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I. Introduction

1. Overseas

Chinesé" affairs policy, China tries to define “overseas Chinese”
- live outside China but choose to remain Chinese citizens. Those
who have been naturalized voluntarily and have obatined citizenship in their nation
of residence are excluded from the designation “overseas Chinese.” Such a tactic
implies that implementation of the overseas Chinese affairs policy will involve only
“overseas Chinese,” not naturalized Chinese. But the issue of defining “overseas
Chinese,” both legally and morally, is neither so simple nor clearcut as it earlier
appeared. The problems of definition are multiple.‘

Firstly, problems in classifying naturalized Chinese separately from non-
naturalized Chinese are frequently caused by changes of regime during the period of
decolonization in Southeast Asia.- Very often, overseas Ch' lost: their citizenship
status after the independence of their remdent ‘ )

overseas Chinese.

Such cases . 0ce
in recent years. {
subjects, who had ned their legal status dunng the 1945-9 period, later became
solely Chinese natlonals' from their declining to apply for Indonesian citizenship and
their not being regarded as Dutch citizens.! In Vietnam, the allegedly forcible naturali-
zation of Chinese under the regime of Ngo Dieh Diem became a serious problem
in defining their citizenship. Both North Vietnam and China had agreed that the
forcible change of nationality of Chinese in South Vietnam was a matter that would
be reopened for negotiation when the South and North were united again. But both
China and Vietnam seem to have changed their minds about Chinese citizenship in
Vietnam. China not only accepted many ethnic Chinese refugees from the North
as returned “overseas Chinese,” without identifying their real citizenship status, but
also made an official protest over the expulsion of Vietnamese Chi ‘on the grounds

k
1. ‘The Philippines and Malaysia,
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that the naturalization of Chinese under the Diem regime was not recognized by
China.2 The key problem in this Vietnamese-Chinese issue related to the forcible
change of nationality, which was not recognized by China, as China openly declared
in 1956 when the issue took place. However, it was also clear to all parties con-
cerned that whether or not the naturalization was mandatory for all Chinese was
open to question. Again, the protest raised by China was unique and occurred at
a time when many similar cases that existed in Southeast Asia brought no identical
protest from China. Very clearly, the protest was made mainly for the purpose of
rejecting political legitimacy for the Diem regime i favour: of the regime in Hanoi.
The polmcal motivation — to gwe“sup : ‘

unist regime in Hanoi rather

obvious. I
; katurallzed Chinese can become a Chinese national later, regardless
of whether or not such action is taken by China or by the other nations concerned.

Secondly, the problem of determining China’s actual stand in its policy of
dealing with the issue of Chinese nationals abroad is constantly exacerbated by
China’s undecided position on the question of how China defines its nationals abroad.
Legally speaking, it can be argued that the Nationality Act of 1929 is still valid
in China, due to the absence of any new nationality legislation since 1949, when the
present regime was established in Peking to replace the Kuomintang. If this is the
case, the principle of defining a Chinese citizen still follows the principle of Jus
sanguinis, which affirms a traditional principle that “Any person whose father was,
at the time of that person’s birth, a Chinese national mself a Chinese national.”
Against this view is the one often,mdlcatef by eaders that China no longer

point: even

: or mariy countnes in Southeast Asia, however, it is
uncertain wheﬂth such a policy actually carries strong legal obligations. They
wonder why China has announced such a measure in policy statements dealing with
such an important matter and yet has not moved to enact a nationality act. In fact,
the legal obligation of such a statement of policy was undermined when China had to
sign and ratify a dual nationality treaty with some, but not all, nations in order to
end the legal issue of dual nationality for Chinese abroad. If such a statement of
policy has its own legal obligation, the governments concerned could have resolved
the dual nationality issue simply by initiating its own nationality law.

Thirdly, China’s attitude concerning the nationality of Chinese abroad became

further complicated when China took action to protect overseas Chinese in various
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crises in the past. ach time the protection issue was raised, the protected target
was generally referred to as “overseas Chinese.” From this practice of referring to
the overseas Chinese in any crisis situation, it might be inferred that China actually
considered only Chinese citizens in granting its protection. But it was, in fact, very
difficult if not impossible, to determine who remained Chinese citizens and who had
become naturalized in another country because of the lack of written documents in
China identifying those who chose to remain citizens and those who chose to take
local citizenship. Consider Malaysia as a case in point. In the past, when the
Malaysian government took the initiative in starting na ization for its Chinese
residents, the Peoples Repubhc of Chm _»;;was*no :in any way and thus
;iltahzatlon. hout such a record, grant-
broadly “defined as “overseas Chinese” would naturally tend
citizens and thus cause even more confusion in interpreting
the term “overseas Chinese.” China’s immediate response in receiving ethnic Chinese
refugees from Vietnam into China without questioning their nationality illustrates this
problem. This confusion was not caused by a single event but by various ones, such
as the cases occurring in the 1965 Indonesian incident and those of 1967 in Cambodia
and Burma. Considered as a whole, these incidents indicated that China cared less
about differentiating between Chinese citizens and non-citizens than it did about
granting protection for “overseas Chinese” during a crisis. Consequently, the term
“gverseas Chinese” has impressed many people as being a term that possibly includes
all Chinese living abroad.

Furthermore, in its latest Constitution, adopted on March 15" 1978, China
has once again announced its protect:on policy - for “overseas “Chinese,” stating that
“The state protects the 'just rxg,hts and interests of overseas Chinese and their
relatives.”® The confusion inherent in this constitutional article is caused by the
undefined term of “overseas Chinese,” a designation that has the complicated nature
analyzed above. It is even more confusing here to see the term “their relatives”
included in the Constitution. Logically, if “their relatives” refers to Chinese citizens
— as the terms “overseas Chinese” implies — it is unnecessary, if not illogical, to

ing protection to

to involve non-Chin

single out “their relatives” from “overseas Chinese.” One might argue that “their
relatives” refers to those Chinese citizens who are relatives of the “overseas Chinese;”
relatives who are living in China. But without such specification, the term “their
relatives” can also be taken to mean those non-citizen Chinese who are relatives of
the Chinese citizens residing abroad. In considering the complicated issue of protec-
tion that occurred in Indonesia in 1965 and in Vietnam in 1978 because of being
unable to identify and to protect Chinese citizen _separate g-fo p from ethnic

3. See Article 54, onstitution of Péople’s Republic of China.
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Chinese, it seems evident that this article of the Constitution will probably cause
suspicion about the real definition of “overseas Chinese.”

To conclude, when the problem remains 0 controversial, legally and morally,
the term “overseas Chinese” that China officials so often use in their policy announce-
ments has often been understood by indigenous people in Southeast Asia to mean all
Chinese, including ethnic Chinese and “stateless” Chmese For this reason, under
policy operation, the term “overseas Chinese” must pecessarily be defined in this
paper as Chinese of various types. Necessarily, in a policy analysis, the actions of
all concerned by the policy must be taken into th accgeuni i
therefore, for policy makers to take 1ntQ cons1dera
Chinese.” It is al )
Chinese” in the ¢

s important,
th ~~aej;ua meaning of “overseas
mpe € & olo, saderatlon‘ the meaning of “overseas
: Ets held both by “‘overseas Chinese” themselves and by the
indigenous peoples of the various countries concerned,

2. Overseas Chinese and Malaysia: An Identification of Issues

While it appears at first glance to be quite sémple and straight-forward in
nature, the overseas Chinese policy of the People’s Republic of China has been
treated as a complicated issue by many observers and leaders in Asia. Very often, it
was, and still is, believed to be a policy planned to make the Chinese a Fifth Column
to serve Peking’s national expansionism.* Some see the policy as a measure taken
by its planners to compete with the Kuomintang in Taiwan, winning over the loyalty
of overseas Chinese and thereby gaining their financial power, which is badly needed
for economic development by both Peking and Talpe
Peking’s overseas Chi : ‘

e main purpose of
of Chinese populations
or achxevmg better relations with the
verseas Chmese 6 Some observers state that the only interest
Peking has in mind is spreading communism in the area through the Chinese popu-
lation who believe communism could and will save China as well as the poor
nations. in the region.”

Many observers have tried to discover the major purpose of China’s overseas

and their economic
resident nation of th

Chinese policy; some have even ventured further, blaming China for major respon-

4. See Robert Elegant, The Dragon’s Seeds, Peking.and the Overseas Chinese, New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 1959.

5. Sec Garth Alexander, The Silent Invasion, London: MacDonald, 197

6. Ibid. y o 4

7. It is so often expressed by some indi

“iAsia nations, such as
Indonesian leaders in rece Peking’s Re-

lations with Revolution Movements, ‘New York: Praeger Publishers, 1974.
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sibility in the perennial sciopolitical and racial crises in Southeast Asia.8 Ideologi-
cally, China is blamed for the rise of communist movements in the region because
of the involvement of overseas Chinese in Southeast Asian communist revolutions.
Politically and culturally, China is accused of causing difficulty in integrating Chinese
populations into a new local identification, for China has failed to cut off in any way
its relations with overseas Chinese. Recially, China is often blamed for the outbreak
of conflicts between overseas Chinese and indigenous peoples. Some observers have
pomted out that such attitudes are warranted because China has secretlv used overseas

China. To coul this t rcat ‘from the Chmese populatxons, indigenous leaders have
no choice but to ,_oblhza their own masses to fight back. Racial conflict has thus
occurred, some observers claim. Furthermore, some observers claims that many
violent incidents that have worsend sociopolitical relations between the Chinese and
indigenous peoples were caused simply by the competition for the loyalty of the
overseas Chinese communities between Kuomintang and the Communist Party of
China. If lost in the game, the loser is liable to use any possible channel or
weapon to combat his opponent. The existing racial hatred between the Chinese and
the indigenous peoples, observers point out, is one of the convenient weapons that has
often been used in Kuomintang-Communist rivalry.

There is yet another valid approach which should be dev
the overseas Chinese issue. It is an approach t :
in Southeast ‘Asia

d in a study of

ssumpt{on that most of

the anti-Chinese violence ,téﬁ directly from power

a strong point for *arguing that the antl—Chlnese campaigns are normally used as
a weapon for seizing power from governmental leaders by some anti-government
faction. It is not necessary that the motivation of the anti-government action_be
directly related to the overseas Chinese issue. For the overseas Chinese issue is
always an effective weapon in handicapping the national order, particularly the
economic order, since, in most Southeast Asian nations, the Chinese contribution to
economic order is indispensable. Once it is disturbed the economic life will be
effectively affected. And the economic order is easily disturbed. In the first place,
the overseas Chinese communities are considerd non-indigenous, if not totally foreign.
Secondly, historically they have been brought in by colonial authonty and play an
ohbmlcally — the

important role in a colonial economic system.

8. See Tungku Ab and After, Kuala Lumpur: Utusan Melayu,

1969,
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. generally considered more affluent as a group than the indige-
nous population."‘k\Because of this background ,it is easy for anti-government factions
to use the affluence of overseas Chinese as an accusation against governments for not
taking better care of the interests of their indigenous population. By using this as
an issue the accuser often gains the image of a crusader in the eyes of a significant
number — if not all —of the indigenous people. Quite probably, a few radicals will
storm the Chinese community. If this happens, racial conflict will spread like wild
fire. Such a situation will quickly create a trap to catch governmental leaders in a
hapless position. They will be trapped in a dilemma in whi ither the offer of
protection to the Chinese commumty, in an effort to safe~ theﬂ economic order,

overseas Chinese are

giving protection to ; h,inesercommunity; and without the use of strong measures

in dealing with anti-government leaders, the anti-Chinese campaign usually cannot be
discouraged.

The situation of prolonged discontent centered around this critical issue of
the overseas Chinese effectively ended the control- of Tungku Abdul Rahman, the
former premier of Malaysia, in 1969, and Sukarno, the former president of Indonesia,
in 1965. Both leaders had come out for protection .of the Chinese communities
when they faced the problem of anti-Chinese violence. Not even the towering
national fatherly status they had gained from their successes in leading their nations
to independence could save them from disaster. These experiences taught many
indigenous leaders to recognize overseas Chinese affairs as a, sensitive issue and to
realize the necessity for immediate concern and: control. endous amount of
_indigenous eaders after Sukarno and
Tungku Abdul Rahm ‘ v autious in handling overseas Chinese
issues, being neither too favourable to their Chinese communities, in their invincible
economic growth, nor yielding too much to demands of radical factions.

The above paragraphs indicate that the seemingly simple nature of overseas
Chinese affairs have developed into a very complicated. issue. And this complicated

empirical data can b

issue has since widely divided academic study to the extent that even a sensible study
of the issue may be treated insensibly by academic dissidents. Worse still, the
sensitivity and the complication of the issue have often discouraged researchers
from doing acceptable, objective studies, partly because of the difficulty in obtain-
ing classified materials from strict official custody and partly because of easily incurred
political suspicion by the authority concerned. Furthermore, this complicated issue
has proved the point that any singlc approach to a study of it would be unsatis-

ctions, attempting to
» many related major

factory.
follow a single root cause.would, ine-vita
parts. Such a study ouid ‘be far.too one-sided.
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This paper, herefore, is thus directed so as not to be favourable to one
particular approach, and yet not be too indecisive by considering many approaches.
Any approach that appears to be genuinely significant is considered. Choosing
Malaysia as a case study in this project does not imply that the issue of overseas
Chinese in that country is particularly acute. Rather, the case has provided for the

study of this issue all the necessary information for considering the various approaches
mentioned above. And, more important, the Malaysian case has provided a number
of 1mportant events that have proved the valldlty of certain approaches that cannot

that this paper d
issue in the Southe
but this does not decr ase its value in understanding the comphcated issue of over-
seas Chinese affairs. It is particularly useful to try to understand the overseas Chinese
policy of China on one hand and the overseas Chinese policy of Malaysia on the
other. Both Malaysia and China in their recent history have been very prudent in
handling issues concerning overseas Chinese. The extra efforts of its leaders have
made the Malaysian case even more valuable for understanding the issue. For the
Malaysian case shows that, under certain circumstances, the issue would occur
naturally rather than unnaturally.

Limits of time and space prevent any exhaustive discussion of all issues and
the relevant studies discussed above. In this paper the author can deal only with those
important issues which this seem most appropriate at this particula time.

