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tottering. The Government had lost a vote on 12 March 1873 on the

Irish University Bill. The fall of the Government was expected, énd

it was as a member of a defeated ministry that Kimberley made the
appointment. What Parkinson implies here is that the Liberal ministry
had little to do with the new policy in Malaya. He assigns a larger
share of responsibility to the new Governor, who was very close to both
the Liberals and the Conservatives. Clarke was a close friend of He C. E.
Childers and Montagu Corry; the former was then Gladstone's First Lord
of the Admiralty, and the latter Disraeli's long=time private secretary.1
Because of these connections, Parkinson says that Clarke, who was fully
alive to the political atmosphere, might have had inside information
about the political prospects when he left f&r Singapore before the

1874 general election. We may also add here that both Childers

and Clarke were among the earliest members of the Colonial Society

" (later Royal Colonial Institute) when it was formed in 1868, which

was the first appreciable sign of a revived interest in colonial

affairs. Thus, Parkinson seems to suggeat that Clarke acted in

1 Hugh Culling Eardley Childers (1827-1396), went to Melbourne in
1850 and remained there until 1857, held various positions: member of
the executive and legislative councils and member of the first Vict?rian
cabinet; elected M.P. for Pontefract in 1860 and represented it unt1§
1885; financial secretary to the Treasury from August 1865 to June 1866;
first lord of the Admiralty (1868-71) and later Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster (1872-3) in Gladstone's first ministry. DNB, XXII, 423-26.

Montagu Corry (1838-1903), 1st baron Rowton, prominent member.of
the Conservative Party; Disraeli's private secretary from 1866 ?ntxl
his death in 1881; Disraeli's inseparable companion in public life, -

DNB, (20th Century), 422-423,
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1874 without sanction from the Colonial Office because he knew that the
Conservatives, expected to form the next government soon and to adopt a
forward policy, would sustain him.1 But Parkinson has ignored Kimberleyts
role in the making of the new Malayan policy.

Kimberley was praised by John Morley for his "capacity, industry,
probity, independence, entire single-mindness."2 In the words of
E.Drus, editor of Kimberley's political Journal, Kimberley was "a most
able and conscientious departmental minister."3 Kimberley had succeeded
Granville as Colonial Secretary in 1870, at a time when public opinion
in Britain was showing great interest in-colonial affairs. To what
extent Kimberley played a part in the early phase of Imperial resurgence
is not certain. Of one thing we are sure: when he became Colonial
Secretary, the imperialisis{ as exponenis oi Imperiai uniiy and opponenis
to separatism) felt relieved.4 He also received praise from colonial

governors for his sympathetic support.5 Although he shared the prevailing

1 Parkinson, British Intervention, 106-111; sce Veitch, Life of Sir
A.Clarke, 128-131 for Clarke'!s correspondence on the :political prosgects

of the 1874 general electione

2 CHBE, vol.III,31.

3 R.H.S.(Transactions), XXXII(19502,97.

=.Drus, ""The Annexation of Fiji",
b Schuyler, Fall of the 0ld Colonial Svstem, 276; Cl.A,Bodelsen,
Studies in Mid=Victorian Imperialism {Copenhagen, 1024), 113 For
the revival of interest in colonial affairs, see 3chuyler, Fall of the
0Old Colonial System, 272-278; Bodelsen, Imperialism, chapter 1T .
Burt, British Empire, hh}-ks& CHBE,vol,.I11, 26=28; J.E.Tyler, The Strugg e
for Imperlal Unity,1868-95( London: \don:Longmans,1938), 1-6, For the meaning
of "imperialism" used here see Bodelsen, preface pe7e

2 CHBE,vol.lII,31.
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pessimisin about maintaining the Empire intact, he was opposed t; the
separatist policy of Gladstone, Granville, Cardwell and Lowee. Hé wrote
on 2 March 1872 that he could conceive "no greater folly than to drive
Canada and the Australian colonies into separati.on“.1 Kimberley urged
the prime minister to support the annexati;n of Fiji, although the former
was opposed to extensive increases in territory. "At present," he wrote
to Gladstone on 26 July 1871 "we neither allow the English settlers
to establish a government for themselves nor provide a government for
them. This seems to me to be quite um'easonable."2

