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and political system alien to both Siam and Kelantan and thus stresses the claim that
the 1902 Treaty in substance brought to an end, as far as the Siamese—Kelantan
relations were concerned, the ancient feudalistic Southeast Asian political system.

I

The long-term cause of the 1902 Treaty went as far back as 1867 when the
Straits Settlements were transferred from the Indian Office to the Colonial Office. The
Anglo-Siamese relations which focussed on the affairs of the Malay Peninsula, fluctua-
ted between friendly co-operation and fierce rivalry for the paramount influence and
control over the States lying to the north of the Peninsula, particularly the States of
Kelantan and Trengganu. The struggle became complicated by the existence of con-
flicting viewpoints held by the Colonial and Foreign Offices. Nevertheless, it could be
said that from 1867 to 1876 the British Government pursued the hands-off policy in the
Malay Peninsula. In 1876 Lord Carnavon issued a definite instruction for the Singa-
pore Government to set up a policy which would ensure the maintenance of peace,
law and order in the Malay States in order to safeguard British commercial interests,
property and lives.6 From then, it was evident that the advancement of the British
from the south and the Siamese influential position in the north of the Malay Penin-
sula would soon clash. In fact, the Siamese authority and the Straits Government
frequently engaged in disputes over the rights of their respective local chiefs against
each other.

Between 1882-1897, Siam managed to maintain an advantageous position over
the Straits Settlements officers through her very good and cordial relations with the
Foreign Office which had the final say in matters concerning the Siamese position in the
Malay Peninsula. The main contention was the States of Kelantan and Trengganu,
the position of which was ambiguous. The oft-quoted Article 12 of the Burney
Treaty — which was intentionally vague and open to “suitable’” interpretations?’—-was

6. Sir Frank Swettenham, British Malaya, An Account of the Origin and Progress of Britsh
Influence in Malaya, London : Allen & Unwin, 1948, pp. 174-5; 216—18.

7. In Burney’s own words, ‘‘as my instruction did not authorise me to pledge the British
Government to protect those States [i.e. Kalantan and Trengganu] and as I believe that a
free and uninterrupted commerce and intercourse with them was all we immediately required,
I persuaded the Siamese Ministers by the 12th. Article of the Treaty to engage that Siam
shall not go and obstruct or interrupt commerce in those States, and that English merchants
and subjects shall have trade intercourse in future with the same facility and freedom as they
have heretofore had . ... Whenever Siamese inierference produces such an inconvenience,
this Article of the Treaty will render it open to the British Government to interpose or other
wise in favour of those States.”

(CO 273/1 Burney’s Letter . to James Melville, Secretary to the Court of Directors of
the East India Company, July 24, 1841) )
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used as evidence in support of the Singapore Government to intervene in the two
States against Siam by various colonial officers in the Straits Settlements.? The Siamese
were not slow either in bringing forth their own interpretations of the said Article and
other historical evidences as well as Treaty obligations to reinforce their claims over
Kelantan and Trengganu against British proponents of the forward policy in the Malay
Peninsula.?

Probably the most significant encounter concerning the British and Siamese
position in Kelantan and Trengganu in the 1880s occurred in 1889 when the Colonial
Office put forward the recommendation of Governor-General Sir Cecil Smith of the
Straits Settlements to extend British protection to Trengganu and British insistence
upon the independent status of Kelantan be recognised by Siam.!? The Foreign Office
ruled in favour of Siam by adopting the policy of status quo.!! The rationale of the

The Article 12 of the Burney or Bangkok Treaty of 1826 runs, *‘Siam shall not go
and obstruct or interrupt in the State of Tringano and Calantan. English merchants and
subjects shall have trade and intercourse in future with the same facility and freedom as they
have heretofore had, and the English shall not go and molest, attack or disturb those States
upon any pretence whatever.” , .

8. For example, Sir Frederick Weld, Sir Cecil Clementi Smith, Sir Charles Mitchell, Sir Frank
Swettenham, and Hugh Clifford, to mention only the most outstanding ones. '

9. For example, Cheao Phraya Sri Suriyawongse’s Letter to Sir Robert Schomburgk, British
Minister at Bangkok, CO 273/6 December 18, 1862 ‘[ Kelantan and Trengganu] have been
tributary to Siam for years, and many generations of Rulers past; this fact is universally
acknowledged.

In 1859 the Governor of Singapore sent a complaint of Chin Yong Yang, a Singapore
trader, to you, relating to some matters connection with Kelantan, you consequently wrote to
the Siamese Government about it.

The Siamese Government and Her Britannic Majesty’s Consul arranged and settled
the affairs...”

10. FO 422/21 Gov.—Gen. Sir Cecil Clementi Smith to Lord Knutsford, December 3, 1888.

11. FO 422/21 FO to CO, March 29, 1889 in which Lord Salisbury explained, “The meaning of
the Article [ 12 of the Burney Treaty ] does not apparently imply that the assumption by Siam
the control over these States [ Kelantan and Trengganu] would, by itself, amount to a viola-
tion of the Article, whereas it might be asserted that the conversion that conclusion of a
Protectorate Agreement by Her Majesty’s Government with Tringganu, would be a violation
of it on our part.

