offence finder scction 106 or section 107
of this Enactment to order such person to pay, in addition o any
fine which shall have been imposed for such offence, the value of
‘any timber o other property cut down, destroyed or injured upon
such land during any period of the unlawful occupation thereof by
such person, and the expense of any survey which shall have
become necessary for proving such unlawful oceupation o for
ascertaining the extent thereof. For the purpose of ascertaining
such value and expense, a cerificate under the hand of the
Collector shall be held, until the contrary be proved, to be proof
that the sum therein set down is the true amount 1o be recovered
from such person in respect of such value and expense as
aforesaid. Any sum 5o ordered 0 be paid may be recovered by the
process provided fo the recovery of fnes.

Any person offending against the provisions of any section of this
Enactment for which no penalty is by this Enactment provided
shall be lisble, on conviction before a magistrate, 10  fine not
exceeding one hundred dollars, o, in default of the payment
thereof, 1o imprisonment. of either description for a term not
exceeding four months.

Any person offending against the provisions of any section of this
Ensctment shall be liable, on conviction before a magistate, o
fine not exceeding one hundred dollars, or in default of the
payment thereof, to imprisonment of either description for a term,
not exceeding four monhs.

Every encroachment on any publi road, streetor highway, by o
buikding or oher erection, or by enclosure or planting, or by filling
up or obstructing any ditch, or by making any drain or water-
course, or by breaking up or injuring such road, or otherwise, shall
be immediately abated and removed by the written order of the
Collector, and the party or partes offending may be order, on
conviction before o magisirate, to pay such damages as the
‘magistrae shall rder, and the expenses of such abatement,

Tt shall be lawful for all penghulus and forest rangers within their
beatte imiadaten el ey e hende shenised A aramt
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contravention of this section shall b liable, upon conviction by
magisteate, (© the penalty provided by the Penal Code, and may
further be ardered to pay a sum not exceeding three times the cost
of repairing or replacing suchstation or mark and of making any
survey rendered necessary by the act for which such conviction
was had, the amount to be recovered by the process provided for
the recovery of fincs. Should any person have occasion to require
the temporary o pemanent removal o alteration of any such
station or mark, he shall make an application in writing (0 that
effect to the offcer having control of the same, setting forth the
reasons for such application, whereupon such officer may comply
with such application and shall be entiled to recover from the
applicant the cost o such work as may be thereby entailed.

PARTVI
COLLECTION OF LAND REVENUE.

Every sum now due or payable, or which shall hereafter become
due of payable, to the Ruler of the State on account of tent of of of
any revenue due and owing thereffom, may be recovered in the
‘manner hereinsfter provided.

When any such sum has fallen due and s written notice ofdemand,
inthe form of schedule 0 hereto, has been served on any one of the
persons liable therefore, and a_period of fifteen days, or such
further time as may have been allowed by the Collector, has
elapsed from the date of such service without such sum having
been paid or satisfied, such sum shall be an "arreas,” and every
‘person liable for i, shal be a "defaulter.”

With a view to the recovery of an arrear, the Collector may issue.
an atiachment in the form of schedule P hereto, and may seize by
virtue thereof, any personal property of the defaulter wherever the
same may be found, and may also seize any effects or any crops to
whomsoever belonging, which may be found on the land in
respect of which the arrear is due, and may, not less than three
days after such seizure, sell the same by public aetion. Provided
that in the case of growing crops, it shall be lawful for the
purchaser to retain possession therof on the ground unil ripe, and
thereafier o reap or remove the same.

P

S
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bitrators shall have the same power of summoning and enforcing
the attendance of witnesses, and of compelling the production of
documents, and of postponing the enquiry from time 1o time, as
the court has in  civilsuit

Ifthe arbitators agree as to the amount of compensation to
be paid and as o the persons 1o whom and the proportion in which
the same is to be distributed, they shall make an avard in writing
under their hands, settng forth the same, and such award shall be
final, and shallbe filed inthe place and in the manner provided by
section 80,

If the arbicrators are unable to agree upon the matters refered to
them for decision, they shall make a reportin witing o that effect
to the Collector, seting out the differences which exist between
them and the points on which they are agreed.

