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Abstract

This thesis examines the relationship between British colonial legacies and a culture of
migration amongst mobile Malaysians (tertiary-educated Malaysians with transnational
migration experience). Drawing from Bourdieu’s “habitus”, | propose the concept of
“citizenship habitus” — a set of inherited dispositions about the meanings and significance of
citizenship — to understand how and why mobile Malaysians carry out certain citizenship and
migration practices. These practices include: firstly, interpreting and practising Malaysian
citizenship as a de-politicised and primordial (ethno)national belonging to “Malaysia” that is
conflated with national loyalty; and secondly, migration (especially for overseas education) as
a way of life (i.e. a culture of migration) that may not be recognised as a means of
circumventing pro-Bumiputera (lit. “sons of soil”) structural constraints. Methodologically, |
draw from my reflexive reading of archival documents and interview-conversations with 67
mobile Malaysians: 16 in London/UK, 27 in Singapore, six in other global locations, and 18

returnees.

| argue that mobile Malaysians’ citizenship and migration practices have been informed by
three British colonial legacies: firstly, the materialising of race and Malay indigeneity; secondly,
the institutionalisation of race-based school systems and education as an aspired means
towards social mobility; and thirdly, race-based political representation and a federal state
consisting of an arbitrary amalgamation of socio-economically and historically diverse
territories. The Malayan Emergency (1948-1960) further instilled state-led focus on “racial
tensions”, resulting in default authoritative strategies to govern, educate, and motivate the
citizenry. These colonial legacies, inherited and exacerbated by the post-colonial Malaysian
state, contributed to the institutionalisation of Malaysia’s Bumiputera-differentiated
citizenship and race-based affirmative action policies, with particular effects on education,

migration and social mobility.

By adopting a postcolonial approach to migration phenomena, this thesis highlights the
longevity of British colonial legacies with long-lasting effects on Malaysia’s contemporary

skilled migration, both in terms of migration geographies and citizenship practices.

Keywords:
British colonial legacies; citizenship habitus; citizenship, nationality and loyalty; culture of
migration; Malaysia; researcher positionality
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To survey the future is to interrogate history, and as Malaysians debated their futures,
history offered much that could illuminate their predicaments.

Harper (2001, p. 382)

A wise man once answered the question

“Who or what are we?” Thus:

We are the sum of all that happened before us

of all that happened before our eyes

of all that was done to us

We are every person and thing the existence of which influenced us or that our
existence has influenced

We are all that happens after we no longer exist

and all that would not have happened had we never existed

Almanya — Willkommen in Deutschland (Samderelli, 2011)



We may not be “diasporas” in the sense of the Jewish diaspora. But we, too, feel a
deep sense of emotional belonging and connection to our “Malaysia”. The land, the
people, the place-time where we grew up.

We may have left as a matter-of-fact. We never did question it. It was just something
we do, like everyone else does. But the truth is that we have never left — and probably
will never ever leave. Because Malaysia is in our being. We have become and embodied
Malaysia.

As we look back to history and project to the future, we see the remnants of the British
colonials of hundreds of years ago, our cultural/ancestral forefathers thousands of
years ago, our children and grandchildren of many generations to come.

I now know it is not a quest for a country. It is a quest for a geography-based humanity.
A quest that combines a place-based connection shared by neighbours, and a cultural
demeanour and way of life understood by a people with a shared history and

experience.

It didn’t matter if | were to end up in Iceland, in Gambia, in the Dead Sea, on the moon.
| continue to look in the mirror and see “Malaysia” in me.

Entry in research diary, 10 June 2012
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PART | — SETTING THE STAGE



Part | — Chapter 1: Introduction

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

This thesis adopts a postcolonial approach to explain and understand the citizenship and
migration practices of mobile Malaysians (tertiary-educated Malaysians with transnational
migration experience). Drawing from Bourdieu’s (1977, 1990) “habitus”, | propose the concept
of “citizenship habitus” to examine what the Malaysian case can tell us about colonial legacies,
migration geographies, and citizenship as interpreted and practised by migrants. In doing so,
this thesis contributes to recently emerging calls for geographers to adopt postcolonialism as a

theoretical lens to examine migration (Mains et al., 2013; Mcllwaine, 2008).