' But however the Treaty might be interpreted, there is no doubt that the assumption
by Great Britain of a Protectorate over Tringganu would excite the bitterest animosity in
Siam and it would provoke the utmost resistance the Government of that country are capable
of offering . . . Such a step might precipitate an embarrassing Agreement between Siam and
France and does not appear to offer any advantages sufficient to compensate for the hostile
feeling it would arouse in Siam.” -
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Foreign Office was based mainly on the wider perspective of British interests in the BEast
and the Far East and not simply and naively in the terms of commercial and local
benefits in the Malay Peninsula alone as seemed to be the basic reasons forwarded by
the Straits Settlements officials. According to this rationale, the security of the Indian
Empire was most important. This meant that its borders could not be allowed to
become “coterminous” with those of French Indochina. It followed that the
maintenance of Siam “as an independent power” to act as a buffer against the two
empires, and also as a close and trusting friend of Great Britain, was essential. If
Britain were to commence a policy of encroachment or expansion into the Siamese -
Malay States as suggested, this would destroy the basic policy of the Empire and, in
the process, would lose a friendly and trusting ally.12 A compromise was then struck
whereby Siam’s independence was maintained while no measures were taken to streng-
then Siam’s claims over the two States either. This compromise worked for a while.
But when it appeared that the Bangkok Government steadily and systematically
advanced and strengthened its authority over the Siamese Malay States, as shown in the
visit of King Chulalongkorn to Kelantan and Trengganu in 1889, to be followed three
years later by the re-organisation of Siamese provincial administration, the colonial
party in the Peninsula became increasingly alarmed and vigorously endeavoured to
influence London to adopt positive measures to safeguard British interests in the Malay
Peninsula, but to no avail. In fact, between the years 1889-1897, Lord Salisbury’s
policy stood unchallenged and for a time the forward policy was put in cold storage in
spite of the Singapore Government’s complaints of Siamese breaches of Treaty obliga-
tions.13

In 1896, Great Britain and France arrived at an understanding concerning Siam
in relation to the two empires. Asa result, the Menam Valley was recognised and its
sovereignty guaranteéd by the colonial Powers, leaving roughly the southera and
northeastern parts of Siam outside the buffer zone set up by the Anglo-French Conven-

12. FO 422/12 Satow to Earl Grenville, January 23, 1885.
13. FO 422/30 Gov.—Gen. Sir Cecil Smith to Lord Knutsford, August 25, 1891;
FO 422/31 Gov.~Gen. Sir Cecil Smith to Lord Knutsford, June I, 1892;
FO 422736 The Marquis of Ripon to Gov.—Gen. Sir Cecil Smith, 22, 1893, and September 6,
" 1893 in which the instruction was strongly worded as “‘under no circumstances is
the Governor or Acting Governor of the Straits Settlements to visit either of
these two States [Kelantan and Trengganu] or any other States outside the
British Protectorate without first seeking and obtaining authority from the
Secretary of State.”
FO 422/40-43 Accusations against the Siamese authority during the Pahang Rebellion by the
Singapore Government.
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tion of 1896. The principal effect of the Convention on the Siamese-Malay relations
was quite obvious, The signing of the Anglo-French Declaration insuring the
sovereignty of the heartland of the Siamese Kingdom took away the main rationale
of the Foreign Office’s stand in support of Siamese position in the Peninsula, in
opposing the forward theory advocated by most of the Straits Settlements officials. On
the one hand, the Anglo-French Declaration assured the safety and smooth administra-
tion of the Indian Empire as far as the eastern border problem was concerned. On the
other hand, it raised new problems regarding the safety of British interests in the Malay
Peninsula now that the southern portion of the Siamese Kingdom was theoretically
opened to Europeans seeking to establish political and economic advantages.1¢ The
British colonial authority in the Malay Peninsula was not slow in bringing up the new
danger and requested that certain measures be taken to safeguard British position as
pointed out by a despatch from the'Co]onial Office to the Foreign Office as early as
February 1896.15

Lord Salisbury concurred with the proposal and De Bunsen, the British Minister
at Bangkok, was instructed to submit a draft Convention for British guarantee of the
Siamese territory south of Muang Bang Tapan against third power attack in return for
British special position and privileges to be negotiated between Great Britain and
Siam.!6 The consequence was the Secret Anglo-Siamese Convention of 1897 which
was concluded with great satisfaction by both partiesrconcerned. From the Siamese
viewpoint, British recognition of Siamese suzerainty over Kelantan and Trengganu
put to rest the anxiety and apprehension as to the designs of British agents in the
Malay Peninsula over the two States; it also accorded Siamese freedom of action in re-
adjusting her feudal relations with her Malay vassals. For the British, the Secret
Convent/ion rid them of the nightmare of having a third power subverting their interests
and influence in the region; it also afforded Great Britain a legal stand for the launching
of her administrative and diplomatic attack against Siamese rule in Kelantan and
Trengganu later. The situation became congenial for such attacks as a result of two
significant happenings. ‘

14, FO 422/45 CO to FO, February 28, 1896.