1I. _.The Rol

In understand ‘e;true nature of the overseas Chinese policy of the People’s
Republic of China,fsMal\aysi; ‘provides a very useful case study because of the signi-
ficant number of its Chinese population. It has been generally assumed that Peking
has always used local communists and overseas Chinese communities as a weapon
against unfriendly governments in Southeast Asia.® In Malaysia, about 40 per cent
of the total population are Chinese who are culturally very much Chinese. Econo-
mically, they have played an indispensable role in the national development. Politi-
cally, as its leaders have often pointed out, the Chinese in Malaysia have been the

key to its stability. Also it must be remembered that, at the peak of the communist

9. 1t was widely reported that it was the mam reason cnmnbu{mg to the exodus of overseas
Chinese from Vietnam, according to the. . Vie ( -+:See Hong \Kong Standard, May
6, 1978, p. 1. Nayan I : :ée ffthe Bordcr Blacklash,” Far Eastern
Economic Review, May §.
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revolts, there were éboutf}O0,0()O guerrilla fighters and sympathizers who were mostly
Chinese in origin.lio Hence, it is reasonable to believe that if Peking had intended
to use overseas Chinese communities and local comrunists as weapons against
unfriendly governments, as has been widely suspected, it had a very good chance to
do so. In fact, however, the Malaysian case proves it to be otherwise. In the last
three decades, in almost all instances of major difficulties in Malaysia, China has
never tried to take advantage either directly or indirectly. On the contrary, China
has repeatedly tried to face the crises calmly. Let us take a closer lqok at several

major events in order to document this line of action

The Chinese Comn unist Party has been blamed for starting up the communist
organizations in Southeast Asia. But when one examines the early history of the
communist organizations of Southeast Asia from warious sources,!! one discovers
an interesting point: the whole strategy and management of communist organizations

in Southeast Asia had nothing to do with the Maoist communist party before World

War II. The organization and management were the sole responsibility of Moscow.
The history of the Chinese Communist Party also discloses that even the CCP was
very much controlled by Moscow through the powerful representatives for its organi-
zation and strategy until the rise of the leadership of Mao Tse-tung, a man who
had persistently challenged Moscow’s instructions for China’s communist . revolution.
Conflict between Moscow and followers of the Maoist hn the cotrect handling
of the Chinese communist revolution occurred?’w\ oneits ‘of Moscow’s policy
of an urban base tried to suppress thosc follo ing the Ma01st line of a rural base.
Only after many failure! rban uprisings orgamzed by the Moscow line did the
Maoist line obtain the upper hand. Mao gained dominating leadership in the CCP
only after the Tsungi Conference, which was held in 1935.12 The difference in

10. Its exact strength was not known, some asserting that it had as many as 400,000 members
or followers. The British Military Authority claimed that the MCP had 5,000 guerrillas and
between 30,000 and 40,000 sympathizers. But Chinese communist sources claim that 35,000
Chinese were deported from June 1948 to the end of 1950. However it is believable that
there were more than several hundred thousand sympathizers for the MCP.

11. See 1. Federation of Malaya, Director of Intelligence, A Confidential Report, 4 Short
History of the Malayan Communist Party, Kuala Lumpur: Ministry of Home Aftairs, 1954; 2.
Ministry of Culture, Communism in Non-Communist Asian Couniries, Singapore: The Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967; 3. Brimmell, J.M. Communism in Sourheasr Asig,
and Robertson, 1965; and 4. Brimmell, JH. 4 Sh i
Party, Singapore: Donald Moore, 1956.

12. See 1. Stuart Schra e-1u
Harrison, The Long Mar
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revolutionary lines. is important in our argument here. Because, in later years —
after the Mao gfoup had established its independemt control of the CCP and its
revolutionary strategy — there was significant difference in policy between Peking and
Moscow toward the communist organizations. It is doubtful if the history of the
communist activities would be the same if Mao had had control of the communist
organizations in Southeast Asia. He definitely did not have.

It has seldom been questioned that the beginming of the communist organi-
zations in-Malaya and Singapore were at the initiative of the Comintern.?® They
occurred in early 1924, while the Comintern was snll und :-sole leadership of
Moscow. At its beginning, the target community ist interest was not
the Chinese but the Malays ir leaders
who were all Ind

in ekﬂkcommumst organizations frustrated the commumst leaders.
Soon, their target was switched from the Malay to the Chinese community. Bene-
fitting from the united front with the Kuomintang, the communist activities in Singa-
pore and Malaya were quite successfully expanded. But when the Kuomintang had
its first break with the CCP in their unhappy united front in 1927, the communist
organizations in Singapore and Malaysia also suffered. By then, the communist group
was separated from the Kuomintang and had formed its own party, which was known
as the Nanyang Communist Party.}3 The NCP branch office was established in
Singapore, but its activities were not restricted to Singapore alone. All organizations
in the Malays, Thailand, Burma, Indonesia, and Indochina were under the super-
vision of the Singapore branch office, which in turn was directl tinder the control
of the head office in Shanghai. And the Shanghai " >f sdefinitely under the
direct leadership of A Twas ) oﬁce‘: hat Mao had problems. It
should be pointed ot t it was:also in 1927 that Mao had broken with Moscow’s
vhen ‘he had written his artxcle on the Hunan Report.16 Judging
from the revolutionary activities organized under the NCP, it is quite significant that
the pattern was identical to revolutionary activities in China. Both emphasized
urban revolts that involved mainly workers and urban youths. Like their attempted
revolts in China, all the revolts organized by the NCP failed any many leaders were
arrested.l?

The setback of the NCP because of heavy losses in leadership in the revolts
finally caused alarm in the Comintern at the end of 1929. In 1930, the NCP was

line of an urban base ¥

13. See note 11.
14. See Lec Kuan Choi, Politics and Life, Singapore: People's Acti
15. Director of Intelligence, A Confidential Report‘ A Sh
Party, Kuala Lumpur: Ministry of 198
16. Sce Stuart Schra city;
17. See Lee Kuan C

Party 1966, p. 66.
rt ‘Histor Malayan Communist
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reorganized under instructions promulgated at the meeting of the Party Congress of
Comintern rep"r‘k\esentatives.18 From this time on, the NCP was dissolved. A Malayan
Communist Party was organized with the hope that a relatively independent organi-
zation, such as it was supposed to be, would create greater initiative for its own
development. The MCP, of course, was still under the leadership of Moscow; how-
ever, it was no longer under the direct control of the head office in Shanghai, but

rather of the office in Hong Kong1® This new head office in Hong Kong was a
replacement for Shanghai, even though this new office took up responsibilities similar
to those of the Shanghai office. The only difference was that.the communist organi-
zations in Southeast Asian were now enJoymg IMg all ation and initiative in
forming policy. e y:‘at ‘this time, 1930, made no break-
through. The e tern t endemded to send Joseph Ducroux to Singapore to
review the situation. . But Joseph Ducroux was atrested when he arrived in Singapore;
and, after being questioned by the British authorities, Joseph Ducroux sold out his
major comrades in Singapore and Malaya. With information from Ducroux, the
British authorities were able to capture all the important communist leaders in Malaya.
Even the new head office in Hong Kong was eliminated. The organization in
Shanghai was also badly affected. The whole organization of communist activities
was put to an almost full stop for four years.20.

The new connection between Moscow and Malaya was resumed in 1934; and

this connection, again, was made through the new Shanghai office. A delegate was
sent to Malaya for building up the new connection. The world economic crisis in
1933 had provided new hope for communist actmtnes,

several branches thri ut the Malay Pemnsula In 1934, the MCP was accepted
as a full member party of the Comintern. Similar to patterns set in the 1920s, their
tactics still emphasized very much the urban and industrial workers and youth move-

ments. The peasant community was almost totally neglected. However, in 1935,

in one of the most serious workers’ uprisings in Malayan history, which took place
in a Kuala Lumpur coal mine, their tactic was once again proven to be ineffective.2l
Nevertheless, this tactic was maintained until the outbreak of World War II. World

War II forced Moscow to establish a united-front tactic under which the bourgeois,

the capitalists, and the colonialists were no longer considered as potential number one

18. See note 15.
19. Ibid.

20. Lee Kuan Choi, o
21. Ibid.




enemies. For the m
To comply with this united front tactic, MCP leaders were told to suspend their
campaign against the British. Instead, the Japanese became their target this time.22

It might be argued that the anti-Japanese united-front tactic could be con-
sidered a sign that the Maoist line of communist revolution had already gained an
influential hold within the MCP., It is true that the anti-Japanese united front in
Malaya was compatible with the Maoist tactic of a united front against Japan in
China. But this similarity does not prove that the Maoist line was, at the time, well
established in Malaya. In fact, the Maoist tactic of presenting. inited front was
quite different from the tactic of united fro ple CP particularly if one
that the..Malay and 1

er one cnemies were the Japanese and the German Fascists.

es were almost totally

considers the wa

: i-Japanese campaign. = Tactical interest
focused almost completely on the Chinese community. It was understandable that
the Chinese commﬁnity was the natural enemy of the Japanese, who were hated by
many overseas Chinese because of Japan’s invasion of China; but this does not
explain why the non-Chinese communities were untouched. In fact, when the anti-
Japanese campaigns were launched, some of the British, the Indians, and the Malays
— who were not ready to take the Japanese as the first enemy — were also offended.
It was apparently not the way that a united-front: tactic should be carried out.
Actually, the whole vision of an anti-Japanese united front resulted as a legacy of
the Moscow line inherited from the 1920s. The attempt to draw the non-Chinese
communities into the communist organization had, in fact, not been seriously tried
out. This happened mainly because the Moscow lme of commiuhist ‘revolution in
the regions of Southeast Asia had constantly : placec
; 1 Moscow strateglsts believed that

untouched, if no

industrial workers i
vanguard of the communist revolution, not the peasants.
Chinese in Malaya were mainly urban and working class.

the workers were t
In actuality, the oyéi;;' €
The Malays were just the reverse. Once the tactic was established and an attempt
made to organize only the urban-industrial workers, the Chinese became the more
desirable target. And, partly because the Chineseé had the nature of a working class
and partly because the working doctrine of communist propaganda was aimed
only at the working class, the Chinese population became naturally more susceptible or
more inclined to the influence of the communist organization. The inclination
developed into a habit, and a tradition then developed from the habit. The anti-
Japanese tactic, with its emphasis on drawing only the Chinese, resulted basically as
the legacy of this tradition. This tradition was maintained until early 1950s. It was
only then that the Maoist line of communist revolution full ",ecogn‘fied by some
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Wlthout access to internal documents to show how the Maoist line came to be
recognized and appreciated by the MCP, it is; of course, difficult to argue exactly
when and how this recognition came about. - However, an examination of the
history of the MCP after World War II reveals that a great change in the revolu-
tionary line occurred some time in the mid-1950s. For in the mid-1950s there
were two major changes in the strategy of theé communist revolution in Malaya.
One was the establishment of the united-front tactic; the other was the decision to
establish openly local identification of the overseas Chinese
The first change can be seen in the willingness of 'the
the possibility of ending the. msurgency ‘with_the - ~designated independent government
in Malaya, then under' the leaderslup f “Tungku Abdul Rahman. The other change
is not so exphcit{y“ indicated but is, nevertheless, obvious. During the Balin Meeting
between Chin Pin, the leader of MCP, and Tungku, the government leader, the issue
of nationality for the Chinese communists was raised. The governmental point of
view maintained that these communist members were Chinese in origin, not
naturalized,. and, therefore, should be sent back to China.2? But Chin Pin argued
that they were Malayan by birth. The status of ‘overseas Chinese as indicated by
Chin Pin was exactly identical with that held by China. In response to the talk
held between Tungku and Chin, China openly endorsed the move claiming that the
conflict between the MCP and the government was entirely an internal issue and one
that concerned no other powers.2¢ Attempting to duplicate this same move, China
initiated its new overseas Chinese policy in which naturalization-for overseas Chinese

opulation in Malaya.

unist leaders to explore

p or overseas Chinese

in Southeast Asia was openly encouraged%?an ‘
‘ us of dual citizenship for

was declared undesi
overseas Chine : ;; ed was announced

It is difficult to judge whether or not the MCP was influenced by this change
in China, or vice versa. But the change, initiated by both the MCP and China at
the same time, could hardly be considered coincidental. The most likely probability
is that both the CCP and the MCP had finally come to a common ground regard-
ing their revolutionary line. As Edgar O’Ballance observed, Mao had once advised
Lai Teck, the leader of the MCP, to establish a united front with non-communist
parties but not to attempt insurrection after ‘World War 11.26 However, because of

23. See Tungku Abdul Rahman Putra. Looking Back, Kuala Lumpur: Pustaka Antara, 1977,
p. 12.

24. Sec Ta Kung Pao, December 22, 1955, p. 3.

25. Editor, Chou Mo Pao, Collected Works of O
Publishing Society, 1957 pp. 20- 28

Policy, Peking: People’s

urnnist Insurgent War, 19481960, London:

Faber & Faber Ltd., 966
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the general oyﬂl)? ensive moves in Eastern Europe by the Soviet Union, the
Western Eurdpean powers and the U.S. had become more alarmed than ever before
about global communist advances. In Southeast Asia, in line with the Moscow
attitude, communist campaigns for revolutionary war against colonialism and
imperialism were generally heightened. As a result, Lai Teck abandoned the MCP
because of his forseeable helplessness in resisting the overwhelming force of the
increasing hardline within the MCP against colonialism in general and British authority
in particular.2” It can also be argued, of course, that the CCP itself had established
an open revolt, rather than a united front, in dealing with, the Kuomintang. But
according to U.S. documents, Maoxst revolutlonary ]me at thxs time was not so radical
Y spe rather Moscow’s advancement in Europe
and throughout 1 orld tha,t?had alarmed the U.S. and the Kuomintang, which
adapted a milita ampaign against the CCP.22 Finally, Mao and his party reacted
with open warfare against the Kuomintang and its ally, the U.S. This reaction
occurred even though immediately after Nanking had been occupied by the CCP
army, Mao had sent Wong Hwa to Nanking to conmtact U.S. Ambassador, J. Leighton
Stuart, and explore the possibility of obtaining recognition from the U.S. government
and establishing a normal relationship between U.S. and China. And it occurred
even after the Ambassador had given a favourable account of his talk with this
special envoy, Wong Hwa, and had proposed normalization. The Ambassador, how-
ever, was instructed to act otherwise and was told to withdraw from the U.S. mission
in communist-occupied Nanking. Hope for normalization between& the U.S. and
China thus perished.3® Judging from such documents as.the White Paper and
other sources, the U.S. decision to confront the CCP was overwhelmingly influenced
by the European ion k succeés in communizing Eastern Euro-
pean countries ha atened many ‘\European and U.S. leaders. A containment policy
was therefore formed counter communism in general and Soviet communism in
particular. The ‘basic assumption behind this policy was that all communists were the
same in ideology and were under the sole leadership of Moscow. It was believed,
apparently, that Chinese communism was no different from the Russian even though
many American advisers in foreign missions and many scholars argued otherwise.3!
With China encircled by this containment policy, Sino-U.S. relations worsend and,