The Ashantee expedition in 1873, which was a response to the
invasion of Gold Coast by the Ashantees, reveals Kimberley as an
energetic Colonial Secretary. Together with the War Secretary,
Edward Cardwell, Kimberley supported the expeditionary plans bf Sir
Garnet Wolseley, who was appointed the Administrator of Gold Coast and
Commander of the expeditionary forces. Two months before it went to the
Cgb;nef, the decision to sénd troops to the Gold Coast was taken by
ximbérley, Cardwell and Hblseley.3 When cross-examined by some of his
colleagues on the subject of the expedition, as Wolseley records,

Kimberley was so annoyed that he banged his fist on the table, saying

1 A Journal of Events During the Gladstone Ministry 1868-1874, by
John, first Earl of Kimberley, edited by E. Drus, i? Roval llistorical
Society, Camden Miscellany, XXI (1958) (hereafter Kimberley's Journgl), 29.

2 Quoted in Drus,"Annexation of Fiijil 98.

3 W. D. McIntyre,"British Policy in West Africa", The Historical
Journal, vol. I (1962), 26=39.




170

"either this expedition comes off or I cease to be Colonial Secretary."1
When Gladstone knew of the plan, he counselled caution, but hisg
intervention came too late. As Kimberley notes in his journal, Gladstone
was "aghast at the expenditure" of the expedition.z

Kimberley was thus energetic and forward moving, conducting
colonial affairs within the general policy of the reluctant Gladétone,
but displaying considerable initiative on his owne. Gladstone was opposed
to annexation of territory. When Germany, after the Franco=German War,
intended to annex Alsace-Lorraine, Gladstone wanted to protest to Germany,
but failed to do so because of lack of support from his colleagues. He
wrote to John Bright cn 16 November 1870 that "England, I think, can
never contemplate with satisfaction the transference of unwilling
ropulation from one country of Europe to another."3 Kimberley did not
think that Gladstone's policy was practical. The Colonial Secretary
noted on 30 September 1870 that "Gladstone wants to address a reﬁonstrance
to Germany against the annexation ;f Alsace and Lorraine contrary to the
wishes of the population on the ground that it has become the settled
practice in Europe not to transfer territory from.one state to another

without the consent of the inhabitants," and added that "I am very glad

the project has been abandoned."

i Quoted in McIntyre, "British Policy in West Africa', 33.

2 Kimberley's Journal, 42, entry of 22 September 1873.

3 Quoted in Knaplund, Gladstone's Foreign Policy, 59; see also 55«56
59=~613; and Temperley & Penson, British Foreign Policy, 324=327; Seton-

Watson, Britain in Europe, 499.

4 Kimberley's Journal, 18=19.
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Gladstone opposed any increase of Britain's territorial
responsibilities abroad. As Paul Knaplund's excellent analysis of
Gladstone!s colonial policy reveals, Gladstone was aware of the magnitude
of the task of Empire, and felt that Britain's primary duty was to
dévelop the lands already acquired. Yet Gladstone also understood that
at the frontier of the Empire there were strong forces at work promoting
expansion. When it was urged that Britain annex the Fiji islands,
Gladstone refused to consent. In the debate on the subject.in the House
of Commons, on 25 June 1872, Gladstone declared that although the
Government had not taken a vow that "nothing should induce it to add to
the territory or territorial responsibility of Britain', the general
policy in this should be that the British Government "would not annex
any territory, gre;t or small, without the well understood and expressed
wish of the people to be annexed, freely and generously expressed, and
authenticated by the best means the case could afford".1 This principle
he reiterated in another debate on the same subject on 13 June 1873.2

A further example of Gladstone's reluctance to approve the
ahnexation of new territory can be found in the annexation of the South
African Diamond Fields in 1871. The Diamond Fields were claimed by both
the Griqua chief, Waterboer, and the Boer republic, the Orange Free

State. Thousands of miners, who were British subjects, had flocked into

1 P. Knaplund, Gledstone and Britain's Imperial Policy (London:

Frank Cass, 1966 new impression), 133-139.