15. FO 422/45 Memorandum on British interests and policy in the Malay Peninsula enclosed in
the despatch of February 28, 1896, which stated, ‘It is submitted that no time should be lost
in strongly pressing the Siamese Government to give to Great Britain a formal understanding
not to part with any of the territory which they claim in the Malay Peninsula without first
giving the refusal of it to the British Government, the British Government . . . undertaking
to support the Siamese Government against any attempt of a third power to acquu'e foothold
in the territory as claimed.”

16. FO 422/45 Lord Salisbury to De Bunsen, April 28, 1896.
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Firstly, the fact that the contents of the Secret Convention was never made
known to the Singapore Government which felt at liberty to continue with increasing
persistence and efforts to undermine Siamese authority as well as expand British
influence in the two States, thus putting Bangkok and London often in difficult and
embarrassing position. Situations frequently arose when, on the one hand, the British
Government secretly recognised Siamese claims and authority in the two States while,
on the other, British agents in the Peninsula publicly demanded that the Siamese be
forced to abandon their traditional but ‘“‘unfound’’ claims, and British offers of protection
to the native rulers against Siamese designs. Amidst these disturbing and confusing
background came another significant happening in London. In 1900, the Marquis of
Salisbury, who held both portfolios of Prime Minister and Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs, was forced to relinquish the latter position to the Marquis of Lansdowne.
The change meant to the Siamese Government a loss of one of Siam’s great allies and
supporters. With Salisbury at the helm of the Foreign Office, Bangkok felt it had
always met with fair and just treatment. It was no secret that the buffer policy had
been adopted on the political strength of Lord Salisbury, who saw the independence of
and the friendship and understanding with Siam a key to the safety of the British
Empire in the east.l7 It was Lord Salisbury who kept the Colonial Office and British
colonial agents in the Malay Peninsula in check with his clear and firm guidance. His
departure from the Foreign Office marked the increasing influence of the Colonial
Office and its agents over the Foreign Office. As far as the Malay Peninsula was
concerned, it gave an opportunity to the advancement of the forward policy so long
advocated by the Straits Settlements officials.

From 1897 began the decline of the buffer policy. It also was the time the
Singapore Government, through its strong influence with the Colonial Office, engaged
in continuous efforts to push to the background the policy of maintaining Siam’s
integrity and authority in the Malay Peninsula and to substitute it with that of Great
Britain. The 1902 Treaty was in part an outcome of this long and strenuous effort of
the British Malay agents to transform the Peninsula into a solely British colony.

I

The immediate causes of the 1902 Treaty came from developments in the Malay
Peninsula itself since 1899. The most outstanding among them were : the Duff Affairs,
the political development in Kelantan at the turn of the century, the Patani Affairs and
the attitude of the Straits Settlements officials towards Siamese position in the Peninsula.
All these developments offered the proponents of the forward or expansionist policy

17. FO 422/21 FO to CO, March 29, 1889; and :
FO 422/45 Marquis of Salisbury to Marquis of Dufferin, January 15, 1896.
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sufficient evidences against Siam’s incompetence and weakness to safeguard British
special position and privileges as accorded her by the Secret Convention. The British
Government, on the suggestion of the Colonial Office, initiated the talks with Bangkok.
The Siamese Government, perhaps over-confident about their position vis-a-vis Kelantan
and Trengganu, readily accepted the argument that the situation vouched for co-opera-
tion between Siam and England.!® Thus began the negotiations for the so-called
improvement of Siamese authority in her Malay States.

The Duff’ Affairs

Robert William Duff, the retired acting superintendent of Police in Pahang,
who had taken part in the pursuit of the Pahang rebels during 1894-5 into Kelantan,
founded the Duff Syndicates Ltd. to seek commercial mining concessions in Kelantan
and Trengganu. His business venture appears to have been inspired by the inside
knowledge that there was a pro-British party in power in Kelantan after the death of
Sultan Mansur in 1899.1% Duff had no difficulty in getting a concession from. the Sultan.
In October, 1900, the Partnership Agreement was signed between R.W. Duff and the
Sultan of Kelantan. In return for the huge concessions, Duff promised some financial
gains and to present the Ruler’s and his party’s grievances against Siamese authority
to the British Government.2? In his secret letter to the Secretary of Colonies Joseph
Chamberlain, Frank Alexander Swettenham, then the Administrator of the Straits
Settlements, urged the Colonial Office not to recognise the concessions and to support
the Siamese position vis-a-vis Duff Syndicates because, “if Mr. Duff may receive
concession in Kelantan without the formal consent of Siam or Great Britain, or both,

18. For example the readiness and ease shown by Prince Devawongse when accepting British pro-
memorid on January 9, 1902; or the willingness of King Chulalongkorn to accept Sir Frank
Swettenham’s good service, as suggested by the British Government, and to make a trip down
to Singapore for a talk with the Governor-General of the Straits Scttlements in February
1902 so as to find ways to overcome the dangerous situation.

19. L.R. Robert, “Kelantan 1890-1939 ;: Government in Transition”, unpublished M.A. thesis,
University of Malaya, 1973, p. 72. .

20. ibid p. 78.