27. Ibid.

28. See Department of State, The China White Paper, Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1967. :

29. See Chalmers M. Roberts, “How Containment Worked”-
1972, pp. 41-53.

30. This account was.given by

31. See Barbara
natives” in Foreign Aj

cy no. 7, Summer.
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o his n-law, Seymour Topping.
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Oct 1972 vol Sl no. 1, pp. 44-64,
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finally, the Korean War resulted. According to one U.S. source in early 1950, Chinese
military involvement in the Korean War was defensive rather than offensive, a battle
waged to counter U.S. and U.N. forces because China’s territories in the Yalu River
were bombed and power sources damaged by the U.S. air force.3? It was this
incident, rather than hatred of American imperialism or communist instinct, that
forced China into battle. Undoubtedly, the containment policy, the Taiwan-U.S.
Defence Treaty, and the Korean War had — one following upon the other — been
factors that forced China to lean closer to the Soviet Union. If the U.S. policy toward
the CCP had been better deliberated and more prudent, it is likely that the Maoist
line in the communist revolution would have been | ‘gnhnu usly  for a united front as

Judgmg then from the historical account presented above, it is doubtful that
Mao would have advised the MCP leaders to make armed revolt against British
authority immediately after World War II when he himself preferred to employ a
united-front tactic. It is true that, at the same time that Mao had decided to engage
the Kuomintang with arms, the MCP had also started its armed revolts. But it
cannot be assumed that the MCP action resulted from Maoist advice, since Mao
himself had no choice other than the armed clash with the Kuomintang. Again,
Moscow’s line of communist revolution endorsed the same flagrant aggression it
adopted in its policy toward Eastern European countries. Furthermore, Moscow at
this stage— about 1948 — paid particular attention to communist advancement
beyond Europe while Maoist revolution ‘was very rmrh occupled in its battle against
the Kuomintang hile Mao and his party were busily engaced in battles, it is doubt-
ful that Maoist f Iowers would ‘and could, risk their relationship with Moscow over
the issue of a correct revolutionary line for developing areas as it was later to do in
the 1960s. In "fa’ct,‘» according to the most recently available Chinese sources, even
Mao and his party were very much disturbed by Moscow’s intervention through
Stalin’s favourite, Wang Ming, who was sent to China to give instruction to the CCP
regarding revolutionary strategy. Wang and his instruction from Moscow could not
be questioned, nor could there be disagreement. Wang Ming was considered by
Chinese Communist sources, as was disclosed recently, to be the major rival of the
Maoist line. According to one Chinese source, Moscow, when under the leadership
of Stalin, had tried continually to establish tight control over the leadership of Comin-
tern and communist parties across the world.33 These considerations make it believ-

?( vk = The Macmillan Company.
1960

33. See Cheng M r 1979, pp. 48-51.
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able that the armed revolts and the militant attitude of the MCP around 1948 were
merely the results of Moscow’s manipulation, not of Maoist. Captured documents
from the MCP also indicate that the MCP revolts were at Moscow’s instructions.3¢

It is important, therefore, to emphasize that the militant line of communist
revolution in Southeast Asia originated from the Moscow line, not the Maoist line.
And yet, this issue to date has never been studied. Observers have continually taken
for granted that the MCP, formed by ethnic Chinese, was dominated by the Mao-led
CCP. This assumption should be reconsidered.

In addition, history since the mid-1950s also indicates

Moscow’s line. Th ria for 1
in the party-to-pa p..-Moscow’s line of party-to-party relationship is

apparently quite different from that of Peking. The former insists on a close and

very cohesive party relationship, an attitude that often drives Moscow to press other
parties to comply with Moscow’s leadership. As a result, Moscow, when permitted,
tries for tight control over other parties or at least continuance by them in a sub-
missive role. In contrast to Moscow, Peking insists that the party-to-party relation-
ship should be equal, with no superior or inferior party. One party may accept
advice from the other, but only of its own free will. Nor should one party be given
authority to press another into a submissive role, Peking maintains this attitude of
non-control towards both neighbouring and distant parties. This difference in basic
attitudes about party-to-party relationships has drive Moscow and Pekmg to follow

very different behaviour in their foreign policies.3%
Many observers tend to beheve that. Moscow
the post-Stalin era |

ome more moderate in

era, throughout the
all times to overthquk;nbri-éommunist, or even communist, regimes by force when-
ever the time was appropriate. This can be seen in the crisis of 1956 in Hungary,
the crisis of 1968 in Czechoslovakia, the crisis of the 1970s in Angola and Cambodia,
and the crisis of 1980 in Afghanistan. These crises occurred even when Moscow
was under different leadership— of Khrushchev and of Brezhnev. These -crises
occurred because all leaders have believed in one principle in guiding the party-to-
party relationship: securing the control of other parties. In order to secure control,
Moscow has not and would not hesitate in employing drastic measures to help other
parties to seize power by force. Through this strong commitment and through military
involvement, Moscow tries to maintain its control through “Bolsheviknization,” just

34. See note 15.
35. See Documents
Society, 1977.
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as Stalin ofter}-‘--ididfmfh“ other parties both near and far from Soviet land. In nature
and in style;::the militant line of Khrushchev and Brezhnev against Hungary and
Czechoslovakia was basically the same as the Stalinist “Bolsheviknization” through
which control of other communist parties was secured. Adherence to this practice
has never been abandoned. Recently, under Moscow’s leadership, the practice is
again being used by the Vietnamese Communist :Party. Their military action against
the Khmer Rouge was categorically the same as the Soviet action in maintaining
control over the communists in Hungary and Czechoslovakia.36

In contrast, Peking has never attempted to set up. control ‘over other parties.
The recent split between Vietnam and hm :pwvxé od case for proving the
point. It is quite.unthinkabl \tha : with the CCP if Peking had
control over t ' { China launched an attack on
Vietnam, but it Jaunched it not in any attempt to establish control over the party in
Vietnam. The attack did not follow the style of the Soviet attacks on Hungary and
Czechoslovakia. Rather, China’s act was a type of punishment given Vietnam for its
attempt to overthrow Khmer Rouge. The whole issue of the recent Indochinese crisis
has strongly indicated that Vietnam tried to establish tight control over the other
communist parties in Laos and Cambodia while China was trying to maintain the
principle of no intervention in other parties and other governments.

Observers have often believed that China was quite militant in the 1950s and
1960s. Buat, in fact, China would not, and could not be militant and has not been
militant since the 1950s. This lack of militancy bas been due mamly to its belief in
non-control of other parties and due to its pohc of not. exporting ‘revolution. Mao
) “VOIutlon would be pre-

limited influence over other parties, certainly not control over the other parties. In
his interview with James Reston in 1971, Chou En-lai indicated that, although China
had helped the Vietminh to defeat French colonial power in Indochina in the early
1950s, Chinese influence over the Vietminh was very limited. As Chou pointed out,
the Vietminh was quite unwilling to participate in negotiating with the French govern-
ment at the Geneva Conference in 1954 to end the Indochinese War. China some-
how had convinced Vietminh leaders into going to the conference, but the Vietminh
leaders had considered it poor advice. Otherwise, the Vietminh leaders believed,
South Vietnam would have been liberated following the victory at the battle of Dien
Bien Phu in 1954. Apparently the Vietminh leaders had told Chou their feelings
over the issue of Geneva Conference of 1954. For, man years later, in 1971,

p. 10; and Far Eastern Economic Review,

36. See Hong Ko
April 21, 1978, pp. L

ndard, - J 20;. 1979,
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Chou was stilyl‘;discouré‘g‘ed about influencing Vietnamese communist leaders to
participate in the Second Geneva Conference of the 1970s. Chou indicated that
under no circumstances would China influence the thinking of Vietnamese leaders
over the issue of Indochina. The final breakup between China and Vietnam over the
present issue of Indochina substantiates the correct account given by Chou when he
was interviewed by Reston.37

In his visit to Thailand, Malaysia, and Singapore, Teng Hsiao-ping was pressed
by the governments of the three nations to abandon the local communist parties.
But Teng disagreed. He pointed out that, if China ch 16 s0, it would be
even more dangerous for the three ovemment ;

)0se communist parties
38 By saying this, Teng
indicated that the had, in fact, only a very hmited connection with these com-
munist parties. He " ould not have worried about loss of contact if the CCP had had
strong control over the local parties. Many observers have also pointed out that the
relations between the CCP and communist parties in Southeast Asia were moral
rather than physical.3® It should additionally be pointed out that following the split
in Sino-Vietnamese relations, China’s influence over the communist parties of the

three nations seems to be facing a great challenge from Soviet Union and Vietnam.
The Vietnam issue has also reviewed that the Communist Party of Thailand had
developed split within the Party. The quick impact of Sino-Vietramese rivalry on
communist unity in Southeast Asia has strongly indicated the limited influence by
China over those parties.40

One might argue that China certainly intends
if possible. It is true that Vietnam mi ‘
But it is also tru

countries very vulng :
attempt. One might argue that the failure to achieve control over the communist
parties in Southeast Asia has been primarily due to geographical distances that China

could not overcome. Again, such an argument is quite weak. Taking Indochina as
a case in point, one could argue that all communist parties in Indochina are neigh-
bours of China. Yet China has made no attempt to seek control over them. But
Malaysia has provided an even better case in elaborating this point.

Close investigation shows that continuation of the MCP insurgency war

37. James Reston, Tiliman Durdin, and Seymour Topping, Report fron Red China, New
York: Avon Publishers of Bard, 1971.
38. Far Eastern Economic Review, November 17 and 24, 197
39. Sec Stephen FitzGerald, Chl 0!erseas Ch‘ncse“ mbridge, 1972.
40. Far Eastern Econ 980, pp. 32-3, July 21, 1979, pp. 30-31; and
Bangkok Post, July 4,
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against the Malaysian government would inevitably put Peking in a dilemma. For
Peking’s policy is one of attempting to bring Malay and Chinese, communist and
non-communist, together in a united front against' the hegemonism of the Soviet
Union — a policy China has emphatically pointed out in recent years.4! But the
Chinese majority in the MCP membership has made it difficult, if not impossible, to
form such a united front. Both in the past and at present, some Malay leaders have
expressed fears of the MCP because of its communal base. To ease their fear, they
also tend to form their party on a communal base, and, as a result, communalism
has been widely practiced in Malaysian politics.42 Under these _circumstances, the
deadlock cannot be broken if both 51des conti rigid npdmtmns And, —
facing the challenge of the thi { ~Peking cannot feel com-
fortable about ‘c uatio lock. Chma cannot, however, tell the Malay
community to ta e initiative in endmg the deadlock, since Malaysia is definitely
too distance for ekmg‘to initiate such a step. As most observers are inclined to
believe, the only remaining hope for Peking im emding this deadlock is to rely on
the MCP with its Chinese base. Logically, it iS quite reasonable to believe that the
ethnic and ideological ties between the MCP and the CCP form a natural ground for
Peking to establish control over the MCP. The MCP would simply do whatever
Peking tells its leaders to do. In actuality, this logic proves quite untrue. Similarly,
if one tries to argue that the Malayan Chinese Association would do whatever Taipei
told its leaders to do because of ethnic and ideological ties between Kuomintang and
MCA, few people would accept such an argument. It is quite obvious how unthink-
able the MCA under Kuomintang control would be, merely us¢ of ethnic and
ot

ideological ties. Influence, perhaps; but ity cannot secure a
common unity for all Chinese k ;
gy of communism seems to provide a
strong ground for ¢ ymon umty among many Chinese in China, but not among all
Chinese in all the world or — for that matter —even in all China. It is, therefore,
quite wrong to assume that communism as an ideology has provided a strong ground
for universal Chinese unity. It is not even correct to assume that all Chinese com-
munists were, and are, bound together with no differences among themselves. The
history of the CCP documents this point well. Therefore, it cannot be taken for

granted that the MCP is physically controlled by the CCP because of their ethnic

and ideological ties.

Worlds Is a Major

41. See “Chairman Mao’s Theory of the Differentiation of the T
: November 4, 1977, pp.

Contribution to Marxism-Leninism” in Peking Review, vo
10-38. s

42. See K.J. Ratna
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Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur:
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Records of the first peace talk between MCP members and the Malayan
Government in 1955 provides a close look at CCP-MCP ties. Observers tend to
believe that the MCP’s willingness to discuss ending their insurgency war was clearly
a sign of Peking’s control. It might be true that the MCP’s decision to hold a
peace talk was a sign of influence from Peking, which had widely propagated a
united front tactic at this time. Hoping to draw governments in the region into its
united-front forces, Peking definitely saw the necessity of ending the insurgency war
in order to clear the way for success of the united front. But the failure of peace
talks between the MCP and the Malayan Govemm i ﬂiﬁcﬁnﬂii proved that the so-

possibility was;provéﬂ ‘to be in vain by failure of the peace talks. Peking’s influence
over the Southeast Asian communist parties in general and over the MCP in
particular had become an up-hill struggle, even though the MCP appeared to be still
going along with Peking without much difficulty. But the real problem surfaced
when Peking began its purge of united front leaders within the CCP at the beginning
of the Cultural Revolution in 1965. Apparently, the MCP was very pleased to see
the purge occurring in Peking. Leftist papers published in Malaysia and Singapore
showed their amusement when tehy cheerfully gave wide support to the purge of united
front leaders in China. The purge of Liu Shao-chi and Tao Chu was emphatically
supported in the leftist papers of Malaysia.43 More 1mportant .the force behind the
dying armed revolts of the MCP was suddenly rev1tahzed Many leaders of united
front organizations were also_purged throughout Malaysxa Governmental leaders like
Tungku Abdul’ n Kuan Yew were given the label of “clique” by
leftist papers in Malaysia as well as by the public media in China.#4

Many observers tried to argue that this militant attitude of the MCP and its
supporters was clearly the sign of a strong tie between Peking and the MCP. But
such an assumption is not correct. It might be more reasonable to point out that
the return of the militant attitude of the MCP and its supporters was a sign of
refutation of the united front tactic of Peking before the Cultural Revolution.
The dying armed revolt of the MCP should not be interpreted as the result of
Peking’s control. Rather, the decline of armed revolt should be considered a direct
result of increasing support given to the government by both the Malay and Chinese
communities. Peking had also, in part, made some contribution to the Malaysian
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government in its success in containing the armed revolts of the MCP. This point
has been neglected by all observers, including the Malaysian governmental leaders.
But it is undeniable that Peking had made definite its intention to make an attempt
to bring Malay and Chinese communities together, hoping that this unity would pave
the way for the success of a united front to counter the assumed number one enemy
of the world at that time -—the U.S. Encouraging the end of the MCP armed
revolts was only a part of the united plan. Encouraging overseas Chinese to support
the government of their residence and to apply for cmzenshmp in their resident
country, along telling those who remained Chine ‘ k
in politics, are all well documented