‘The Collector shall thereupon refer the mater for the decision of
the court by forwarding the report of the arbitrators, ogether with,
a copy of the statement fumished by him to the arbitiators as
required by section 88, and the court shall thereupon, as soon as
conveniently may be, proceed to determine the amount of the
compensation. Provided that if no arbitrator is appointed under
section 4 the Collector’ offer under section 79 shall be referred -
or the decision of the cout

Every arbitator (not being an officer of the Government) may
eceive such fee for his services as the Resident or court shall
direct, provided thatsuch fee shall not exceed fity dollars  day.

“The costs of all proceedings taken under this part shallbe paid in
the fistinstance by the Collector

When the amount awarded does not exceed the sum
offered by the Collector, such costs shall be paid by the persons
imerested, but otherwise by the Government

Every order of court made under this part shll be in writing, and
shall specify:—

(1) The amount of compensation, and the persons 10
whom and in what proportion itis (o be paid;

(i) The amount of costs incurred in the proceedings,
and by what persons and in what proportions they.
are to be paid.

vty
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The Collector shall cause a notic in writing to be served
on each of the persons whom he has reason to believe 10 be
interested in the land, or who claims to be so interested, requiring
him to state, on or before a day o be therein mentioned, the sum
which he claims as compensation for his interest in the land.

He shall at the same time cause 1o be served on the partes so
interestedor claiming to be interested, a notce in writing requiring
them to appoint within the time mentioned by the noice (shich
shall not be less than tenty-one days fiom the date of the
publication of the notice), a qualified person o act as arbitrator for
the partics interested in determining the amount of the
compensation

He shall also appoint a qualified person to act as abitrator for the
Government

Every person 5o appointed shall be leally bound to attend and act
as arbitrator unless excused for reason to be approved by the
Resident.

‘The arbitrators as appointed shall meet at a place and time to be
fixed by the Collector and shall thereupon hold an enquiry and
proceed to determine the amount of compensation 1o be paid for
the land, and the persons to whom and the proportions in which
the same is o be paid.

‘The Callector shall fumish, for the information of the arbirators,
siatement, in writing, setting forth the following particulars:

(i) The situation and extent of the land;

(i) The names and descriptions of the residences and
oceupations of the persons whom he has reason to
believe to be interested in the land, or who claim to
be so interested;

(i) The amount of compensation offered by bi
which he i prepared to offer;

(i%) The grounds on which such amount was
determined;

(v) The amount which each of the parties interested
alais s comiaraatio o mach Auesest

oty

gy
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to be destroyed, injured, mutilated, defaced or lost whilst in his
custody or keeping shall, on conviction thercof by the Chief
Magistrate, be punished with simple imprisonment which may
extend to six months or with fine or with both,

1t shall be lawful for it magistrate, upon the information of the
Collector or ofher public servant, charging any person or persons
with being in unlawful occupation of any State land, to issue it
summans for the appearance before him of the party or parties so
informed against, and of any other person of persons whom it may.
be necessary or proper o examine as & witness or witnesses on the
hearing of any such information.

“The magistrate shall proceed in summary way, in the presence of
the partcs, o in case of wilfl absence of any person against
‘whom such information shall have been i, then i bis absence,
o hear and determine such information: and, on being satisied of
e tuth threof,such magisrate shallssue his warrant addressed
o any police offc, rquiring him forhwith to dispossess and
femove such person fom such land and, on behalfofthe Ruler of
the State, o take possesson of the land, together with all crops
‘swowing thercon and all buidings and other immovable property
upon and affixed thereto, and the person to whom such warrant is
addressed shall forhwith cary the same ino exccution.

“The said information, summons and warrant may be in the form or
to the effect,respectively, of schedules T, U and V hereto

Any person who shall be found unlavwfully occupying State land,
cther by residing or by erecting any building or hut thereon, or by
clearing, enclosing or cultivating any part thereof, or cutting
timber or produce thereon, or who shall directly or indirectly abet
the comission of such act or respass by another person, shall be
liable, on conviction before a magistrat, to & fine not exceeding
two hundred dollars, or, in default of the payment thereof, to
imprisonment of either description for a period not exceeding six
‘months.