2 Hansard, 3rd. ser. CCXLVI (1873), 13 June 1873, 943=949.
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that district to work in the gold mines, The British Government was
urged to annex the place. The Colonial Office decided not to annex
the territory, unless Cape Colony would take full responsibility
for it and the inhabitants consented to the step.1 Gladstone was then
told that Waterboer wanted to cede his country to Britain; that the
claims of the Orange Free State were''very weak'; and that Cape Colony
was ready to annex and assume full responsibility for the Diamond Fields.
It was only then that Gladstone reluctantly approved of the proposal.
As he wrote to Kimberley on 11 May 1871:"If, as appears, the parties be
willing and the resolution of the Legisl&ture of the Cape unequivocal,
I do not object to the proposed annexation of the Diamond Fields,
while I regret the necessity which brings it about."2

Sir Henry Barkly, Governor of Cape Colony, was then authorized
to annex the Diamond Fields, subject to the conditions imposed by the
Colonial Office. Before the Cape Parliament passed an annexation bill,
Governor Barkly hastily proclaimed the Diamond Fields British territory,
thereby violating Kimberley'!'s instructions. Nevertheless, Barkly convinced
Kimberley of the necessity of immediate action, and Kimberley sanctioned
the annexation without consulting G}adstone. For this Kimberley
apologised later on 10 December 1871 to Giadstone; he told his chief

that Barkly was a prudent man who could be trusted and asked for

1 cHBE, vol.I1I, 39.

2 Quoted in Knaplund, Gladstone and Britain's Imperial Policy, 135.
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Gladstone's confidence in dealing with the South African situation.
Gladstone and the Cabinet had no alternative but to sustain Kimberley.1
In the case of the annexation of Fiji, we meet the same reluctant
Prime ﬂinister and vigorous Colonial Secretary. Gladstore wrote to
Kimberley ithat he did not want "to be & party to any arrangement for
adding Fiji and all that lies beyond it to the cares of this overdone
and' overburdened Government and Empire".2 To this Kimberley replied:
"] take a more sanguine view I confess of tﬁe power and energy of this
country than you do." Gladstone's reply was disarming: "It is quite
right yow should be more sanguine than I, for I am old and begin to feel
t.“3 By February 1873 Kimberley had been converted to the need of
annexing Fiji, while the Prime Minister still remained unconvinced.
On 13 June 1873 Gladstone said in Parliament that "the chill of age"
was coming upon him, and that he "confessed he did not feel that excitement
for the ;cquisition of new territory.™
Gladstone seems to have kept an eye on his Colonial Secretary.
""Knaplund tells us that many drafts of Kimberley's despatches bear the

annotation "seen by Mr. Gladstone", and suggests that probably Kimberley

1 Knaplund, Gladstone and Britain's Imperial Policy, 136.

2 Quoted in Ibid., 136; also Drus,"Annexation of Fiii} 102,

3 Quoted in Drus, "Annexation of Fiii} 102.

4 CHBE, vol. 111, 34; see Drus, 97=104 for Kimberley and Gladstone's
attitudes to the proposed annexation of Fiji, which eventually came .
about on 10 September 187k.

5 Hansard, 3rd. ser. CCXVI (1873), 13 June 1873, 945.
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enjoyed less freedom from control than Granville did.1 Another study

of the history of the Colonial Office comes to the same conclusion:

"Thus Kimberley deferred much to Gladstone and Gladstone to the Cabinet."2

Thus while Kimberley may have been convinced of the meed for a
change in policy towards the Malay states, he also had reasons for delay.
Not the least important of these reasons was that he could not meet the
requirements of Gladstone.