But in one:
to the interest of:

s not to become involved

seds Chinese policy.43

r anotl these pts of Peking worked contradictorily
CP. First of ail, encouraging Malayan Chinese to apply for
Malayan citizenship was" definitely a move against the interests of the MCP. The
MCP had openIy discouraged Malayan Chinese from accepting Malayan citizenship;
for, to the MCP, encouraging overseas Chinese to accept citizenship would imply
recognition of the independence of Malaya. For in their justification of continuing. to
fight against the newly independent government, the MCP was forced to deny the
legitimacy of the Malayan Government. They continued to claim the mer deka was a
deceitful one. They argued that the so-called “independence” was a trick to mask
the real face of neo-colonialism. Because of this deceitful “independence,” the so-
called government should be rejected. And the granting of citizenship by this
deceitful government should also be rejected. This position of -~ MCP openly
contradicted the position held by Peking For though: Pekir not extend diplo-

274, facto recognition was
mmedtately after the independence of Malaya
was referred to as “government” in Peking’s public media;*6
and governmental leaders were accepted as legitimate authorities. But this favour-
able treatment was rescinded during the Cultural Revolution. Heads of government
like Rahman and Razak were labelled, instead, the “Rahman-Razak clique,” just as
‘the MCP and the local leftists had often lebelled them. After the high peak of
Cultural Revolution in the early 1970s, the respectable title of government again
appeared in public media in China. Therefore, it is quite clear that the Peking
position toward the government and its leaders in Malaya was quite contradictory to
the position held by the MCP, except during the period from 1965 to 1969 when
the Cultural Revolution was at its peak.

in 1957, the governme

45.
Overseas Relations,”
Works of Overseas
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In addition, encouraging overseas Chinese to accept the citizenship offer by
Malaya had created another complication for the MCP. Legally, as the overseas
Chinese policy of Peking indicated, those who had not and would not accept citizen-
ship would remain Chinese citizens. And, remaining Chinese citizens, they were
supposed to stay out of local politics. This position of the PRC clearly clashed with
the position held by the MCP. The MCP insisted that overseas Chinese in Malaya
should not take citizenship offered by a govermment they did not recognize. But
differing from Peking, the MCP could not, and would not, tell the overseas Chinese
to stay out of politics. Instead, they energetically drew them into the political struggle
against the government. To the MCP, thlseucally drew the into the political struggle
and was no small matter. .For if they l.to an ‘followed the position held by
lemma, eit ymust accept citizenship and behave as
[alayan Government insisted, or they must reject citizenship and
stay out of politics as Peking proposed. Either position was untenable; therefore,
they chose to continue the armed revolt. The positions held by Peking and by the
Malayan Government were both ignored, and the issue of citizen status for MCP
guerilla members remained unsolved. To the Malayan Government, they were not
citizens; but, to the MCP, they were Malayan, even though without legal status. To
Peking, their status was somewhat unclear; presumably they were Malayans. But no
official documents relating to this issue have yet been made public. From the fact

Peking, they wo

good citizens asj;;ktﬁ

that Peking stopped acceptance of captured communist suspects deported by Malayan
Government, it is likely that Peking considered them Malayans. Certainly it is
undeniable that Peking and the MCP were far apart on the issue of c1t1zensh1p status
for Chinese in Malaya. However ]udgmg from the strong approval given by the
leftist media published in Malays:a and Smgapore to the purge of united front leader-
alaysw, and’ judgmg from the revitalization of the MCP armed
ultural Revolution, it becomes that differences over the issue of
Malayan overseas Chinese had damaging effects on CCP-MCP relations.

This point may be better comprchended if one examines the similarity of view-
point regarding Malaysian citizenship held by Peking and the Malayan Chinese
Association, a bitter rival of the MCP. When the MCP had campaigned to boycott
the citizenship offered by the Malayan Government, the MCA, as a partner of the
ruling party, had made great efforts to rally Chinese together under its leadership
and persuade them to apply for Malayan citizenship. Under the auspices of MCA
leadership, mass applications for citizenship were made all over the peninsula of
Malaya. The lives of the MCA leaders were threatened by the MCP over this issue
of citizenship.#?” Nevertheless, many new members were r

ship in China and i
revolts during the:.

vited, When they came

47. See Tan Siew
Headquarters, 1972,

Malaysian Chinese Association



to MCA offices seek help with their applications. Ironically, Peking and the MCA
were ideologically in opposition each other, because the latter was associated with
worldwide anti-communist movements. Yet Peking definitely extended a helping hand
to the MCA in its compaign regarding acceptance of citizenship though not citizenship
by explicit endorsement.

However, a question certainly arises about the legitimate right of the MCA
to encourage Malayan overseas Chinese to accept naturalization without legal consent
from the legitimate government of China. The government in Taiwan, it can be
argued could have been the legitimate authonty for giving such consent. But the

licy {‘raging naturalization of
eign citizenship for overseas

as an implicit consent for what the MCA had attempted to do.
Psychologically, £ - encouragement for naturalization form Peking also contributed
to the success in obtaining massive applications fof ‘¢itizenship. People feared being
rejected in attempts to return home some day if 'théy did not accept the advice from

Chinese can be s‘k

Peking. Also, overseas Chinese had heard so often about the socialist transforma-
tion in China and they worried about their adapiab‘ﬁty, or even their survival, in a
socialist system if and when they had to leave Malaysia. In fact, many had been
told by people who had gone back to China that Peking was not pleased to see
overseas Chinese return to their homeland. As a result, many overseas Chinese were
drawn into the MCA campaign to accept Malayan citizenship. Many even joined the
MCA ot fight for better sociopolitical nghts through legal channels fSupport for the

held, and the fig t: ,
was badly defeated:‘ the government in the early 1960’s and w1thdrew into remote
mountainous areas to seek sanctuary along the Thai-Malayan border.

It is undeniable, as the discussion above indicates, that this defeat of the
MCP, was in part caused by Peking’s policy toward both the MCP and overseas
Chinese in Malaya. Therefore, the strong approval given by the MCP for the
purge of united front leaders in China during the Cultural Revolution should not be
interpreted as a sign of control of the MCP by Peking. Rather, it should be inter-
preted as a sign of their resentment against the moderate leaders and their united
front tactic. The purge of united front leaders made members of the MCP feel more
confident in their revolution. They welcomed the purge and hoped that the radical
leaders who seized power during the Cultural Revolution w en’ provide them

physical assistance rather than only moral bserve that when the
radical movement died-down in Chin

n  Southeast’ Asia’in general — and in Malaysia in particular

all\ strong support for

communist movem




ally - die ‘down.#5 The title of “clique” for the radical government
leaders was réplaced by “enemy’ in Chinese public media in the early 1970s; but it
continued to be used in leftist broadcasts in Malaysia.#® In 1972 the term “enemy”
was replaced by the respectful term “government.” And after the radical leaders of
the Gang of Four were purged in 1976, the reports about MCP winning battles against
government forces in Malaysia that had been seem so frequently in Chinese media
were dropped entirely.5° For example, for the entire year of 1979 only the MCP’s
greeting on the PRC’s 30th anniversary national day was pubhshed in People’s Daily.
In addition, from 1965 to 1971, most commumst i ere reported directly,
giving the impression that the ryports were made 1 initiative of Peking. From
1971 to 1973, th , “"Mos Qf\u the réports on communist activities were
published either entirely in quotation or mostly in quotation, particularly if the news
was in any way :dﬁgnswe‘to the government.

This new pattern of reporting suggests that Peking officials were trying to
avoid the responsibility for any offensive version conveyed by the reports. However,
the MCP revolts had not been dying down, even as late as 1980, from the time
of its second comeback in 1965. Starting from 1978, CCP leaders have on several
official occasions expressed their hope of seeing all political forces of Southeast
Asian nations united together against Soviet-Vietnamese hegemonism. On one occasion,
Ji Peng-fei, Director of International Liaison Department and Vice-Premier, former
Foreign Minister, a party leader in charge of CCP relation with communist parties
in Southeast Asia, specifically told the reporter of the Bangkok Fost that Peking

closely associated: thc MCP whose members have often sought sanctuary along
the Thai-Malaysian border. Both the CPT and the MCP are believed to have strong
ties with the CCP because of the ethnic Chinese background of their leaders. Follow-
ing the Sino-Vietnamese conflict in 1978, the CPT of north Thailand has reportedly
come to a crossroad: either it should be pro-Soviet and pro-Vietnam or else be
continually pro-China. Reports show that attacks on government forces have also
been reduced significantly, mainly because Thai communist bases in Laos and
Cambodia were being forced out by the Vietnamese.52 The group in the south

48. This conclusion is reached from the source of Foreign Broadcast Informatxon Service,
Washington DC, from 1970 to 1978.

49, This information is obtained from the Clandestine. Bro‘"ii cast
Malaysia in 1978.

50. See note 48.

5. Bangkok Post,

52. Far Eastern Eco

thek MCP received in

1 ERewew February 8, 1980, pp. 32-33.
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shows no sign of internal split or of slowing down their revolt. So also with the
MCP. The fact that no split immediately followed the beginning of Sino-Vietnamese
rivalry cannot, however, be interpreted as proof that the MCP has submitted totally
to Peking.

Unlike the CPT in the north, the CPT in the south and the MCP have
received much of their support from local Chinese communities in rural areas. The
recent expulsion of ethnic Chinese in Vietnam by its communist party is couasidered
by local Chinese communities as part of an anti-Chinese campaign rather than an
anti-capitalist campaign. Associating with an allegedly anti-Chinese party, like, the
Vletnamese Communist Party, would naturall local Chiﬁése support for their
i 1 tencs Ajgam the lack of any
TOom amese rivalry should be taken as a
as limited, if any, relations with Peking. Otherwise, an immediate
impact of some type would have been evident. But, to date— two and half years
since Peking in 1978 asked for a united front-—there is no indication that the MCP
intends to reduce efforts in their revolt against:the government. Nor is there any
sign of internal split. If the MCP were really under the grip of Peking, some sort
of internal split would have occurred after the epen clash between Peking and Hanoi.
A close tie with Peking would be only a source of irritation, since Peking shows
interest only in a united front tactic between the communist party and the govern-
ment — an interest that is impossible to realize with the uncompromising attitude on
the part of the government. .

If the communist disliked this diplomatic approa
probably attempt to establish ties with Hanoi and ‘M 55COW, oping thereby to secure
physical support from. the Vi t;gmii»Séwét thaz has'currently been showing interest
in disturbing the established balance of “power in the Southeast Asian region. The
factor of anti~Ch_,i_‘_:_ ¢ feeling as noted above im the recent expulsion of Chinese
refugees from Vietnam has, of course, inhabited the attempt for any MCP associa-
tion with Vietnam and the Soviet Union. Yet, if there had been a close tie between
the MCP and the CCP, it is not unlikely that leaders of the MCP would not see the
potential benefits of siding with Vietnam and Soviet Union. In fact, as one sees
benefits from open military intervention from outside, such as Vietnam provided in
the Han Samrim regime, one would probably comsider the mass support as secondary,
or even as insignificant.53 So far, the MCP has been able to avoid any internal
split because they have maintained only limited relations or have held to a neutral
position between Peking on one side and the Soviet-Vietnam bloc on the other. It
is, as this paper proposes, only an aloof attitude toward Peking that has allowed the

eking, it would

53. Hong Kong :
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MCP to avoid .irritatton: and to avoid any internal split. Yet this interesting develop-
ment has been neglected by many observers and by governmental leaders of South-
east Asia. Many leaders and observers continue to believe the version of maintenance
of close ties between the CCP and the MCP; or they choose to see the MCP in a
submissive role to Peking, based on the fact that the MCP and the CCP are
ethnically related and ideologically similar. But neither ethnicity nor ideology can
any longer be argued as strong bases for establishing relations, as numerous empirical
cases have shown.

Dlscussmns of MCP-CCP relatlons often focus on w ; her or not the MCP

by and has been
a parent organi

an orgamzatlon that is normally controlled by the other
country. In the case of the MCP, the parent orgamization is assumed to be Peking.
Its leadership is drawn from intellectuals: the whole revolutionary exercise, in fact, is
an intellectual rather than a political game. But it is a game based on the serious
matter, though, of the need for revolution felt by the masses. Such an observation
focuses almost exclusively on party organization rather than on the mass base of the
party.

But such an assumption fails to take into account the mass, perhaps because
of the possibility that the changing sociopolitical attitudes of the mass itself might
have an important impact that would, in one way or another, force the party itself
OWever extremely

to change its posmon in relatlon to its foreign connec'

sociopolitical attitnd towards Peking on the one hand and toward Kuala Lumpur
on the other is a very real change. And the impact of this change of attitudes on
other political parties that have operated legally can also be clearly established.
Generally, the Chinese population in Malaysia are much more for “Malaysianization”
than they were before the nation gained its independence in 1957. A survey completed
by this author shows that the generation that grew up in the 1960s and 1970s lack
the knowledge about China that older generations had. The generation now in their
school years are not fully aware of major events that have occurred in China. In
the 1950s, students in the Chinese high schools of Malaysia were considered very
Chinese-minded politically and socially. The situation is changing now. More than
200 Suudents from Chinese middle schools 1nterv1ewed in the ey were questioned

nd about their ability
M " Results show that their
“much less than their knowledge about Malaysian

knowledge about Chi leadersf‘f
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leaders. Compared with other Chinese students in English middle schools on the
same basis, there are no significant differences. It is, therefore, quite reasonable to
conclude that, in general, Malaysianization -— or the sense that people think of them-
selves and concern themselves more about Malaysia-—is far stronger among the
younger generation than it is among the older generations.3* It is reasonable to
assume that, if the current trend persists, a better political and social integration will
result. Because, as this author assumes, as general knowledge about China declines
among the Chinese popuiation, any intimate feeling, or loyalty, toward China is

declining too.
Chinese refugees in their recent escape from ietnam provided a very valuable
ing the' overseas Chinese attitude toward China. Among

empirical case for under an

these refugees: would choose to be resettled in China, even 1f offered the chance.55
Overseas Chinese in South Vietnam are quite comparable to overseas Chinese in
Malaysia. Both groups were naturalized around the mid-1950s. Since the mid-
1950s neither the Chinese in South Vietnam nor the Chinese in Malaysia have been
allowed to visit their relatives in China. Localized political integration was initiated
at the same time both in Malaysia and South Vietnam, and both governments have
remained quite unfriendly to the PRC since the mid-1950s. Socially, both South
Vietnamese Chinese and Malaysian Chinese are quite different from the indigenous
population. However, when the Chinese population are forced to leave their nation
nor ‘China but prefer

of residence, an overwhelming majority choose neither Taiwa
to be resettled in a land 'Wthh appears”:to ) the n- £ tter hope for economic
prosperity.56 i k nediate concerns are economic
rather than poli The repeated pattem in their choice provides a strong
case to contradict the assumption, held by many observers for many decades, that
overseas Chinese are politically loyal to China. For it is hard indeed to believe one
refuses to choose for his residence a nation to which he is dedicated.