I any person, not licensed or otherwise authorised n that penaliies
for behalf under section 14 of this Enactment,shall cu, dig or take
from any State land any product in such section mentioned, or
remove or sell the same, every such person shall, on conviction
before a magistrate, be lisble to a fine not exceeding one hundred
dollars, or, in default of payment thereof, to imprisonment of
ecither descrintion for a term not exceeding four months: and if the
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according to the award or order of court, and interest at the rate of
six per cent. per annum shall be allowed on the amount of
compensation, from the date on which the government entered
into possession of the land (o the date on which the compensation
is paid. Provided that no nterest shal be allowed if the amount of
compensation awarded by the arbitrators or by the court is ot
more than the amount tendered under section 75.

“The provisions of this part shallnot be put in force for the purpose.
of acquiring a part only of any house, manufactory or other
building, if any person interested desire that, the whole of such
house, manufactory or building shall be so acquired.

‘Where the provisions of this part are put in force for the purpose
of acquiring land at the cost of any public fund, the charges
incurred by the Collector in such acquisition shall be defrayed
from such fund

When any land has been resumed under this part the Collector
shall cause an entry to be made in the books of the land office of
the disrict in which the land is situat, to the effect that the same.
has vested in the Ruler of the State. Upon such entry being made
the land shall Testin the Ruler of the State free of encumbrances.

No award o agreement made under this part shall be charge-able
with stamp duty and no person claiming under any such award or
agteement shall be lsble 10 pay any fee for a copy ofthe same.

PART VI
TRESPASSES AND PENALTIES.

Whosoever shall fraudulently aler, add to, erase, deface or
destroy, or permit 1o be altered, added 10, erased, defaced or
destroyed, any entry in any register book authorised or required to
be kept by this Enactment or in any certified copy of any enty in
such register book shall, on conviction thereof by the Chief
Magistate be punished with imprisonment of cither description
for a term which may extend to seven years, and shall also be
liable o fine.

Whoever shall carelessly destroy or injure, mulate, deface, or
lose any register book authorised or required to be kept by this
Enactment, or who shall carelessely allow any such register book

s e
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Any person knowingly and with iraudulent intent using any
document of it relating to the laud which, or a part of or interest
i which, has been 5o sold as aforesaid, in a manner inconsistent
with the rights of the purchaser, after service on him of the notice
required by the preceding section, shall be deemed 1o have
commited, or to have attempted to commit, the offence defined in
section 415 of the Penal Code.

Ifany person tenders to the Collector the amount of the artear and
costs at any time previous to the sale, the Collector shall, upon
eceipt of the same, desist from all further proceedings in respect
thereof.

1f any person whose property, crop or land has been attached or
advertied for sale under the provisions of this part, disputes the
propriety of such attachment or sale, he may, in the case of
movable property, apply 1o the courtof the nearest magistrate and,
in the case of immovable property, to the court of the Chief
Magistrate, for an order to stay the proceedings, and such court,
afte hearing the Coleetor and making such further enguiry as
may be necessary, shall make such order as may be just

IFat any such sale as aforeseid there shall be no bid sufficient to
cover the amount due for arears and costs, the Collector shall
record the fact in the auetion sale book, and upon such record
being made the said land shall revert to and be vested in the Ruler
of the State, and all right, tite and interest of the defauler therein
shall cease. In every such case the Collector shall make an entry to
the abave effect under his hand on the duplicate of the document
of itk or in the mukim registr, as the case may be.

PART VIL
ACQUISITION OF LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES.

Whenever it appears 1o the Resident that land in eny locality is
likely to be needed for any public purpose, 4 notification fo that
effect shall be published in the Gazete, and the Collector shall
publish the substance of such nofificaion at convenient places in
such locality, and thereupon it shall he lawful for any person,
cither generally’ or specially authorised by the Resident, and for
his servants and workmen, o do all or any of the following
things—viz.

pr—
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Collectr for that purpose, who shallisue a noice, in the
form of schedule Q hereo, and shall take an inventory of
the property atached.

(i) Such officer shall be deemed to be a public servant within
the meaning of the Penal Code.