We have seen that Parkinson attributes the new policy towards
the Malay states to Britain's domestic politics. Cowan, unlike Parkinson,
seeks his answer to the question in international rivalry. Kimberley's
decision to reverse the policy of non-intervention in Malaya, Cowan
suggests, was promnted by the fear that some other Eurqpean power,
particularly Germany, might be invited to intervene in Malaya. The
decision, he says, was taken by Kimberley on his own initiative.3

There is no doubt that Kimberley took the initiative, as we have
seen earlier. But_Cowanlseems to have overstated the possible threat
posed by other Eurepean powers to Britain in the Malay Peninsula. The
British had long established their supremacy in the area, a supremacy

never challenged by any other European power since the Anglo-Dutch Treaty

of 182’&.

1 Knaplund, Gladstone and Britain's Imperial Policy, 100.

2 cuse, vol. III, 737.

3 Cowan, Nineteenth Century Malaya, 166-169; 173-175.

RIS S
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The Dutch were perhaps the most poverful in the Malay Archipelago,
and their energetic expansion in Sumatra in the 1860s had, no doubt,
roused great concern among the Singapore merchants.1 But by the time
the Sumatra Convention of 1871 was signed, whereby Britain removed any
objections to Dutch expansion in Sumatra in return for equal tariff
treatment there, disputes between Holland and Britain arising from
colonial rivalry had largely been removed.zv Furthermore the Dutch had
detlared war in April 1873 on Acheh, in Sumatra, beginning what came to
be the longest war in Dutch colonial history, ending in 1908.3 As
R. Emerson clearly points out, "there seems no réason to suspect that
the slightly later date of the British advance (in Malaya) can be
atiributed to any fear of ah expansion of Duich ambitions o include the
Peninsula as well as Stmmt.ra".lt One wonders, in fact, whether the
Dutch céuld afford to entertain any pretensions on the other side of

the Straits of Malacca.

1 D. G. E. Hall, History of South East Asia, 494=495; Buckley,
Anecdotal History, 663-664; Cameron, Malayan India, 175-176, 195-196;

Tarling, British Policv, 159-163.

2 For the Sumatra convention, see Maxwell & Gibson, Treaties and
Engagements, 17-19, and Convention for Sumatra, P.P. 1872, LXX (C~475),
1=2; D. G. E. Hall, History of South East Asia, 474~L75, 495,

3 D. G. E. Hall, History of South East Asia, 495-498,

b ysia, ith Emerson, 475
Emerson, Malaysia, 112; D. G. E. Hall, agrees wi . ’ -
¥W. D. McInty;e, "Disraeli's Election Blunder: The Straits of Malacca

Issues in the 1874 Election,! Renaissance and Modern Studies, vol. V
(1961), 71-105, refutes the suggestions that the Sumatra conve?t%on
and the transfer of Dutch settlements in West Africa to the British

was a bargain between the two countries.

i S U
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The French, another established colonial power in this part of
the world, were on the move in the early 1870s, but being recently
defeated in war with Germany, were not powerful enough to pose a threat
to the British in the Malay Peninsula.1 The Spaniards, being busy in
the Philippines, do not seem to have entered the scene at all,

In 1870 Germany did not rank as a colonial rival in the
calculations of the Colonial Office and the Foreign Office. When the
Foreign Office received a rumour that Prussia had secured an island“off
the east coast of Malaya, it merely passed the information to the Colonial
Office. Rogers minuted that he did not "object to European neighbours
in the Indian Oceans, and if Prussia likes to have an island there,

I should let her by all means".2 In the summer of 1870, Robert Herbert,
then assistant under=secretary, even suggested inviting the North German
Confederation to annex Fiji, and this idea had general acceptancé in

the Colonial Ofﬁ.ce.3 During the Franco=Prussian war Kimberley was
ready to see a victorious Germany rather than France. He noted on

7 September 1870: "The North Germansare socially a very disagreeable
race, but their supremacy would be less dangerous to Europe than that

of I-‘:."ance.“l‘r In the Malayan Peninsula, the Germans had no footing at

1. G. E. Hall, History of South East Asia, 568-577.

2 Quoted in Cowan, Nineteenth Century Malaya, 170, note 85; Tarling,
British Policy, 85. ‘

3 E. Drus, "Annexation of Fiji", 93-4.

Kimbérleys Journal, 18.
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J
all, and there was no sign of any serious attempt to establish themselves.