As the Chinese population become increasingly ignorant about China, their
choice of political identification with local parties becomes more and more that of
“Malaysianization.”” Among the major political parties in Malaysia that have been
able to draw substantial support from the Chinese population, such as the Malayan
Chinese Association, the Democratic Action Party, and the National Front, none
have ever stressed a “China platform” in their political campaigns. Rather, all of

54. Based on the survey done by this author.

55. This information is obtalned from. the offi
Refugees in Hong Ko

56. 1bid.

ns High Commission for
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them have consisten; ly ‘and emphatically dissociated their parties from any connection
with either Taiwan or China. In the MCA, an amti-Mainland China politics has
even been stressed.5” And it has become the largest ‘and the ruling party, with its
support coming mainly from the Chinese population. Before the Labour Party
became inactive prior to the 1960s, most of the observers believed that the support
from the Chinese population it had been able to obtain was due to its pro-China
stand. But the Party lost significantly its support from the Chinese communities in
the last two general elections, when it decided to come back to ]om the election
campaign which it had decided to boycott earlier.

The same experience is probably appllcabla to CP, with the great
impact of Malaysianization on hine “probable that the MCP
has been forced mply to this ‘trend to . Othermse the Party would become
alienated if it clu LtskChmeseness while the mass advances further on the road
to Malaysianization. To the Malaysian Chinese, Malaysianization is not an optional
matter: it is a matter of survival. As the MCA-and other parties have often
reminded the overseas Chinese to be a Malaysian is the best way to keep out of
political entanglements with power politics in which: Peking might be involved and
the Chinese community be closely associated with,38::'When the People’s Action Party
— the ruling party of Singapore since its independenide — was still in the family of
Malaysia, its leaders launched the campaign of “Malaysian Malaysia” as a prime
platform of the Party.3® The purpose of this platform was not only to fight for the
legitimate political right of the Chinese in Malaysia«< whose loyalty to the nation had
often been questioned by the indigenous community~—it was 6. an attempt to
pledge the Chinese to take root pohtlcally, socxally,fand ly in Malaysia, cutting
oft totally their inherited lm with China, The - ‘attemp such a massive and
decisive desinicizatio “the PAP was,: by ‘category, a first case in the
Malay Peninsula. The MCA had made a similar appeal to the Chinese community
in Malaya earlier.  But, because of the political association among the leaders of the
Kuomintang and the MCA, total desinicization had actually never been carried out so
decisively as the PAP proposed. When this proposal was first tested throughout
Malaysia, the result was a total surprise to many parties concerned. The PAP’s
proposal received massive support from the Chinese ‘¢communities in Singapore and
Malaysia. As a result of this support, PAP emerged as a rising super-star in the
Malaysian political arena. The ruling party of the Alliance was not the only one

57. See Tan Cheng-lock private papers which are located in the library of Instﬁute of South-
east Asian Studies, Singapore.

58. Tan Siew Sin, Blueprint For Umty, Kuala Lu;
quarter, 1972, p. 231 and p,257.

59. Lee Kuan Yew, 7 €
Publication, 1965.

m‘f:se Association Head-

A Ministry of Culture
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to feel a strong gh‘a‘il‘lenge from the PAP. The leftist parties, like the Labour Party
in Malaysia and the Barisan Socialists in Singapore, also received deadly blows from
the unexpected victory of the PAP.S® Victory in and of itself did not cause that
much damage. It was, rather, the issue of Malaysianization brought out by the
PAP which Labour Party and Barisan Socialists really placed in a difficult sitwation.
In its Malaysianization campaign, the PAP had made it very definite that Malaysian
Chinese should identify themselves totally as Malaysians, not as Malaysian Chinese.
Politically, they should remain aloof from any influence from politics in China. The
PAP government in Singapore took the initiative in becomi
alienated from China than any other nation the 1
Culturally, the PAP suggested that all Cl nese: in'M:
the Malaysian eSSt o o

But all leftist parties were not so decisive-and definite as the PAP. In their
united effort ~’aéa§hst the PAP, they confused the. concept of Malaysianization with
anti-sinicization. It was non-sinicization. Malaysianization would not affect the
Chinese alone; it would also affect other ethmic. groups. Furthermore, they also
confused Malaysianization with the politics of anti-China. Unlike the PAP, they
considered it unnatural and immoral, if not impossible, for the Chinese in Malaysia
to cut off political links of any kind with China. Imstead of keeping away from China,
they continued to take socialist China as the sociopolitical inspiration for their
revolution in Malaysia.62 Even worse, anti-PAP politics, which were very much due
to ideological differences with the PAP, were widely interpreted by the public as
anti-Malaysianization. Of course, the PAP was not slow in aking advantage of this
situation and charging the leftist parties with anti- on.63

In losin the
of Malaysianiz

a government far more
egion of Southeast Asia.

a be totally integrated into

That they had b‘yy\kkthen given serious thought to Malaysiani-

zation was shown.

m-the great debate over the issue of Malaysianization of
Chinese literature and arts published in leftist public media.6¢ In fact, the need to
localize the Chinese community was realized by. the leftists even as far back as the
1940s and early 1950s. For instance, in a debate over the issue, Kuo Mo-lo, a very
influential leader in the PRC, had pointed out that Malaysianization was absolutely
correct and natural. Comparing Anglo-American relations with Sino-Malayan rela-

60. For instance, the Bungsar Constitutency in Kuala Lumpur was wrested from the Socialist
Front by C.V. Devan Nair of the People’s Action Party in 1964 election.

61. See note 59.

62. This account is based on reading Cheng Senmg Pao (R
Socialis, Malaya, from January 1966 to December 1968. 4
63. Lee Kuan Yew, The Batile, for- Merger, Singapore:- inistry of Culture Series, no date.

T 1 alayan\,ﬁ‘hinese Literatures, Singapore: Education

party paper of Barisan
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tions, he concluded that it was just as unreasonable to expect the Americans to care
only about their ancestral country of England as it would be with the Malayan
Chinese.5 But before the lesson they learned from the political campaign of Malay-
sianization in the merger of Malaysia in early 1960s, many leftists still believed the
proper attitude Malayan Chinese should have was one of dedication to both China
and Malaya. To them, pro-China and pro-Malaya sympathies should be compatible,
not incompatible. They believed that every Chinese living in Malaya should be equally
concerned about the fate of Malaya and China. The possibili
between the choice of pro-China or pro-Mal e
choice at all. The Malayan Governmer

of dincompatibility

never aver come to ]
b+ Therefore, any possibility of being dedicated to both
Malaya and China seemed highly improbable. Perhaps the leftists also underestimated
the actual feeling of the Malay community regarding the power of China. Many
Malay leaders expressed their fears of having a Fifth Column of Chinese from China
in their country. But such fear among Malay leaders had seldom been recognized
by the leftists in Malaysia. However, if the issue of Malaysianization had never
been brought up by the RAP as a major political campaign in early 1960s, it is
probable that the leftists generally would never have been forced to consider the
issue as they have. After the establishment of Malaysia, the emphasis on dual
dedication to China and Malaya gradually faded from the leftist pubhcatlom Instead,
dedication to Malaya is often stressed.

time of their estab

the MCP’s position toward' the issue of Malaysianization was very clearly expressed.%
But it is not quite sure how far this position had been adjusted after the anti-Malaysia
political campaign was defeated in the early 1960s. According to the Malaysian
Government, the rise of Malaysianization in terms of nationalism is both real and
strong within the MCP. One faction even tried to break away from the MCP over
the issue of Malaysianization.6? If this information is correct, the impact of Malay-
sianization on the MCP should also be considered as real and solid. They do not
seem to have much choice in adjusting to the issue of Malaysianization. There has
been no change among the Chinese population of the campaign of Malaysianization
that has influenced them; it is more a change of China’s attitude toward the issue of

65. Ibid., pp. 266-26

66. See note 63.

67. This information is
of communist parties in Malay

terview with Lee Ting Hui, an expert in the study
<and Singapore.
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Malaysianization which has forced overseas Chinese to adjust accordingly.

After the peak of the Cultural Revolution in the early 19707, moderate
Jeaders in Peking immediately took the initiative in establishing normal relations with
the non-communist governments of Southeast Asia.' So far as the Malaysian Govern-
ment is concerned, they have given their consent to the Malaysian Government in its
proposal of neutrality for ASEAN in general and Malaysia in particular.®®  After
the downfall of the Gang of Four in 1976, China’s response to ASEAN’s neutrality
became even more positive. When the Sino-Vietnamese conﬂlct o”curred Chma even
declared openly that, for the sake of regional stability. and:

individuals.9 certainly be mterpreted as a move to allow
the Chinese in ys1a, or in other nat1ons of ASEAN, to remain neutral in
international power politics even if, as the Malaysian Government has proposed, China
is involved. If this is the case, the issue of dual loyalty to Malaysia and China urged
upon the Chinese population abfoad would no. longer be supported by China.
Logically speaking, it is quite reasonable to assume that China had already dropped
the demand for national loyalty from its Chinese population in Malaysia in particular
and in Southeast Asia in general when it allowed them to stay neutral during an
international conflict that involved China with a third party. To date, China has
never referred to the issue of loyalty specifically. Yet there is no indication that
China has requested the Chinese communities in Southeast Asia to change their
current neutral attitude toward the Sino-Vietnamese conflict ~Rather, positive
approval is shown by the fact that the Smoapor GO‘ erimes undef \the leadrship of

in 1978, Deng HSIao-plng" was told by Premier Lee Kuan Yew that Singapore would
like to be treated as Singaporeans rather as Singaporean Chinese. However, the
frank talk given by Premier Lee seemed to give no offense to the Chinese leaders.
Lee took the opportunity in his meeting with Deng to raise the issue of overseas
Chinese affairs — an issue which has definite implications.”® Lee, by fighting for
desinicization in Malaysia earlier, and in Singapore for more than two decades, showed
more than any other leader in the region his desire for desinicization in order to win
the support of the indigenous people. Prompted by his long advocation for desinici-
zation, Lee probably wanted to put this issue on record for the Chinese leaders,

68. Dick Wilson, The Neutralzmnon of S
69. Chang Chak p

Southeast Asia, vol. 1
70. See The Mirrc



ina’s :Policy

hoping that pubﬁc consent, or implicit understanding, could be obtained. - It is
interesting to note that China has so far treated the Singapore Government very warmly,
giving Singapore more and more trade and investment opportunities in China.?!
Unless it approved the overall policy — especially the desinicization policy of
Singapore — it is highly doubtful that China would give such warm treatment to
Singapore.

Judging from the fact that China has given approval to the neutrality proposed
by the Malaysmn Government and the consent — even an nn licit one — to the PAP’s

hand and giving
also reasonable to assume
Chinese from China itself, it is 1mpossxble that the MCP would have any ground for
opposing desinicization.

2. Malaysian Chinese in China’s Policy

Like the issue of thc MCP, the Chinese population in Malaysia has also
become a very controversial issue in Sino-Malaysian relations. For years, it has been
widely speculated among political leaders in Southeast Asia and observers throughout
the world that the large percentage of Chinese in Malaysia would provide China with
means to manipulate Malaysian politics. The most commonly alred speculatlon is
the so-called “Fifth Column” theory.”? This theory points out that Chi
east Asna generally and in Malaysna partlcularlyi !

- the “Fifth Column” theory, popular speculation also makes the
point that competmon between the Chinese commumsts and the Kuomintang for
the loyalty of Chinese communities in the region is inevitable.’® Such an intention
on the part of communist China would make China unable to keep out of the affairs
of overseas Chinese communities. Furthermore, some observers have speculated that
the significant Chinese population and its economic strength would certainly give
China leverage to press for better diplomatic relations in the campaign against its
vital enemies.”¢ Again, some observers have said that the economic success of over-

t Singapore in Hong

71. This information is obtained from the office of the High Commis
ith’ Singapore in the Jast 14

Kong. Generally China has increased trade and ﬁnanclal elatl
months since 1978. :
72. See note 4.
73. See Garth Ale
74. See M.A. And

cit, pp. 167-194.
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seas Chinese communities would certainly tempt China to lure these communities
into its political orbit in order to secure economic ties. Accordingly, a dirty political
game by China could not be ruled out. It is' undeniable that some of these specula-
tions have a certain validity. But many of their arguments are illusory rather than
realistic. o

A. Fifth Column: A Speculation Is a Speculation

Let us first deal with the theory of a “Fifth Column.” To substantiate this
that China’ has the plan, or the
es:in the region, and that it
to.do so by force if necessary. Secondly, it
umed that ‘Chm&se communities. are generally willing to become
“Fifth Column” for China, even if such actions jeopardize their lives and their families.

So far as the first assumption is concerned, no documents have been disclosed,
either within China or outside China, to prove that since the Chinese communist
regime was established in 1949, China has had:any plans, or even the intention, to
communize any non-communist nations in Southeast Asia by force or by any other
means. Some observers argue that the success of the communist revolution in Vietnam
was greatly assisted by the Chinese Communist Party.”> But the communist revolu-
tion in Vietnam was an initiative taken by the Vietnamese people themselves rather
than by overseas Chinese communities working in Vietnam for the CCP. No odubt,
some Chinese residents did participate in this communist revolution; but they did
so on their own intiatives, 'rather than with organizatio instruction from China.

theory, an assumption has to be established:

intention, to communize the non—commun
has both th ‘
must also b

nti-communist revolution in
i ! se Vietnam events to substantiate
the theory of ; nese “Fifth Column.”