If the arrcar camnot be recovered in the mamner aforesaid,
Collector may proceed against the land in respect of which the
artear is due as next hereinafier provided

‘The Collector may issue & notice of sale of the land in the form of
schedule R hereto, and if at the expiration of the period of three
monthstherein mentioned the amear has not been paid or
satsfied, or he may shall by public auction the whole of such
Iand, or such parts thereof or such interest therein as he may deem
sufficient to satisfy the same, together with the costs of all
processes relating thereto.

The proceeds of such sale shall be applied in the first place,
satsfaction of the arrear and costs, and in the event of there being
any surplus remaining, the Collector shall, if li is satsfied as to
the right of any person claiming such surplus, pay the emount
thereof to such person and, if h is not so saisfed, shall place the
amount on deposit in the Treasury, to he held in trust for the
person who may uliimately succeed in establishing his claim
thereto.

‘The purchaser at a sale under the last preceding section shall, upon
payment of his purchase money to the Collector, be entitled to
have the tile 1o the land or interest so purchased by him duly
registered in his name, and such registration shall have the cffect
of transferring to and vesting in him such land or interest fiee of
all encumbrances created by or derived from the defaulter or his
predecessor in itl, except such as are expressly reserved by the
Collector at he fime of sale.

‘The Collector may, by a notice in the form of schedule S hereto,
require the defuulter or any person in possession of any document
of tile relating to the land which, or a part o or interest in which,
has been 5o sold as aforesaid, o deliver to him such document of
title, and such defaulter or other person shall be legally bound to
‘comply with such noice.

ey
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twenty-one days after the date the date of publication of
the notice) and 1o sate-the nawre of their respective
interests in the land, and the amount and particulars of their
claims to compensation for such interests.

The Collector shal also cause a notice to the same effct 10 be
served on the occupier (f any) of such land, and on all persons
known o believed to be interested therin, or their duly authorized
agents. Provided that if any such person having no agent, resides
outside the fimits of the State and his address is known, the notice
may be sent (o him by registered letter and a reasonable time
allowed for reply thereto.

Bvery pesson required (© make o deliver a sttement tinder this
part shal be legally bound to do so within the meaning of sections
175 and 176 ofthe Penal Code.

O the day mentioned in the naice, the Collector shall proceed to
hold an enquiry into the value of the land and to determine the
amount of compensation which in his opinion should be paid
therefore, and shall offer, in wrting, such amoun to the persons
interested, and thereupon it shall be lawful for the Collector, on
behalf of the Raler of the State, to enter into possession of the said
land.

If the Collector and all the persons inerested agree 35 1o the
‘amount of compensation to be paid, the Collector shall make an
award under his hand for the same. Such award shall be fled in
the distrct land office, and shall be conclusive evidence, as
between the Government and the persons interested, of the value
of the land and of the amount of compensation to be paid for the
same

IF any dispute arises as 10 the apportionment of the same or any
part thereof, the Collector shall setle such dispute, subject t0 an
appeal tothe cour, which may be brought within one month of the
date of the award.

If any person whom the Collector has reason to believe to be
interested does not attend, or if he is unable o agree with the
persans interested, who have attended in pursuance of the notice,
a5 10 the amount of compensation o be paid, or if any question
arises of which he is unable (o dispose, he shal refer the matter (0
arbitation in the manner hereinafter provided.

Pty
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(1) 1o enter upon and survey and take levels ol any
and inthe said locality;

(i) Todig or bore into the sub-soi;

(iil) T do all ather acts necessary t0 ascertain whether
the land is adapted for such purpose;

(%) To set out the boundaries of the land proposed to
be taken and the intended line of work proposed to
0 be made thereon;

(v) Tomark such levels, boundaries and line by
placing marks and cutting renches:

(i) Where otherwise the survey cannot be completed,
the levels taken or the boundaries or line of the
work marked, to cut down and clear avay any
standing crop, fence or jungle.

Provided that no person shall enter ino any building any enclosed
court or garden atiached to a dwelling-house (unless withthe
consent of the occupir thercof) without previously giving such
occupierat least seven days nofice in writing of his ntention

Al damages done by proceedings taken under section 72 shall be.
assessed and paid by the Collector on complaint being made o
bim by the party suffering the same, subject to reference to
arbitation, and to the court i the manner hereinafter provided.