After the FrancoeGerman war Britain{s attitude towards Germany in
Europe changed markedly, as Cowan emphasizes.1 Disraeli's Crystal
Palace speech on 2k June 1872, which was an indication that imperialism
had won the day and that separatism had 1o;t, was followed by a debate
in Parliament on the protection of Fiji, but this does not seem to have
been directed against Germany.2 There was competition between Britain
and Germany, as well as the United States, in Samoa; but the Germans did
not obtain a treaty from Samoa until 1879.3 In fact, German overseas
expansion was to come in the next dec:ade.‘[i In 1870 there were also
rumours of Italian and American intervention in Sumatra, but all came
to nothing.5 Therefore, it is safe to say that foreign intervention
was not the major factor motivating Kimberley in 1873.

That Kimberley was convinced of the necessity of changing British
policy in Malaya is further illustrated by what he said in public
aft;r he had left the Colonial Office. Supporting his successor at

the Colonial Office, Carnarvon, who defended the proceedinga of Governor

1 Cowan, Nineteenth Century Malaya, 171=2.

2 For Disraeli's speech, see Bennett, Concept of Empire, 257=9;
for an analysis of the speech, see Bodelsen, Imperialism, 120=2hk,

3 CHBE, Vol. 1II, 324=5.

b W. 0. Henderson, Stﬁdies in German Colonial History (London:
Frank Cass, 1962), 3=5.

3 D. Ge E. Hall, History of South East Asia, 474-5; Cowan, Ninetcenth
Centurv Malaya, 170; McIntyre, "Disraeli's Blunder", 99-100.
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Clarke, Kimberley declared in the House of Lords in May 1874 that

Clarke "had exercised a wise discretion in the proceedings he had taken".1

Later, when the death of the first Resident at Perak, J. W, Birch,

killed in a Malay reaction to British intervention, was raised in the

House of Lords, Kimberley said that he had "no desire to disclaim any

responsibility that probably belonged to him; and was ready to admit

that although he had not actually sanctioned the act of Sir Andrew Clarke

in appointing a Resident in the Peninsula, still he was first inclined

to think that step promised well".2 Kimberley's speech later in the

same year clearly indicated his strong conviction of the need to change

the policy becuause of the peculiar situation that then existed in the.

Malayan Peninsula, as has been discussed above.3
In conclusion, it is reasonable to say that Kimberley initiated

a new Malayan policy in September 1873 beceuse he thought he could

fulfill Gladstone's requirements. Although he was urged in 1871. and.

1872 by local officials and influential merchants to extend British

protection to the Malay states, and was himself convinced of the necessity

for a change in policy because of the chaotic situation in the Malayan

Peninsula, he could not take immediate action because he had not found

a way to satisfy the requirements of Gladstone in regard to further

territorial expansion. But, when Kimberley reccived Tenku Kudin's

-

1 Hansard, 3rd. ser. CCXIX (1874), 19 May 1874, 477.
2 Ibid., CCXAVIL (1876), 28 February 1876, 1017.

3 See above ppe. 157=158.
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message asking for British protection, the Colonial Secretary was ready
to consent now that he had some evidence that could be preéented 1o
meet the Prime Minister's conditions.

That Kimberley's instructions of 20 September 1873 signified a
change in Malayan policy becomes more obvious if we recall the earlier
policy of the Colonial Office after the transfer. First, the Colonial
Office insisted on controlling closely the colony's e¥£erna1 relations,
particularly relations with the Malay stateé. The Governor could not
initiate any agreement or treaty with them unless in pursuance of a
policy of the Imperial Government, as found in his instructions,
Secondly, Kimberley had on earlier occasions refused to consider British
protectorates in the Malayan Peninsula, eand rejected the“idea of appointing
British officers to the Malay states. But in his instructions of
20 September 1873, Kimberley not only saw the necessity to take dction,
but also spelt out specific measures that could be taken.