To those who have watched closely ‘China’s policy toward overseas Chinese
and its development in the last three decades, it should be clear that there have been
two basic differences in the strategy of implementing overseas Chinese policy. One
is represented by moderate leaders — Chou ‘En-ai, Liao Cheng-chih, Li Hsien-nien,

and Deng Hsiao-ping. The other is represented by radical leaders such as Lin Piao
and the Gang of Four. The moderates looked upon overseas Chinese as “friendship
envoys” rather than as “communist revolutionaries.” The radicals maintained the
reverse. But the radicals’ position was not the orthodox one in the last three decades,
except during the period of 1965 to 1969, the period which was also the high peak
of the Cultural Revolution. During the turbulent years of the Cultural Revolution,

the moderate policy toward overseas Chinese was _harshly i cized and effectively
M« e

75. Goh Keng wee, Commum 7 Non Ommumsr Asian Countries, Singapore: Ministry

of Culture.
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interrupted. The ‘Oversé‘as Chinese Affairs Commission was dissolved and its officials
and staff were mostly purged or discharged.™ In a document called “Criticize Laio
Combat Bulletin” ( #tB#gks ), the radicals accused Liao Cheng-chih, then in charge
of the Overseas Chinese Affairs Commission, of several instances of misconduct of
overseas Chinese policy, such as discouraging the study of Mao’s work among over-
seas Chinese organizations to avoid irritating the governments concerned and also
“impairing diplomatic relations.” Overseas Chinese were reminded by Liao “to obey
the local laws and respect the local customs and habits.” He was also reported to

have said “overseas Chinese shall not make revol They will not succeed even
ic had abandoned the policy

if they make revolution.” The ra

such critiélsmé, one might think that the radicals had tried to
make the over,séés inese an active force for communist revolution. But this
inference is quite wrong. In fact, throughout the history of the PRC, the radicals’
overseas Chinese policy proved to be most Kostile towards overseas Chinese
communities and returned overseas Chinese at home. At home, they accused the
returned overseas Chinese of being most untrustworthy under the socialist system
because of their foreign connections and slow con'nilunization.78 In the campaign
against the anti-revolutionary during the Cultural Revolution, many returned overseas
Chinese and their relatives were purged from party posts, lost their jobs, or were
physically assaulted. All communication between returned overseas Chinese and
their relatives abroad was stamped as undesirable, if not illegal.™ Overseas Chinese
remaining abroad were not treated well either. ’:;B@aus_e;‘,.iri' the radical approach to
the communist revolution, the f\g@ﬂ;}f‘ﬂnitéd ‘\‘ff;gnt_’:’; ;t@(;tig;f'_ was criticized as being
revisionist. What %{adkiédfs wanfed was -t‘oi\reifﬁéavily on direct communist revolu-
tion. People who wi tk ld . not make a strong comthitment to the communist party
would not be considered as trustworthy. Also, whilé relying heavily on the communist
party for a communist revolution, the radicals freated the national governments in
Southeast Asia as reactionaries.3® This attitude was bound to be antagonistic to over-
seas Chinese and those of Chinese descent simply because, as a group, they were
considerably independent from communist influence. Although most of the overseas
Chinese are of the working class, experience shows, for instance in Malaysia and

76. Chang Chak Yan, “Overseas Chinese in China’s Policy,” The China Quarterly, June 1980,
no. 82, pp- 281-303.

77. See Survey of China Mainland Press, American Consulate Gen
4013 (September 1, 1967), pp. 5-11. :
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Singapore, tha tend to be supportive of non-communist or anti-communist
political pariies such as the People’s Action Party of Singapore and the Malayan
Chinese Association of Malaysia. Both parties were considered reactionary during
the Cultural Revolution when Peking, under the control of radicals gave strong
support only to the revolutionary communist party at the expense of the non-communist
parties.8!  The governmental leaders of Malaysia and Singapore, such as Tengku
Abdul Rahman and Lee Kuan Yew, were denounced as Rahman-Lee Cliques.
Furthermore, even the moderate leaders in leftist parties such as the Barisan Socialists
were purged from their party.82 As a result of the abandonment of the united front
tactic, almost all leftist oriented parties were calledupon to boycott the “parliamentary
struggle.” T

The ra such "actually alienated support for the leftist parties
and their alli the communist party in general and the MCP in particular —
simply because many of these Chinese communijties'were quite settled in their resident
nations. They could not see how the communist revolution would bring them a
better life. In Malaysia, in particular, many -thm;se doubted that the communist
party would really be able to succeed with a communist revolution while the Malay
community remained very suspicious, if not hostile, to this revolution because of
their Islamic faith. It was quite significant to see that while the radical political
campaign was proceeding, many supporters of the leftist Barisan Socialist and Party
Rayat were by then shifting their support to the Democratic Action Party and other
moderate political parties. This trend is revealed in national elections since 1969.

There were, no doubt, some Chinese in Malaysia who' tesponded favourably
to the radical political campaign. ufficient proof that China
at this time, during:the Cultural’ on;- really planned to make overseas Chinese
their “Fifth Colun emains in doubt. Some observers, like Stephen FitzGerald,
believe it moreflj cely' that overseas Chinese spontancously reacted to the call for
more revolutiohéry action. Therefore, to FitzGctald, it was unlikely that revolu-
tionaries in Peking had to instruct overseas Chinese directly to start anti-government
campaigns in Southeast Asia.83 However, contradicting observations were made by
other observers, like Jay Taylor, who believes that the radicals in Peking had direct
connection with anti-government incidents in Southeast Asia in 1967. Taylor’s con-
clusion was drawn from his study of the incident of 1967 in Burma. He points out
that staff from the Chinese Embassy were involved in the anti-government political
campaign. Many of those staff had recently returned from China, freshly oriented

81. See note 76.
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with more out ~revolut10nary diplomacy after several months of indoctrination in
the Cultural Revolutlon 84

Of course, it is difficult to judge whether Taylor is more nearly correct than
FitzGerald. However, it is quite certain that both Taylor and FitzGerald were right
to a certain extent in their studies. In certain countries, such as Burma and Cambodia,
the outburst of anti-government incidents had some connection with the Chinese
embassies.85 But in other cases, such as Thailand, the anti-government campaign
occurred even without the existence of a Chinese embassy. Clearly there was
spontaneous action by some Chinese who were self-indoctrinated: in the zeal of the
Cultural Revolution. )

5C W ‘Fifth Column” of China
evidence of t ese anti-government incidents.  Firstly,

the radical campaign evident in these incidents was not triggered for the purpose of
making way for China to invade the countries involved. It was rather a campaign
to give support to local communist parties in the hope that such support would help
them to seize power. In addition, the fact that China has consistently maintained an
equal status of party-to-party relationship gives a basis for arguing that the call by
the radicals for overseas Chinese to give support to the communist party originated
from the good will of international comradeship rather than attempted hegemonism.86
Again, the case developing in Malaysia about this time illustrates a very interest-

ing point. According to FitzGerald, what happened in Burma, Hong Kong, Macao,
Cambodia, and Thailand, should also have occurred in Malaysia, because “there have
been also a number of situations involving overseas Chinese -which' a new militant
overseas Chinese policy would certamly have saught to, explmt but which have passed
unnoticed or withsperfunctory: protest _The Malaysia riots, for example, were almost
ignored.”8” Tt is quite true that there had been a number of situations involving
overseas Chinesé which occurred on a scale. similar to the incidents in Burma,
Thailand, Ma’c'::ao, Hong Kong and Cambodia. But no incidents occurred in 1967
while those places were being dragged into an overseas Chinese crisis. It does mnot
mean that radical revolutionaries, both in Peking and in Malaysia, had not been trying
to exploit the situation. In fact, as elsewhere, all leftist political parties and their front
organizations in Malaysia which were dominated by Chinese had become very militant
because of the influence of Maoist indoctrination during this period. Most of their
publications were very outspoken in hailing Maoist revolution as the rebel faction

84. See Jay Taylor, China and Southeast Asia: Peking's
Movements, New York: Praeger Publishers, 1975, a
85. See note 83.
86. See note 8
87. See note 8
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desired.88  Still, no large scale anti-government campaign ever came about. Why?
Apparently, the only reason which can be given is that the overwhelming majority of
overseas' Chinese never responded to the radical call for an anti-government campaign.
Unlike the places mentioned above, Malaysia ha'.i; a population balance between Malay
and Chinese; and the balance has given the Chinése ‘communities both confidence and
caution about their future in the country. They knew that, if they made a radical
move, the equilibrium between Malay and Chinese would be disturbed one way or
another. It was this concern that discouraged most of the Chmese reaction to the
militant overseas Chinese policy. Under such 011"
radicals falled to create the crisis they desue(i

Chinese prbblem
communities in. t

\ region were no challenge in siid"‘to the indigenous population. In
their day-to-day experiences, they often felt discriminated against. It is understandable
that they responded to the radical call for an "énﬁigovernment campaign when they
were called upon to do so. It was action expréséing their grievances rather than their
patriotism for China. R '

Again, some might wonder how the majority of the Chinese could have reacted
so unanimously and so passively to the radical’ ahti-government cvampaigns at this
time in Malaysia. By coincidence the issue of Malaysianization, or de-sinicization,
was then being hotly debated in Malaysia.39  The'issue of the separation of Singapore
from Malaysia was also fresh in all Chinese minds. All of them knew the reason
that Singapore was told to leave Malaysia was that the larg umber of Chinese in
Singapore dlsturbed the racial_ ‘
Singapore remainés :

for the issue of * sian Malkysm,” the Malay community was fearful that their
e reduced in the parliament if the issue of “Malaysian
Malaysia” provided unity for the Chinese community under the leadership of Singapore.
When Chinese leaders from Singapore had come to Malaysia for the election campaign
in 1965, the Malayan Chinese Association —a partner of the ruling party of the
United Malay National Organization — had lost its- support from Chinese communities
in big towns like Kuala Lumpur, Penang, Malacca, and Jahore Bahru. The Malay

leaders had, of course, perceived this sign uncomfortably.®? Their solution to this

political power. wo!
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new threat from Singapore was to force Singapore out of Malaysia. This reaction
from Malay leaders frightened Chinese communities in both Singapore and Malaysia.
The issue of racial balance was thus deeply embedded in their minds. Any radical
moves that held potential for upsetting feelings over the issue of racial power balance
would certainly be approached with hesitation and caution.

One might argue that, although there was no large scale anti-government
campaign in 1967, a racial conflict did involve the Chinese community in Kuala
Lumpur in 1969. It is also true that the incident of May 13
related to the leftlst militant overseas Chinese campaign:

1969 was closely
m the New China
€ umnedlate result of a

calling on the people‘ to boycott the parllamentary system. The leftist demonstrators
carried Lim’s cofﬁn and shouted indignant slogans demanding payment for the blood
debt.92

Yet it should be pointed out that the incident of May 13 was not directly
caused by the protest over the death of Lim Sung Seng. As was pointed out by
G. Alexandar in his book called The Silent Invasion,the major cause of the incident
was really the election outcome, which upset the Malay radicals who felt that their
political power had already been challenged by the opposition parties, which were
made up mainly of Chinese. The immediate cause of violence was a group of armed
Malays organized by a few radical leaders under the overall Icadershxp -of Harun.%3
When the opposition Democratic Action Party celebranng an electoral victory in
Kuala Lumpur passed in front of the House of Harun armed Malays grouped there
attacked the demo tors: and also. atten.ked “the Chmese quarters nearby.  Very
quickly the viole: pread and ran out of control for several days. Several hundred
people were killed ‘or wounded.%* But the nature of this incident was not the same as
those which occurred in 1967 in Burma, Thailand, and elsewhere. In fact, by 1969,
the radical political campaign against the governments of imperialist lackeys had
already been toned down from its peak in Peking in 1967. As one Chinese source

indicates, the radical political campaign against the united front tactic of moderate
approach to the governments in Southeast Asia lasted only from those few months
when the regular functions of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were totally disrupted
and were sometimes even under the management of the rebel faction. At this time
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many moderate officers in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were also being purged.
Even Chou En-lai was brushed aside by the rebel faction, demoted to doing some-
thing insignificant like checking statements and important news releases prepared by
radical revolutionary committees. The most that Chon could do was to restore some
sentimental wording to avoid further disturbing the relations between China and the
nationalist governments of Southeast Asia. The Chinese source points out that
during the period of incidents in 1967, Chou was fio longer in the position to make
decisions as he once had been. ¥t was under these circumstances that a series of
incidents thus occurred.®? : k

he Ministry of Foreign Affairs
th of the governments in the
ce again under a new threat from the Soviet Union. This
threat, 1nd1cated by the proposal of the Asian Collective Security System, was regarded
by China as a device in the containment policy  against China% It was for this
reason that China began a more moderate policy in approaching governments in
Southeast Asia one or two years later. Along with this development for moderation,
Lin Piao and many of his radical gang were purged in the early 1970s. Despite
official statements with strongly worded news-texts condemning the Malaysian Govern-
ment as a “fascist atrocity,” “lackeys of imperialism,” “anti-people, anti-communist
and anti-China,” released by New China News Agency over the issue of the May 13
incidents,%7 general relations between Malaysia and"China had already improved as
compared with relations in 1967. For instance, the term “clique” referring to
Malaysian governmental leaders was already belng placed with enemy” in Chinese
official statements. (The term ore respectable than
“clique” because th T.Te a. e
referred to a regi 1th ,legmm y but with whom China had a poor dlplomatxc
relationship.) But the m “enemy” was later’ replaced by the even more friendly
term “government,” and a series of informal cultural exchanges took place in 1973
between the two countries. Finally, diplomatic relations were established in 1974,
bringing to an end the era of hostility which had started at the beginning of the
Cultural Revolution. In the communique issued upon the establishment of diplomatic
relations, China agreed to take a position of mo interference in overseas Chinese
affairs in Malaysia, accepting the fact that overseas Chinese affairs were internal affairs
of Malaysia. Since the establishment of diplomatic. relations in 1974, its mission in
Kuala Lumpur seems to have kept its promise of no interference quite consistently.

But Chou had apparently
from the rebel factio
region was solicits

rsor, Southeast Asia Under

97. See note 92.
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To date, the mission in Kuala Lumpur has witnessed several serious issues concerning
Chinese affairs but has remained uninvolved. The most serious issue was the
establishment of a Chinese “Independent University.” Over four thousand Chinese
associations signed a petition appealing to the King for a permit to establish a
Chinese University mainly for Chinese students. The Chinese signatories claimed it
was their constitutional right to receive education in their mother tongue.®® As yet
the government has not granted permission, but the Chinese communities never
«cease in pressing the issue. Several times the issue has almost i
nerves of all parties concerned, but there is no that the Chinese mission
has become involved. Issues of such-an ) ite ‘are not difficult to find
in Malaysia. An ina at _became involved in an explosive issue, it
could easily thro\: parties concerned mto serious turmoil. This neutralized attitude
regarding Chinese issues in Malaysia indicates a growing desire in China for ease
in overseas Chinesc affairs. As militant overseas Chinese policy makers pointed out
at the beginning of the Cultural Revolution, current leaders, like Liao Cheng-chih —
who is in charge of overseas Chinese affairs in Peking now — would probably
accept no alternative to continuation of their moderate approach to overseas Chinese
affairs, continuing a policy established before the Cultural Revolution.