‘Whenever it has been determined to resume any land for a public
purpose, 4 declaration 1o that effect shall be published in the
Gazett, stating the diseietor other teeitorial division n which the
land s situate, the purpose for which it s needed, its
approximatearea, and all other particulars necessary for
identifying t, and the place where and the time when a plan of the
land may be inspected.

(i) The Collector shall theo cause public notice 1o be given at
convenient places on or near the said land, stating that the
Government intends to take possession thereof and that
claims to compensation for all inerest therein may be
made to him

(i) Such notice shal sate the particulars of the land and shall
cequire all persons interested therein (o appear personally
o by agent before the Collector at the time and place

e
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peid or tendered shall be determined by the Collector,
whose decision shall b fina.

(i) Provided that the assessment shall be made before the
property i removed or destroyed

The settlement officer must issue a notice i the form of schedule
M hereto, calling upon any person who can give any information
respecting the boundaries of the laud, or in whose possession or
power any document relating fo such boundaries is alleged to be,
1o attend before him and give such information or produce such
document on a datc and at a place to-lic mentioned in the notice
Every person on whom such notice is served be legally bound to
attend and to give such information, and 1o produce such
document a i required by the notice.

The setlement officer shall, afler making due enquiry, mark out
the boundaries of the land, and shall, unless permanent boundary
marks of a suitable description have already been erccted, cause.
the same o be erected, in such manner and number as he may
consider sufficient, and may recover the cost thereof from the

The Collector may cause @ notice, in the form of schedule N
hereto, to be served on any owner or occupier, placing under his
charge any boundary marks crected on the boundary of his laud,
and such ower or occupier shall thereupon preserve the same and
shall immediate notice to the Collector or 1o the nearest penghulu
if any such marks are injured, destroyed or removed.

Whenever a Collector becomes aware that. any boundary mark in
his distrct has been injured destroyed or removed ho may cause
the same to be replaced or repaired. and may recover the expenses
ofso doing from the person wha is bound to preserve such mark.

1 shall be the duty of every penghulu of a mukim to prevent the
destruction, injury o alteration of any boundary marks wihin the
local s of his juisdiction, and 1o report, immediately 1o the.
Collector whenever he becomes aware that such mark has been so.
iterfered with.

Noland mark, boundary mark, rigonometrial station, semaphore
or other survey mark shall be defaced, obliterated, removed,
injured or otherwise impaired, destroyed or rendered useless,
el b 5 et Al salliaeduns byt Bifier Tavi
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DEMARCATION AND SURVEY

Any settlement officer, surveyor, demarcator or land measurer
appointed by and acting under the authority of the Resident may,
at any, reasonable time, enter upon all lands which he is required
to demarcare or survey, and upon lands contiguous thereto, and
may all enquiries and may fix or place any stone, post, pillar or
other boundary mark in or upon the land, and may dig up any
ground for the purpose of fixing, the same, and may cut down and
remove any timber or other growih which may obstruct any survey
line. Provided always that as litle damage as possible shall be
done 10 the land or o any property thercon.

() The sttlement officer may cause a notce, in the form of
schedule K hereto, 1o be served on any person owning,
occupying, or otherwise interested in any such land, and
any land, abutting thereon, or on any person employed on
or connected with such land, requiring such person to
attend before him at a time and place to be stated in the
notice, for the purpose of pointing out the boundaries of
such land, or of rendering aid in setting up or repairing the
boundary marks, or of affording assistance or nformation
for the purpose of the demarcationor survey.

(i) Every person upon whom such notice may be served shall
be bound lo attend as required by the notice tnt, o far as
e may be able, to do nor of the things mentioned therein.

‘The settlement officer may cause a notice, in the form of schedule
L hereto 1o be served on any owner or occupier of such lauds,
requiting him to clear any boundary or other line which it may be
necessary 1o clear for the purposes of demarcation, or 10 provide
Iabour or otherwise assist in such demarcation; and, if it is
necessary 10 employ hired labour fo such purposes, the setlement
officer may assess and recover from such (owner or oceupier the
costof the same.

(i) If it is necessary to remove or desiroy any rees, fences,
crops or other property of value in other to effect the
clearance of any line, the setlement offcer shall assess the
value of the same, and shall pay or tender the amount so
accessed 11 the owhers therant
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