Earlier Duff went to Bangkok in April to obtain a letter of recommendation from the Siamese
Government to the Sultans of the two Siamese eastern Malay States, but was refused the
license on the grounds that such concessions mighf arouse demands from other Buropean
states if it were granted to Duff. Duff’s direct dealings with the Kelantan Ruler went against
the wishes and authority of Bangkok. and this no doubt made him persona non grata with
Bangkok. The Siamese Government was later convinced that it was Duff who placed Siam in
a very difficult position over Kelantan and Trengganu. See FO 422/57 Paget to Lansdowns,
September 15, 1903.
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an awkward precedence may be set which may quickly be utilised by Russians, French,
or Germans.”2!

In order to forestall the Foreign Office’s objection to support his claims against
Bangkok’s refusal to ratify the concessions, Duff secretly proposed to the Foreign Office
that the Syndicates would only part with the concessions or any part of the rights to it
to a British subject. * With this assurance, the Foreign Office decided to support Duff’s
claims and instructed its Representative in Bangkok to request the Siamese Govern-
ment to ratify the concessions in the beginning of 1902. Nevertheless, by this time, Lord
Lansdowne had already been persuaded to agree with the Colonial Office that Britain’s
special position in the Siamese Malay States was insecure and still faced the pos-
sibility of interference from other European powers whose agents could easily be as
successful as Duff in their dealings with the local Rulers in defiance of Siamese author-
ity.22 Lansdowne further instructed Tower, the British Minister in Bangkok, that the
existence of such unhealthy situation was contrary to the objectives of the Secret Con-
vention and the British Government was willing to assist the Siamese Government in
solving the problem before it became really explosive.23 One of the ways to put an end to
this unsatisfactory situation was to appoint British nationals as Siamese representatives
in Trengganu, Patani and Kelantan.23

The Siamese, accepting the validity of the analysis, were willing to discuss and
co-operate with the British authority in the effort to bring about a desirable condition
in the Siamese Malay States. So the principle of negotiations for an improved admi-
nistration of Kelantan and Trengganu was implicitly agreed upon by the Siamese in
early 1902. However, the difficulty raised by the Duff Affairs did not end with Siam
agreeing to negotiate ways and means to strengthen her authority and to establish an
orderly condition in Kelantan and Trengganu. The Affairs continued to be used as
one of the pressures to force the hand of the Siamese throughout the negotiations. The
ratification of the concessions by Bangkok would be interpreted as a sign of Siam’s

21. Swettenham’s letter dated November 19, 1900, to Chamberlain, quoted in Alfred P. Rubin,
Piracy, Paramountcy, and Protectorate, K-L : University of Malaya Press, 1974, p. 100.

22. FO 422/56 Duff to Chamberlain, December 23, 1901, in which Duff stated, “the influence
of Siam was so slight that I, a private individual, was able to make arrangements with the
Rajah of Kelantan by which I acquired from him the whole of the commercial rights over §
of his state . . . This was done in direct opposition to the wishes and intentions of the Siamese
Government . . . These facts are in themselves evidence that a foreigner might quite concei-
vably have attained the same objects had he been the first in the field and this danger still
exists...” .

23. FO 422/56 Lansdowne to Tower, January 7, 1902, (confidential).
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ascertain the latter’s power and authority vis-a-vis Kelantan. However, the Sultan
later changed his mind and chose the traditional means of solving the difficulty by
making a trip to Bangkok in person to lay his complaints against the Siamese Com-
missioner. The Sultan also asked for the recall of the Commissioner and all his troops
to Bangkok.2? The move failed to achieve the desired effect. From Kelantan’s view-
point, the situation worsened. Kelantan was visited in succession by Siamese senior
officials, Phraya Sukhum and Phraya Sri Sahadheb.28 . The principal objective was to
exact an official undertaking from the Raja of Kelantan not to conclude any deal with
foreigners without the written sanction of the King of Siam. The Raja finally agreed
to abide by this instruction, as recorded in his Memorandum of October 27, 1901.2°%

By this time, the Raja and the anti-Thai party were convinced that their position
and interests could only be safeguarded against the Siamese encroachment, which aimed
to incorporate Kelantan into the Siamese Kingdom proper, by asking for help from the
Straits Settlements Government whose inclination to interfere against Siamese activities
in the two northeastern Malay States must have been common knowledge among them.
Once this measure was adopted in May, the Kelantan Ruler became determined to be
rid of his traditional overlord, whose suzerain authority he now categorily denied in the
legal fashion best understood by his to-be Western patrom, though it was absolutely
alien to the long-existing intra-regional relations.30

There could be no doubt that Siam’s attempts to consolidate her loosely-tied
kingdom in the last years of the nineteenth century had a very alarming effect on the
Kelantanese leaders, especially among the anti-Siamese party who saw in the streng-
thening of the Siamese authority in Kelantan the end of their recently acquired ascen-
dancy, and thus were determined to resist Siam to the very end, if need be.3! On the
Siamese side, the trouble in Kelantan truly began with Duff and the concessions which
distinctly brought to the fore the ineffective overseering power of Siam, which in turn
threatened Britain’s privileges and special position as well as the Siamese claims in the

27. Robert, op. cit., pp. 82-3. ' .

All the Siamese soldiers stationed in Kota Bahru had been sent at the request of Raja Senik
himself in 1899 to protect him and strengthen his position against his political rivals at the-
time of succession.