Judging from the events discussed above, it can be concluded that the standard
overseas Chinese policy is a rather moderate one. It has never tried to make
overseas Chinese a “Fifth Column.” Even when the moderate overseas Chinese

flamed the sensitive

policy was interrupted and replaced with a militant overseas ‘
1967 in the early stages of the Cultural Revolution it was still a policy of making

“Fifth Column” from the overseas\Chmese commumties. ' The militant policy was
oriented strongly o e revolutionary ‘ibterests of local communist parties
rather than on the of Chinese national interest. Again, as a result of the
militant overseas Chinese policy, even the moderate overseas Chinese became a
target in the anti-reactionary political campaign. Therefore, it is quite groundless to
charge that the overseas Chinese policy, at any ‘time in the last three decades, has
aimed at making a “Fifth Column.” Since the policy itself embodies no such inten-
tion it is also pointless to claim that overseas Chinese constitute a “Fifth Column”
either potentially or actually.

inese policy around

B. CCP vs Kuomintang: An Unending Issue of Chinese Connection?

Observers like Alexander believe the competition between Peking and Taiwan
for the loyalty of overseas Chinese has become an enduring factor t at;:ihas prolonged

Cabinet Review Com
Malaysia, 1975.
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the Chinese identification among overseas Chinese communities in Southeast Asia.?®

This is not because the Chinese in Southecast Asia have taken the initiative in
associating themselves with the power struggle between Peking and Taiwan. Rather,
it is because neither Peking nor Taiwan would ever give up cultivation of the loyalty
of overseas Chinese. Politically alone the loyalty of the overseas Chinese would
strengthen, or secure, the mandate of ruling power for the group which has the
faith of overseas Chinese. Economically, whoegver secured the loyalty of overseas
Chinese would also secure their support financially: history shows that overseas
Chinese contributed a large amount of money for Sun Yat-sen 1nhls attempt to over-
throw the Ching dynasty. ‘

To a certain extent,

ompetition for the loyalty of
overseas Chine: ~ : d@mable that, in the early stages of
power struggle; oyaity of the overseas Chinese appeared to be quite important
to both Peking and Taiwan. Because, to both in their attempt to obtain, or to
secure, the mandate of ruling power, to secure, of to obtain, the faith-of overseas
Chinese would be a factor that could not be peglected in their power struggle. But,
once the power has finally settled, the faith of overseas Chinese would no longer be
a key factor. The importance of the loyalty of overseas Chinese would then be
reduced to an insignificant level, although the loser in the power struggle might
continue to cultivate this loyalty hoping that it would help them to reestablish its
mandate in China one day. The winner would probably come to disregard the
importance of this cultivation as its power strengthened. This tendency explains
Peking’s willingness to have an overseas Chinese policy th courages the Chinese
in Southeast As1a to be naturahzed wh'le Ta wan T wisllying to recognize the

Peking would never fail to play Empmcal observation shows that in recent years
Peking has largely ost interest in playing this game with Taiwan.

Take Malaysia as a case. It is quite true that both Peking and Taiwan tried
for years to establish a close association wih; overseas Chinese for the purpose of
obtaining their support politically and economically. As pointed out earlier in this
paper, in its early stage, before the mid-1950's, when the MCP was still very much
under Moscow’s control, most of its activities were centered around the urban work-
ing class, mining and rubber plantation workers. As a result of this ideological bias,
the business and professional groups throughout Malaya became alienated from, if
not hostile to, the communist party. After the establishment of the communist regime
in Peking in 1949, the governmental policy toward the Chinese communities mainly

~99. See note 73,
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focused on prote‘éﬁng the interests of Chinese who were forced to resettle to strategic
hamlets, detained in concentration camps, or even deported back to China because
of alleged communist sympathies.}0¢ On at least one occasion, Peking delivered a
protest to London and asked for a permission to send a fact-finding team to Malaya.
Peking’s request was turned down.l91 This protective attempt was quite non-
ideological in basis. The people who were deported were all accepted by Peking
without any questioning of their ideological or class base. In fact, what Peking did
at the time was quite complementary to the protective attemp ~by -businessmen’s
associations like the Chinese Chamber of Commercge ; aders were later to

Chinese Associatic
the same goal: to vent. Chmese from being deported and suffermo further hard-
ships. = A
It is also revealing to learn that the poor relationship between the MCA
and Peking developed in an unexpected way, not resulting naturally as was widely
believed, from ideological differences. Nor was it a result of the competition between
Peking and Taiwan. In reviewing the private papers of Tan Cheng-lock, one will
find that Tan held a very moderate view about the Communist Party of Malaya.
Even when he was encouraged by the British Colonial Authority to form the MCA
in early 1949, his attitude toward the Communist Party of Malaya was still very
cautius and reserved.!®2 His original idea in organizing the MCA was not to
combat communism but rather to work to protect, Ctnpese interests-as he had been
the MCA might
but this was not part

doing for the overseas Chinese commumty
bring about some changes i in th ; \
of the original think “had’ realized al;o that what he attempted to
do was being caught in. the. crossfire between thc Bntxch Colonial Authority on the
one hand and the Communist Party of Malaya on thp other.103  He had no alterna-
tive, therefore, but going ahead in convincing all parties concerned that not all
Chinese had made way for communism and that communism was not the only
solution for the Chinese in Malaya. But the communist party of Malaya could not
tolerate him and accepted him as an enemy. In April, 1949, when he was address-
ing a public meeting in Ipoh, a hand grenade was thrown at him, injuring him and
several other leaders of the MCA. Although the _ass'assin escaped, it was suspected
at least by Tan and his party, that the communist party of Malaya was responsible

101 See Tan Cheng L c
102. This account is
103. See Tan Siew Si
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for this assassination attempt.l04 Immediately after this incident, Tan was visited by
a special envoy sent directly by the Commission on Overseas Chinese of China, which
had now retreated to Taiwan after suffering a definite defeat by the CCP on the
mainland. The visitor was named as Tan Liat Poo. He brought personal regards
from the Commissioner to Tan. Of course, the communist party was charged as
the responsible assassin.105 After the recovery from this incident, Tan went back to
politics even more energetically than before. But his attitude toward communists,
both in Malaya and in mainland China, had become ve
hlS letters to Dean Rusk in June 29 1951 106 Tan se

tagonistic. In one of
attacked communism in
called on the U.S. to provide

ident not occurred, it is doubtful that Tan would have changed
from fr1°ndly to hostile toward the Communists so decisively. In fact, even in 1949,
the year in which the communists established the regime in Peking, his private
papers indicate that he had treated a leftist journalist sent to interview him by Ta
Kung Pao of Shanghai in a friendly way and had corresponded with him as late as
three months before the incident.19? In the same way, the leftists had also treated
him with high respect at the time. Even in May, 1950, when a document about
Chinese affairs in Malaya was edited and published in Peking by Ho Hsing-ngee,
Tan’s view on the Constitutional Proposal for Malaya was appreciated and cited in
this book. In late 1955, when the Balin Peace talks were held to end the communist
insurgency war in Malaya between the Communist Party of. falaya and the govern-
mental leaders from MCA-UMNO and Smgapm' P e an endorsement of the
attempt, indicating.that Peking at t ime..had “treated Tan and his party
as he had treat i The period from 1957 to 1965 also reveals no strong
indications that Peking had taken any significant steps to worsen its relationship with
the MCA and its leadership. Conversely, however, the MCA had taken the MCP as
an agent of the CCP, and thus had taken the initiative to ally itself with the Kuomin-
tang in Taiwan. Its leaders, like T.H. Tan, had even gone often to Taiwan to

participate in international anti-communist conferences.l8 But Peking seemed to
tolerate such behaviour and kept pressing its moderate overseas Chinese policy in
the years between 1957 and 1965 under the tactic of the united front, hoping that
all Chinese, whether bourgeois or proletariat, would work for the interest of China

104. See Tan Cheng Lock papers, TCL/111/128.

105. 1Ibid.

106. 1Ibid., TCL/V/99e

107. 1bid., TCL /1

108. This 1ssue .
March 24, 1969.

iong m the parliament. See Sin Chew Jit Poh,
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in the suggested role of “friendship envoys” as Peking called the overseas Chinese.
But, when the moderate policy in dealing with overseas Chinese affairs was
replaced with a militant policy during the early stages of the Cultural Revolution,
the MCA was openly condemned by Peking as “reactionary’” or clique.” The
broadcasts from Peking had, by then, begun direct attacks on the MCA. Before
this, most of the attacks broadcast from Peking were quoted from the MCP rather
than being officially made by Peking itself. After the radical peak passed in the early
1970s and the moderates took over the leadership'in Peking, the attitude toward
the MCA came back to the pre-Cultural Rev luti ﬁ& 'the three years since
1977, when the Four Modermzatlons were made. tst ity in national develop-
ment, Peking has se‘c\l appreciation of the help that overseas Chinese
could, and would, ‘kly contribute.19?  Since then reports of commnuist activities
in Malaysia or in non-communist countries of Southeast Asia have totally disappeared
from the People’s Daily and other major papers of China. So has criticism of the
MCA, either direct or indirect. An even more favourabl relationship has emerged
since active individual members of the MCA were invited to meet Chinese officials
while they were on business trips to Canton.l1® ' Developments of this sort have
come about for the first time since 1949. If this trend persists, it can be expected that
relations between the MCA and Peking will become more normalized. In the
campaign for the Four Modernizations, the most helpful overseas Chinese will be
business and professional groups, strongly representing MCA grouping. Also, it is
unlikely that Chma could lure a mgmﬁcant amount of mvestment or business interests

For
professional sectors - a close association with Malav leaders in the government.
Judging from the heav\ emphasis on the importance of foreign investment, especially
investments from Hong Kong and the Southeast Asian Chinese, it seems that China
would make every effort to improve its relationship with the MCA in order to get
overseas Chinese investments from Malaysia.

Based on the discussion presented above, an argument can be made that the
poor relationship which developed in the last two decades or so between the MCA
and Peking should not be considered a direct result of the competition for loyalty
between Peking and Taiwan. Taiwan had, and still does, court the MCA in an
attempt for a closely united force against Peking; but Peking has avoided a direct
confrontation with the MCA. except in the carly stages of the Cultural Revolution,
around 1967. The antagonism toward Peking among the MCA . ders was partly

reach an understandin

109. Liao Cheng-chih
110. This information
Chinese Association.

ough ‘an interview given by an officer of the Malayan
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caused by the MCP in its hostility against the MCA. Most of the leaders in the
MCA held, and still hold, the belief that the MCP was an agent of the CCP. When
they learn that the MCP was not really an agent of the CCP, as more and more
leaders in the MCA have learned, they will probably change their hostile attitude and
become more friendly and understanding toward: Peking. It is clear that the way
the MCA had drifted to the side of Taiwan was not primarily because of loyalty
to Taiwan. The MCA had a particular purpose. It did so for its own interests rather
than for the interests of the Kuomintang in Taiwan. Since th
to associate with Taiwan, they could also take the i

- took the initiative

to dissociate if they

wish. In their relatlonshlpk as actually had no moral

to T B hke lts individual leaders, could choose
not to respond e call for loyalty either from Taiwan or from Peking. In fact,
MCA leaders: *bothc‘:Tan Cheng-lock and his successor Tan Siew-sin— have
reminded their supporters that Malaysian Chinese must be loyal to Malaysia, not

obligation of ‘1

to China or Taiwan. Tan Siew-sin specifically reminded Taiwan “not to do anything
to indicate that it regards Malaysians of Chijpese origin as its own nationals.”*** He
also declared that he had discussed this matter with the Consul-General from Taiwan
in Kuala Lumpur and suggested to him that: “a policy which regards Malaysian
citizens of Chinese origin as Chinese citizens . residing overseas can only harm all
parties concerned.” He further pointed out, “such a policy could only sour relations
between Malaysia and Taiwan and cast doubts on the loyalty of Malaysians of
Chinese origin who are citizens of thlS country and who llVC_i :

1y by MCA leaders, it
that overseas Chinese

overseas Chmcsé when they appear to be so remote from identifying themselves as
Chinese nationals. It is also quite wrong to say that Peking would never give up
cultivating the loyalty of overseas Chinese in ‘Malaysia simply because of its anxiety
to compete with Taiwan. After examining all the data available, this author is quite
convinced that after the establishment of its mandate in Peking, the PRC quickly
abandoned the traditional approach of jus samguinis. The idea of abandoning dual
citizenship is to propose a new principle of jus self for the first time in Chinese history.

Empirical observation of the case in Malaysia shows that by and large Peking
has tried not to intervene in the internal pelitics of Malaysia, even when overseas
Chinese affairs were involved. They have tried never to side. directly with any
political parties in Malaysia, although it is probab.

that_some political parties have

111. Tan Siew Sin .cit., P. 231.



a political preference for Peking. But such preference is not substantial proof that
they have any direct political connection with Peking. And following the establish-
ment of the foreign service in Kuala Lumpur, there is still no proof that Peking is
physically involved in interference with those partles predommantly supported by the
Chinese population.

C. The Economic Impact of Malaysian Chinese on China’s Policy

In their recent studies on overseas Chlnese aﬁau's Sov1et lars have paid
“hinese: in Southeast Asia.

against the indigenqlis peoples. This economic power of the Chinese would thus
provide a means for China to extend its control over the indigenous people and their
nations. Similar studies were conducted by Western scholars, especially Americans, in
the 1950s and 1960s when the West generally believed that the greatest threat to
Southeast Asia would probably come from a communized China. Both Soviet and
Western scholars substantiated their arguments concerning economic domination of
indigenous peoples with two major points: money zemittances sent home to China
by overseas Chinese and investments brought home to China by overseas Chinese.
Politically, both points are often interpreted as proof that overseas Chinese
are loyal to China at the expense of their resident countries. Some observers even
consider this politically to be a pattern of exploitation that Chin ””has practiced on the
M.A Andreyev argues that the bulk of
~go China, ‘whose present leaders are pursuing
a policy aimed at boo China’s umlateral revenues at the expense of the Southeast
Asian countries. In:t 1al analy51s, the source of these unilateral revenues con-
stitutes exploitation of the Southeast Asian peoples by an overseas Chinese bour-
geoisie. Thus indirectly, through members of the Chinese bourgeoisie favourably
oriented towards it, Peking takes part in exploiting the peoples of the Southeast

nations of Southeast Asia.
mobile capital has goi

Asian countries.112

In the following pages this study considers Malaysian Chinese economic
power and its influence on the PRC to illustrate the fact that China has been using
the economic power of Chinese communities as a means of extending its control
over the nations of Southeast Asia in general and Malaysia in particular. The
relatively more stabilized and secure Chinese communities in Malaysia provide a
better example for understanding the nature of the lssv& than: ‘an"be found in the
other ASEAN nations. Under unstable. and :unsec ed sbgl litical conditions,

112. M.A. Andreyev, op: cif
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export of ;cépit‘al is liable to occur. It is simply a human instinct for one to protect
his own property.