The Liberal Government had, in the meantime, been defeated in
the general election of January-February 1874. When the reports of
Governor Clarke's proceedings in Perak reached London, Kimberley had

left the Colonial Office. Thus it was Carnarvon, Disraeli's Colonial

Secretary, who had to face the fait accomplie.
Carnar§on approved the course taken by Clarke in Perak,

Selangor and Sungei Ujong. The Pangkor Treaty was confirmed and the

appointmeht of British Residents to the three states approved towards
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the end of 1874.1 Thus, a new Malayan policy came into being,
largely because of pressures at the frontier of Empire; a policy which

inaugurated in British Malaya a system of indirect rule known as the

residential systeme

1 Carnarvon to Clarke, 6 March 1874, 29 May 1874, in P.P. 187k,
XLV, 88, 231-232.




181

Conclusion

The t ransfer of the Straits Settlements from the Indién Government
to the Colonial Office was the result of a persistent demand which
originated in the Straits mercantile community. The demand stemmed from
the outmoded and inadequate political arrangement by which the Straits
Settlements were governed. The increasing importance of Singapore in
the Empire commercially and strategically required a far more attentive
government than the Indian Governmént could offer. The strong desire
on the part of the inhabitants to have a say in their government added
support to the campaign for transferring the Straits Settlements to the
Colonial Office. The expansion of the Dutch, the French and the Spaniards
emphasized the need for Imperial protection. It was natural that the
mercantile community should have wished to be placed under the administraton
of the British Government,by wﬁich system they would have a bettef form
of government, wmore #igilaﬁt‘lmperial protection, and some fepreseﬁtatioh
in the local government which would have a freer hand in conducting
external affairs.

But the transfer involved increased Imperial responsibility,
especially in military defence. From the viewpoint of the Imperial
Government the demand was contrary to the trend of colonial policy of the
day, which was towards relaxation of Imperial control. As Lord Carnarvon
rightly stated in 1859 in the louse of Lords, the proposed transfer was

something novel in the history of the Colonial Office. The Imperial

Government was sympathetic to the idea initially, but the policy of

economy waé paramount. It became more reluctant when doubis arose us
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to whether the Straits Settlements were self-supporting. The nei colonial
military policy, which required that the colonies make greater contributions
to their own defence, added strength to the position of the Treasury.

It was only éfter the Straits Settlements'! ability to finance their own
defence was proved and the stratagic importénce of Singapore more fully
appreciated that the Imperial Government eventually consented to the
transfer,

The transfer not only signified an ihcrease in Imperial control
but also produced important constitutional changes. The outmoded system
of "one=man" government ended with the provision of an Executive Council
and a Legislative Council. With the inclusion of unofficial members
in the latter body, the new government had some element of popular
representation. Another aspect of the campaign for the transfer was
the growing desire in the Straits Settlements for British intervention .
in the Malayan.?éninsula; a desire thch grew éredier'affer 1867.

| A strikingly similar situation to that of the transfer existed

with regard to the events of 1873-74. The chaotic political situation in
the Malayan Peninsula and its impact on British trade, or more properly
the Straits trade, made British intervention highly desirable in the eyes
of the local merchants. However, this was not compatible with Imperial
policy which resisted further territorial increases or Imperial
responsibilitiess A forward policy gradually took shape in the Straits
Settlements but was rejected by the British Government under Gladstone.

Kimberley, although refusing initially to appoint British officers to
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the Malay states, recognized.that British protection was unavoidable.

But he was more or less restrained by the requirement of Gladstone

that British rule only be extended in response to native demand. When
Kimberley secured Tenku Kudin's request for British protection, the
Colonial Secretary then felt free to act and instructed the new Straits
governor Sir Andrew Clarke to investigate the need for a change in policy,
& change which came soon after.

The interplay between Imperial and colonial needs and interests
determined the course of the development of the new Malavan policy as
well as the ultimate outcome. Especially important were the colonial
mercantile interests located.on the frontier of Empire, but capable of
exerting powerful influence on the government in London. ‘he estabiishment
of the Straits Settlements as a Crown Colony, coupled with the extension
of British protection over the Malay states, laid the foundation for

"British Malaya'.
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