28. Phraya Sukhum was the superintendent commissioner of Monthon Nakhon; Phraya Sri
Sahadheb was the under-secretary of the Ministry of the Interior and believed to be the most
able Siamese official at the time. . ]

29. Tower to Lansdowne, January 31, 1902, quoted in Robert, op. cit., pp. 266-8.

30. FO 422/56, the Sultan of Kelantan to Swettspham, June 4, 1902, “Kelantan has not up to
the present had any Treaty with Sjam”’.

31. FO 422/56, Swettenham to Chamberlain, May 16, 1902,
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After the King-Swettenham meeting, Lansdowne telegraphed his instruction to
Tower in Bangkok “to keep His Majesty to his word’’, namely the agreement he gave
to Swettenham to make treaties with Kelantan and Trengganu the basis for further
negotiations. Meanwhile, the Siamese Government officially replied to the British
pro-memorid of January, 1902, which contained British offer to lend British officials to
help solve the problems in Kelantan and other Siamese Malay States. The Siamese gave
consent to a written agreement to be concluded between Siam and the Rulers of Kelan-
tan and Trengganu, but refused to include Patani in the new arrangement as proposed
by Britain. v They also agreed to nominate officials of British nationality to serve in
the Siamese dependencies of Kelantan and Trengganu.54 Once the basic understanding
for the negotiations had been reached, the Siamese submitted the draft of the proposed
Treaty to the British Gevernment for discussion. The crux of the Siamese proposals
was that the Rulers of the Siamese Malay States should “legally” accept Siamese
authority over their contact with foreigners, in return, the Siamese promised not to
interfere with the internal administration of these States, and to appoint residents to
help with the administration of the States. However, Bangkok reserved the right to
control the Telegraph, Posts, and Railways Departments as well as the right to a tithe
of the gross revenue in place of the traditional dunga mas.55

The following period between April and October was the time of tough
negotiations. The fact that the Draft Agreement of April 9 was discussed and consi-
dered sometimes simultaneously at three places, Bangkok, Singapore, and London, spoke
clearly for the difficulty encountered by both parties. The negotiations which began
between Mr. Tower, the British Minister in Bangkok, and Prince Devawongse, the
Siamese Minister for Foreign Affairs, shifted to Singapore where Tower was instructed
to go for consultations with Sir Frank Swettenham on the Siamese Draft Agreement.
They came up with an amended version of the said proposals which, though accepting
Siamese authority over the two States in foreign affairs, including concessions and
grants, in return for the Malay Rulers’ autonomy in the affairs of their own States, did
not recognise Siamese claims over telegraph, posts, and railways, nor did it agree to the

Siamese extensive right over the revenue of these Malay States except under a strict
and limited condition.5¢ Both Tower and Swettenham urged the Home Government to

54. FO 422/56 Tower to Lansdowne, March 29, 1902, (telegraphic)

55. FO 422/56 Tower to Lansdowne, April 9, 1902, (telegraphic); also see the details of the
Siamese Draft in Appendix C.

56, FO 422/56 Swettenham to Chamberlain, April 17, 1902, telegraphic and secret; Tower to
Lansdowne, April 19, 1902; and see Appendix D of this article.
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insist upon this amended version. Swettenham, in particular, recommended that
strong measures should be taken if Siam refused to agree to it.57

The Siamese answer to the amended Draft was presented in the form of a
memorandum which stated that, ‘“after a careful examination of the proposals of Her
Britannic Majesty’s Minister Plenipotentiary, that the acceptance of those proposals
would not be conductive to the object of the two Governments, namely the maintenance
of the integrity and the independence of Siam, and they therefore express their regret
that they are unable to accept them.>’’8 Tower wired in the same despatch recommen-
ding a tough stand by warning the Siamese Government of the possible clash of force if
Siam were to use force against the two States, namely the British support for the Malay
chiefs. At this stage, Tower was fully supported by Swettenham who, in a separate
despatch, urged the Secretary for the Colonies to overcome Siamese tactics of not
negotiating by affecting a direct deal with Kelantan and Trengganu “to protect our
own interests and theirs”.5?

Finally Lansdowne decided to apply more pressure on Siam and instructed
Tower by telegram to present the matter to the King in such a way that His Majesty
would understand clearly that it would serve his interest to accept the amended Draft
without being compelled by British acts. Nevertheless, Lansdowne seemed to tone
down his tough approach after his interview with the Siamese Minister in London. Yet-
to make certain that the Siamese were not simply employing delay tactics, he informed
Phraya Prasiddhi that the Siamese would have to accept the appointment of British
subjects as advisers to the Malay Raja and also ratify the Duff concessions to indicate
that “the Siamese Government were in earnest.... [and] unless this were done without
further delay, we should certainly be pressed to come to terms with the Rajahs without
further reference to the Siamese Government.’*60

Nevertheless, the difficulties faced by the negotiators were so great that
eventually the Siamese found it impossible to continue the main negotiations in
Bangkok as the British Minister was, in their opinion, totally under the influence of the
Governor-General of Singapore.6! They requested to hold the main negotiations in
London and, by the end of June, the Siamese special envoy with full powers to conclude

57. FO 422/56 Swettenham to Chamberlain, April 21, 1902, secret, namely British independent
action to come to arrangements with Kelantan and Trengganu and put an end to Siamese
authority and pretension in these States.