But before we examine the situation in Malaysia, let us first consider the
general policy of the PRC in its handling of remittances and investments since the
establishment of its regime in Peking in 1949. As far as the remittances are con-
cerned, no doubt, China, either under the regime of the PRC or the Kuomintang,
has encouraged overseas Chinese to send money home. The reason for the regimes
doing so has been mainly because of concern for the welfare of the immigrants,
families, particularly in the provinces of Kwangtung, Fu wangsi, and Yunnan.
It might be argued that the practice of 'sending back. remittances was actually done at
the expenses e residen ) sern!
out that such
Chinese; they have no wish to damage their resident nations. Secondly, as everyone
knows, the remittances are only a very insignificant portion of the total ecomomic
contributions made by overseas Chinese in their resident countries. It is doubtful
that any families in the region would beggar themselves in order to send remittances
to their relatives in China. Therefore, it is unfair — or even absurd — to claim that
they have sent all their money home and left nothing in their resident nations. It is
even more of a distortion to claim that they are not loyal to their resident nations
because of their practice of occasionally sending a remittance home to their relatives.
Third, as Tan Siew-sin, former chairman of the Malayan Chinese Association,
pointed out, many Chinese in Malaysia have actually been.concerned about the
welfare of their Malay communities and hav iiglffﬁéant contributions to Malay
eeded such 13 only fair to point out that the
overwhelming major f ial contr bu that overseas Chinese have made are
taking root in t rﬁe&sident‘“countries in Souhteast Asia under normal political,
social, and economic conditions. Fifth, the practice of sending remittances home is
not new but goes back to colonial times when Chinese left their homeland without
their families. They had to work and send some of their savings back home to assist
their families. It was done because of their love for their families rather than for
love their nation. Chinese governments have encouraged them to do so simply for the
maintenance of the sociopolitical and economic order in those provinces which lost
many able bodies through emigration. Therefore, there is no political reason for
encouraging remittances to China: it is done for internal concern rather than concern
for the politics of those nations from which the remittances were sent.

As far as the PRC is concerned, it is true that before the Cultural Revolution

communities that

113, Tan Siew'S$
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in the mid-1960s, eklng ‘had generally encouraged remittances.'* But from the
start of the Cultural Revolution until 1978, these encouragements were dropped,
mainly because it was believed among the radicals that the remittances had demoralized
the revolutionary spirit among the returned overseas Chinese and their relatives in
those provinces with many overseas Chinese (Chiao Hsian —f&#8 ).115 From the
end of the Cultural Revolution, in 1978, the remittances have again been tolerated.
Throughout the last three decades, it is generally believed that the rate of remittances
sent to Chma is declmmg, partly due to restnctxons .set by resident nations of
erseas Chinese
Chinese pass away and the
! ecause pf remoteness The Central
1mated the declme as a reduction from US$133 million in
1950 to only US$62 mi ion in 1964. The remittances accounted for 4.8 per cent
of total international receipts for the period 1950-64.116

For years, it has been argued by some observers that the main reason for

Intelligence Agency h

China’s encouraging remittances is for the benefit of foreign exchange. For instance,
as M.A. Andreyev observed, the pursuing or remittances is motivated by the desire to
improve foreign exchange at the expense of the Southeast Asian countries.l” Some
observers, like Stephen FitzGerald, believed it might be true that Peking took
remittances as an important practice in its increasing foreign exchange; but this
attitude was held only for the period from 1954 to 1957. For FitzGerald suggests
that by 1957 the returns from remittances “were not considered suﬁ‘ic;c
continued cultivation of the overseas Chinese, and thai the: faII m remlttances and
their diminished xmportance in relation to. total forelgn exchange earnings was a
most significant facto the ' P: ‘rty‘s decnsmn to sever the traditional relationship.”118
It should be pointed out:that, politically, Pcking had become aware of uncomfortable
feelings of the newly: mdependent governments about the loss of foreign exchange
through the remittances sent out by overseas Chinese. In order to cultivate the
friendships of those governments as Chou had tried to do in the united front tactic,
Peking probably considered the need to lessen the emphasis on family ties between
overseas Chinese and their relatives in China. Correspondingly, a policy to
encourage the nationalization of Chinese abroad was also asserted at this time.
Consequently, it was natural for Peking to sever the traditional relationships, especialty
where remittances were concerned. Since 1978, although remittances have not been

to warrant

114. This account is based on the research donc by Stephen FitzGer
and the Overseas Chinese.

115. 1bid.

116. Stephen FitzGerals
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subject to»’ﬂlle restrictions of the Cultural Revolution, there is no evidence that China
would go back to the 1954-1957 level of encouragement of remittances, even though
funds for foreign exchange are as greatly needéd as they were in the mid-1950s.
Therefore, so far as remittances are concerned, it is unfair to claim that the PRC
has acted simply to build up foreign exchange and that the interests of the nations
concerned have been totally disregarded.

The ways Peking has dealt with home-bound investments from overseas
with the remittances.

Chinese is more or less similar to the way it has
Although home-bound investments from r \
communist reglme was establlshed

were in practice before the
“ekmg, compraed with prior
regimes, is i i the issue of investments from overseas
Chinese. U the regimes ‘before PRC, Peking has indicated that when investments
from overseas Chinese of Southeast Asia are encouraged, it should be on the basis
of mutual understanding and mutual benefit from China and the nations concerned.119
It is true that before 1957 the call for home-bound investments from overseas
Chinese was justified by patriotism. Overseas Chinese were encouraged to act for
patriotism rather than for financial gain. Peking also let it be known that it would
try to convince overseas Chinese to transfer ownership to the mother country totally
on the justification of patriotism.120 But this practice was played down in 1957
when an ordinance was enacted to provider proper guidance in the practice of
overseas Chinese investments. It was indicated in this law that overseas Chinese
investments would still be permitted as private ownership even:when the stage of
socialism had been reached. After twelve years of - busmess in China, the total
investments co , were: ‘set up and paid on the rate of 8%
I o remove all the dividends out of China.
Fifty per cent d be taken out provided a permit was granted by the Foreign
Exchange Control Office.12! But this practice was badly interrupted during the
Cultural Revolution. Although advertisements for overseas Chinese investments
were circulated by the Bank of China in Hong Kong at the beginning of the
Cultural Revolution, the political atmosphere for investment from overseas was simply
not encouraging for most people abroad.122 1In fact, the radicals generally condemned
the practice as an undesirable capitalist threat to the success of the socialist system.
After the Cultural Revolution, in 1978, investments from abroad in general and from
overseas Chinese in particular have been encouraged again in China. But unlike
the 1950s and 1960s, this time the practice of making investments in China is

119. See Collected Works of Overseas Chi eople’s Publishing Society,

1957, p. 105.
120. Ibid., passi
121. 1Ibid., pp 1.

122. See Chou Mo Pao (fE¥§#1), no. 47, November 18, 1967.
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better defined. Overseas Chinese who have been naturalized for foreign citizenship
are no longer welcomed as Chinese compatriots, but as ethnic Chinese of foreign
nationality. It is important to make this distinction because investments of a Chinese
compatriot are obliged to comply with the national interest of the socialist system.
Such a policy means that if necessary the investments could be forced into nationali-
zation with or without consent of the investors. To a certain extent, the present
practice can be considered an example of foreign investments whxch are permitted and

made for the mutual benefit of 'he nations concemed 123 t like the practice

‘more of a temporary

according to contract. 1t is also legally assured that the foreign investments of
overseas Chinese are not to be subject to risk of political turmoil; otherwise the
investments will be compensated totally. In order to assure the success of this practice
of foreign investments, Peking has gone even further, making the provinces of over-
seas Chinese like Kwangtung, Fukien, and Kwangsi, a special economic zone which is
-aunthorized to give privilege to the practice of foreign investments not enjoyed in non-
special economic zones. Privileges given to foreign investors in the special economic
zones include joint management with a Chinese counterpart, freedom to move in and
out of the zone, and a free market for products made in the zone.}25 In short, even
oﬂicers from Peking have confessed that the dewce of the s

ial _economic zone

tolerated.126
After considi

and investments fr verseas C’hmese, we come to the point of understanding
more clearly that in its overseas Chinese policy Pekmg has never tried to make use
of the economic power of overseas Chinese aganist the interests of any nations
concerned either economically or politically. However, Peking has often tried to
defend overseas Chinese communities as a whole_whenever they are charged as an

exploiting class in Southeast Asia.l2” But this defense cannot be interpreted as a
policy to protect the bourgeoisie class of overseas Chinese at the expense of the
indigenous people on the basis of race. In fact, 'Peking has often reminded the

LE

123. See Sun Ru, “The Concept and Prospects of Guangdong Special Economic Zone,” a
paper presented in a Conference on Investment in China in the 1980s sponsorqd by the Econo-
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have-class of over Chinese to help develop successfully the national economy of
their resident nation. It has also reminded them to do this out of goodwill, acting
as a “friendship envoy.” Peking has no dcubt realized that certain bad elements
of the bourgeoisie class have carriedi‘out merciless exploitation of indigenous people
as well as overseas Chinese themselves.!?® There is likewise no doubt that Peking
would have no reservation on curbing such exploiting elements. Peking would only
disagree when all overseas Chinese, rich or poor, are charged as bourgeoisie;
because, as it points out, more than ninety per cent of overseas Chinese are
proletariats, who are not exploiting but being exploited. They therefore deesrve
good treatment from both indigenous people and the ‘local governments

Peking is alsq often cya h«* the re ons1b11;ty ‘of capital transferences
from nations in Southe elsewhere by the overseas Chinese
s the investments from overseas Chinese in China are con-
cerned, it is generally believed that the amount is quite insignificant, although the real
figures are not known due to the inagcessability of official data on China. Yet,
according to one Chinese source in 1957, overseas Chinese investments were reported
to have accounted for only ten per cent or fourty-four factories and enterprises of the
total Iocal industrial investment in Kwangtung and Fukien from 1949 to 1956.130
Compared with the total economic capacity of overseas Chinese in Hong Kong,
Singapore, and Taiwan, this figure is simply peanuts. Yet Peking is still alleged to
have been involved in the export, even flight, of Chinese capital from Southeast
Asian countries to foreign investment centres, namely, Hong Kong, Slngapore, and
— more recently — Taiwan.13! .

A review of the hlstory of this export of:
whenever it goes rev i

bourgeoisie.129 A

Southeast Asia to

i ~of ‘exports was in the 1950s
k;tlywand SLgmﬁcan y in the 1960s. In 1967, when Hong
urmoil, the flow of capital was reversed back to Southeast
Asia, namely, Singapore and Malaysia, where political and economic developments
were thought to be much more stabilized. In 1965, when Indonesia had a political
coup and anti-Chinese riots, the impact on the export of Chinese capital from
Indonesia was shown immediately. The same export occurred in Vietnam in 1975
and again in 1978. It is quite clear that the export of capital takes place only when
political stability is upset in general and when anti-Chinese political riots occur in
particular. Therefore, the contributing factor to this outflow of Chinese capital from
Southeast Asia has to do with internal political-economic environment. It has nothing

and diminished con
Kong was in the cri

128. 1bid.
129. M.A. Andreyev, op. cit.
130. See note 119, p
131. M.A. Andreyev,
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to do with Peking and its overseas Chinese policy.

Taking Malaysia as a case, one can see the nature of the problem even better.
Because of the racial balance between Malay and Chinese, political security was, and
still is, considered quite stable for Chinese, despite occasional racial riots. This con-
fidence is the key for Chinese capital’s remaining in the country. Lately, since the
1970s, Malaysia has even become an investment centre for overseas Chinese
capital, just as Hong Kong, Singapore, and Taiwan have long been.

It is true there have been overseas Chinese like Tan Kah<kee ( Fgizgpt ), who
took most of his wealth back to Chma from M‘”gya ‘in the early 1950s.132 But
these example , as;;mdependent and also before the
communist reg ; g in 1949. Tan acted, no doubt, without
loyalty to Mal ‘But since Malaya was not independent at the time, Tan can
hardly be blamed for being without loyalty for Malaya: he was a citizen of China,
not of Malaya. He had not committed himself as a loyal national of Malaya; Malaya
was still under the rule of the British Empire.

It is also true that Peking has often used Tan as an example to encourage
home-bound investment from overseas Chinese.. Unlike Tan, however, Malayan
Chinese bourgeoisie generally turned a deaf ear to the call for investments from
Peking. The lack of response to such calls for home-bound investment among
Malayan business groups was even expressed as a point of frustration for Tan Kah-kee
in his book Memo of Tan Kah-kee. '®® To Tan, experience showed that it was a
tremendous frustration for any one who attempted to convince overseas Chinese in
Malaya, and Indonesia as well, to mvest their capxtal in. China merely for the sake
of loyalty to China H id, 3 hén he was asmgned for this patriotic work, he often
ended up being 'the only player while’ everyone else stayed cool. Yet to the end,
he exhausted is: wealth making contributions for the construction of schools, and
other businesses for China. A

Tan’s experience illustrates the attitude of overseas Chinese business groups
toward China. But another well-known leader of overseas Chinese communities in

Malaya, called Tan Cheng-lock, had a more pleasant experience in dealing with the
same groups of businessmen. Instead of telling them to help construct China, Tan
told them to stay and to becomz Malayan.!3¢ This time, the response was much
better. It ended with his success in organizing a nation-wide political organization
call the Malayan Chinese Association. With the hope that the MCA would strengthen
their economic and political powers in Malaya, many businessmen and professional
people have given, and still give, their support to Tan and .the MCA. For years,

132. Sec Tan:
133. Ibid., p.
134. See Tan -Cheng Lock. op. cit., passim.

ee, ‘Memo, _passim
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under the MCA, the hard-core of business groups has been a real force for Malaysiani-
zation, or de-sinicization. It is well-known in Malaysia today that they are the ones
who would be the last to listen sympathetically to Peking.

Tan said his secret for success in handling these people in Malaya was as
follows:

“This number of Malayan-born Chinese enumerated at the 1931 census
was 534,000 and was more than doubled since 1921. By the effluxion of
‘béen strength-
If accorded fair,

time many of them have lost all touch with China and ha

home the M: -born Chinese, 3% cperience has proved in the case of
the Strait-born _Chinese in Malacca, Singapore and Penang, will become
true Sons of the Soil, identify themselves completely and absolutely with the
interest of this country and the Empire and give undivided allegiance to
it. If their loyalty is doubted and they are distrusted and made to feel they
are regardedv as semi-aliens and not wanted, they will lose hope in this
country and in their despair will naturally turn their eyes to China. They
will then incur the charge (already used as a weapon against them) of bear-
ing a dual allegiance, which will not only do infinite damage and injury to
their interests and welfare here but will certainly not be to the good of
Malaya as a whole.”135

real nature of the
. It remains appropriate

This citation, though written in the earl
problem in Malaya in.particular
in Malaysia and els

To conclude
by overseas Chinese from resident nations would not occur if they were treated
equally as “Sons of the Soil.” It does not matter how Peking appeals to them; it
does matter how they are treated by their resident governments.

isiclear that the so-called dual allegiance and export of capital

135. 1Ibid., p. 79.
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