58. FO 422/56 Tower to Lansdowne, May 15, 1902, (telegraphic).

59. FO 422/56 Swettenham to Chamberlain, May 16, 1902, (telegraphic).

60. FO 422/56 Lansdowne to Tower, June 5, 1902, (confidential).

61. See Chulalongkorn to Suriya, R5. M62/79-89, March 17, R.S. 121 (1903), NAT.
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the agreement with Whitehall left for England.62 It was only during the direct talks be-
tween Phraya Sri Sahadheb, the special envoy, and Lord Lansdowne and the top officials
in the Foreign Office that the 1902.Siamese-Kelantan, Siamese-Trengganu, Treaty
was brought to a fruitful conclusion. The complexity of the negotiations lay in the fact
that even though it was the Siamese-Kelantan Treaty, there were no direct negotiations
nor communications between the two signatory parties. In fact, Kelantan, as well as
Trengganu, were kept mostly in the dark about the terms of the Agreement until the
signing of the Treaty.53 Even the Siamese efforts to affect the signing of the Treaty
without going through the British authority in the Straits Settlements, in accordance
with the understanding between Phraya Sri Sahadheb and Lord Lansdowne, were
opposed most strongly by the Singapore Government.5¢ Thus arose a very complicated
and inexplicable diplomatic situation, whereby the British took it upon themselves to
negotiate in order “to safeguard” the interests of a state which Great Britain had
recognised as a tributary to another nation, and in so doing denied that suzerain state
the right to exercise its political power over its tributary to the ridiculous point of

62. Phraya Sri Sahadheb, the appointed special envoy, was by this time acknowledged as the
most capable official of the Ministry of Interior. He held the position of the under-secretary
of that Ministry. According to Tower, *‘Phya Sri Sahadheb, as the right hand man of Prince
Damrong, is closely identified with all the more recent reforms that have given the Ministry
of Interior the reputation of the most efficient and progressive Department of the Siamése
Government. The King has, moreover, shows his confidence in him. . .. he may be regarded
as the embodiment of Prince Damrong’s policy of foreign exclusion, the leader, after the
Prince, of the large section of Siamese officials [ who believe in] ‘Siam for the Siamese’....
of a crafty and unscrupulous disposition.” [ FO 422/56 Tower to Lansdowne, June 23, 1902,
confidential ], but according to Phraya Suriya, the Siamese Minister in Paris, he was rather a
vain and self-centred person who created more problems during his trip to England and
Europe. [ Phraya Suriya to Prince Devawongse. R.S.T. 1/46-61, February 20, R.S. 121,
NAT1. ' 4

63. FO 422/56 FO to CO, May 31, 1902; June 6, 1902; Chamberlain to Swettenham, October 8,
1902, (telegraphic), in which instructions were given as to how far the latter was allowed to
part with the contents of the Agreement for the Sultan to affix his signature, *“You should in-
form the Rajahs confidentially that Advisers will be of British nationality, and that they will be
paid from the funds of the States according to the scale laid down in the Secret Note of
Siamese Commissioner to Lord Lansdowne. Otherwise you should not communicate the
contents of the Secret Note and all the documents for the present should be treated as
confidential.”

Phraya Sukhum, the Siamese representative to sign the Treaty with the Sultan of
Kelantan, likewise allowed the Sultan to see only the Treaty itself. See Sukhum to Damrong,
R.5 M62/79-89, December 7, R.S. 121 (telegraphic); Secret Despatch, December 7, R.S. 121,
NAT. "~
64. Chulalongkorn to Suriya, op. cit., footnote 61.
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objecting to Siam affecting the signatures of the two parties directly concerned.65 Siam
was compelled to acquiesce to most of this kind of manoeuvring mainly because of the
apprehension that, if she refused the British “‘good will”, it would offer the Straits
Settlements Government an opportunity to press successfully for a separate and inde-
pendent agreement with the Malay Rulers and, in so doing, would bring about the
disintegration of the Siamese Kingdom.¢ Notwithstanding, Siam fought hard to
maintain as much as possible her prestige and political position in the Malay Peninsula,
which eventually paid off by the terms of the Agreement and the Exchange of Notes
between Siam and Great Britain. ‘

Iv

The difficulties which threatened the breakdown of the negotiations were
manifold, First among them was the disenchantment of the King-Swettenham
encounter. The hostility mutually entertained became almost an insurmountable
obstacle to the conclusion of the negotiations, as seen in the talks about the Adviser
System and personnel to fill the post in Kelantan and Trengganu. The attitude and
efforts of the Sultan of Kelantan in 1902 also led to further difficulty in the negotia-
tions. The sudden doubt of the British Government of Siamese suzerain rights in
Kelantan and Trengganu likewise had to be overcome through various clauses of the
Draft Agreement. Perhaps from the Siamese viewpoint, the hardest problem was the
change of attitude and approach adopted by the Foreign Office under the Marquis of

65. FO 422/57 Paget to Lansdowne, December 1, 1902, which explained the grounds for Britain
to have a say in the Siamese-Kelantan affairs as, ‘‘whilst it is true that the Agreement is
between Siam and Kelantan, it is, nevertheless, an Agreement brought about by negotiations
between His Majesty’s Government and the Siamese Government, an Agreement in which
the former are closely concerned, and that they are therefore entitled to have full cognizance
of all that take place between Siam. Kelantan and Trengganu’’; Swettenham to Chamberlain,
December 30, 1902, (secret), *‘I feel sure you will agree with me that the Siamese should not
be allowed the petty triumph of ignoring the Agreement to which the Sultan affixed his
signature and seal under the advice of His Britannic Majesty’s Government.” ‘

66. FO 422/56 Devawongse to Phraya Prasiddhi, May 25, 1902; and Archer to Lansdowne, July
15, 1902, in which he reported that, ‘““The Prince remarked repeatedly that the Siamese
were anxious only to maintain the integrity of Siam; and if that was to be infringed, it was a
matter of indifference to them whether it was done by force, or by indirect interference with
the control of a portion of Siamese territory ... I urged that an early definite settlement was
of urgent necessity in the interests of Siam to guard against the two fold danger that con-
fronted her . . . [the possibility of an uprising against Siam in the two States; and the British
direct deal with the two States without Siamese consent]. The Prince. .. said . . if Siam
was left to herself she would have no difficulty whatever in gaining the full control of the two
States . . . The impresion left upon me by this interview was that the Siamese are prepared
to comply eventually with all just demands of the British Government, but will resist to the
utmost any proposal that may imperil the integrity of their territory.”
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Lansdowne, which was totally alien to Siam and thus caused great suspicion in Bangkok
as to the true intentions of the British Government, The fact that the negotiations
began in an atmosphere incongenial to any real sense of understanding and sincere
co-operation was in itself another difficulty which had to be carefully handled. When
all these are considered, it is quite extraordinary that the intensely-conducted diplomatic
talks managed to pfoduce a most significant treaty in the Sfamese-Malay relations.

Hardship caused by the King-Swettenham Meeting

As mentioned above, the wrong handling of the King by the Straits Settlements
Governor-General caused immediate negative effects on the effort to bring about the
Siamese-Kelantan/Trengganu agreement. Even though Lansdowne had instructed the
British Minister in Bangkok to ignore Swettenham’s proposals to the King and to
commence the talks with the previous suggestion of British help to strengthen Siamese
authority in the two Malay States so as to safeguard both British and Siamese interests,
the damage caused by Swettenham went deeper than was realised at the time by the
British Foreign Secretary. Siamese attitude underwent a sudden change, and it was
clear that they were in no mood for genuine negotiations until they were certain of
British intentions. This was distinctly shown by the Siamese answer to the amended
Draft which was in the main the work of Swettenham.57 Not only Swettenham but also
Tower were suspected by the Siamese of harbouring designs on Siamese territory.
Tower, in particular, was regarded as being under the influence of Swettenham and
thus could no longer be considered a reliable person to conduct the negotiations with.68

Probably the highest degree of the damage done by the meeting between King
Chulalongkorn and Swettenham was in the negotiations of the Adviser System, which
dragged on even after the signing of the 1902 Treaty and was only brought to an end
after a most strenuous and bitter diplomatic manoeuvring.

The question of the appointment of the Advisers for Kelantan and Trengganu,
following the terms of the Agreement, was most important to both Siam and England,
since the system introduced was the key to the British policy of strengthening their
position in the Siamese Malay States without appearing to be in violation of the

67. This Draft curtailed Siamese authority over Kelantan/Trengganu while making the Resident
(Adviser) the sole executive and administrative authority in the State. See Appendix D.

68. FO 422/56 Devawongse to Phraya Prasiddhi, May 25, 1902, ‘“‘the British Minister who now
is thoroughly influenced by the Governor of the Straits Settlements, endeavoured to force us
to a kind of dual control over the two States, which proposal, if agreed upon, would not only
be the mere peril of the two States, but will surely cause immediately a similar claim made on
the other side of Siam [ which will finally cause] the disruption of the whole Siam .... Go
and see the British Minister for Foreign Aflairs and explain the gravity of the situation.”
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Treaties of 1826, 1856 and 1897.69 . The mutual Agreement was finally concluded in
March 1903, nearly one year after the commencement of the negotiations, and five
months after the signing of the Exchange Notes between Lansdowne and Phraya Sri
Sahadheb.’® The Adviser conflict became the central problem in the negotiations
because of the valid suspicion on the part of the Siamese as to the real intentions of the
British who fiercely insisted upon forcing the Siamese Government to appoint the persons
chosen by Swettenham and unknown to the Siamese authority. The Siamese found this
insistence a serious threat to their national security and sovereignty, as well as a personal
insult to the King and his Government, which had blatantly made known to the British
Government that, since the February meeting between the King and Swettenham, the
King and his Government had come to regard the Straits Settlements Governor-General
as a person of unfriendly and biased sentiments towards Siam.7! To be forced to accept
a nominee of so unacceptable a person as the royal representative of the King in
Kelantan and Trengganu would mean, in essence, to surrender the two Malay States to
the Straits Settlements authority, and Great Britain. This the Siamese Government
could never accept. Furthermore, the Siamese felt that they had been badly treated
by the British throughout the negotiations concerning the appointment of the Adviser,
to the point that if they now accepted the British proposals, they would be instrumental
to the dismembering of the Siamese Kingdom.”2

69. FO 422/56 Tower to Lansdowne, April 26, 1902, (telegraphic), specified .the terms of the
appointment of Advisers to Kelantan and Trengganu as of British nationality; to be removed
only with the consent of the British Minister in Bangkok; to have to serve between 3 to §
years; that instructions given to advisers must not contradict the terms of the Agreement; and
the power of the Adviser to grant concessions of less than 10,000 acres of agricultural land,
or 2,000 acres of mining land without the written consent of the Siamese Government.

70. FO 422/57 Lansdowne to Paget, February 26, 1903, (confidential). In return for the British
acceptanice of W.A. Graham, the Siamese nominee, the Siamese Government agreed to
nominate H.W. Thomson, the¢ British nominee, as Graham’s assistant in Kelantan.

71. FO 422/57 Memorandum of the interview between Phraya Visutr Kosa, the Siamese Mirister,
and Sir Thomas Sanderson, February 3, 1903, *““The Minister replied that Siam would never
appoint anyone who could be Sir Frank Swettenham’s man, and Dr. Campbell is one of those.
The Siamese did not consider that Sir Frank Swettenham had recently shown himself to be
friendly towards Siam; and therefore they would not appoint anyone who had been his
subordinate®®
See also Chulalongkorn to Suriya, R5. M62/190-101, January 21, 1903, NAT.

72. Phraya Visutr Kosa, in the above Memorardum, summed up the development of the talks on
the appointment of advisers as follows, “The original understanding was that an Englishman
should be appointed for each province, now two for each were suggested, and later on that
although the appointments were to be made by Siam, the ‘concurrence’ of the British Govern-
ment to their appointment must be procured. So step by step, the Siamese had, for the first
time in their political connection with England, been experiencing this kind of increasing
presence, partly on finance and partly on political grounds, utterly unlike treatment to which
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By this time the tension created by the conflict of interests over the appoint-
ment of the Advisers became so critical that a new channel had to be found to overcome
the impasse. The Siamese found the British Minister in Bangkok determined to force
them to accept the unacceptable, while the Siamese representative in London was
handicapped because of his inability to speak English. In February, Phraya Suriya, the
Siamese Minister in Paris, had a private conversation with Mr. de Bunsen, formerly the
British Minister in Bangkok and now of the British Legation in Paris, to sound out the
new approach to solve the impasse. In this conversation, Phraya Suriya revealed the
King’s feelings concerning the British efforts to force Campbell on him, on the
recommendation of Sir Frank Swettenham. To King Chulalongkorn, such an appoint-
ment would be regarded by all, especially France, as “equivalent to a British annexation
of the Rajah’s territory”. And the King “would be profoundly humiliated if he were
now forced to accept a Resident for Kelantan at his {the Governor-General] hands”.73
It was always understood by King Chulalongkorn that the Advisers were to be selected
by friendly agreement and not by compulsion. As the matter stood, the King wanted
Phraya Suriya to seek an interview with Lord Lansdowne and to explain frankly the
root of the impasse. Lansdowne agreed to meet the Siamese Minister on February 26.
What followed was the softened attitude of Lansdowne, and a compromise was agreed
upon whereby the British Government concurred to the selection of a Siamese nominee
to the post of the Adviser for Kelantan, while the Siamese consented to appoint a junior
Straits Settlements official as the Assistant Adviser for the same State.74

they have been accustomed from the British Foreign Office under any of the Foreign Minis-
ters, from Lord Granville down to, and including, Lord Salisbury. In the meantime, the
original report ... that Siam was going to part, through one of her Rajahs, with an outlying
portion of her territory in the Malay Peninsula, has been allowed to drop altogether. It was
absolutely without any solid foundation from the first, and it will never be revived as long as
Siam is allowed by her neighbours to exercise her own rightful authority in the Malay Peninsula
over the Rajahs, of whose allegiance she is certain enough to ask no help from outside in
dealing personally with them”. And see Visutr Kosa to Lansdowne, February 20, 1903, “It is
obviously impossible with any regard to justice or the comity of nations for a foreign Govern-
ment to think of imposing the presence of an official of their own nationality upon a neigh-
bouring, friendly Power. 1n the present case, it could not be done without a breach of the -
Treaties [ 1826 & 1856].... (and as] an infringement of the independence of Siam which
cannot be accepted by any loyal Siamese . ... Any infraction by Great Britain of the rights
of Siam over any part of her dominions..... would be much against the interest of the one
country as against that of the other, and would constitute a breach of that international
friendship.”” See also Chulalongkorn to Suriya which clearly showed the bitterness the King
felt for the British official as well as personal handlings of the affair. See footnote 61.

73. FO 422/57 Sir Edward Monson to Lansdowne, February 20, 1903, (secret).

74. FO 422/57 Lansdowne to Paget, February 26, 1903.































