Adopting a postcolonial approach is also my explicit and deliberate attempt to question and
challenge the construction of knowledge which has been dominated by Anglo-Western
experiences (see Syed Farid Alatas, 2006). As a migrant-researcher originating from a post-
colonial," multi-ethnic place of origin, | see this as my intellectual and political response and
contribution to the discipline of Geography, which many have acknowledged has been based
on Eurocentric and colonial foundations (see especially Blunt & McEwan, 2002; Bonnet, 1996;
Driver, 1992; McEwan, 2009b; Sharp, 2009). This is also my contribution towards questioning

the production of migration-related knowledge about Asia (Asis, Piper & Raghuram, 2010).

1.2 Rationale

The rationale for my research stems from two interrelated issues. The first motivation is
empirical, concerning my desire to understand the origins and nature of Malaysia’s skilled
emigration in light of recent migration policy changes in Malaysia and two popular migration
destination countries, Singapore and the United Kingdom (UK). The second motivation is
theoretical, concerning my confusion as to how the Malaysian case — a post-colonial, multi-
ethnic modern nation-state — can be explained using existing theoretical concepts with respect
to migration and citizenship. The latter has been informed by my reading of existing literature,

my encounters with other mobile Malaysians | have met as part of my personal migration

III

YIn this thesis, | use “post-colonial” to indicate the temporal period after colonial rule, and
“postcolonial” to indicate a theoretical approach.



Part | — Chapter 1: Introduction
journey, as well as my earlier work on Malaysian-Chinese skilled migrants in Singapore (Koh,

2010).

1.2.1 Bumiputera-Differentiated Citizenship

Malaysia is a post-colonial nation-state that gained independence in 1957 after more than 150
years of British colonial intervention. At the onset of its first existence as a modern nation-
state (i.e. the Malayan Union in 1946), Malaysia was made up of a multi-ethnic immigrant
population — largely a result of large-scale labour immigration encouraged by the British in the
late-19th and early-20th century. Due to the British colonial administration’s strategy of
“divide-and-rule” to manage the multi-ethnic immigrant populations, there has been a history

of racial hierarchy, racial ideology, and the making real of Malay indigineity (see Chapter 4).

As a result, the introduction of a universal Malayan citizenship by the British colonial
administration was fraught with opposition, especially from the ethnic Malay aristocracy.
During the colonial to post-colonial transition (1940s—1960s), as well as key historical moments
during the 1960-70s, Malaysia’s citizenship has developed into one that is differentiated along

Bumiputera (lit. “sons of soil”) lines — what | call Bumiputera-differentiated citizenship.

Bumiputera is not an ethnic group per se,” but refers to a special “indigenous” status with
special rights protected in the constitution.® Farugi (2008, p.698) notes that the term
Bumiputera “has no legal basis and is of political coinage” and that “there is no authoritative
definition of it anywhere”. Indeed, the term does not appear in the constitution. Instead, the
constitution specifies “Malay”* and “natives” of the States of Sabah and Sarawak. Nevertheless,
the Malaysian citizenry is divided into Bumiputeras and non-Bumiputeras (Balasubramaniam,
2007), especially since affirmative action policies have been put in place to assist Bumiputeras
since 1970. These policies, most notably in the form of the New Economic Policy (NEP) (see

Chapter 5), prioritise Bumiputeras in access to education, government scholarships, civil

>The Malays and other indigenous ethnic groups enjoy Bumiputera status, although in everyday life the
term has been used predominantly in reference to ethnic Malays.

* For example, Article 153 of the constitution states that it is the responsibility of the Yang di-Pertuan
Agong (i.e. Head of State) to “safeguard the special position of the Malays and natives of any of the
States of Sabah and Sarawak”, and goes on to specify the “reservation ... of such proportion as he may
deem reasonable of positions in the public service ... and of scholarships, exhibitions and other similar
educational or training privileges or special facilities ... and permits and licenses.” Provisions are also
made for Malay reservation land which is reserved for alienation to Malays or to “natives of the State in
which it lies”.

A person who “habitually speaks the Malay language”, “professes the Muslim religion”, and “conforms
to Malay customs”.
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service jobs, property ownership, subsidised housing and business licenses. These impact upon

mobile Malaysians’ migration, a point | will return to shortly.

In existing literature, many have criticised the continued salience of Bumiputera/non-
Bumiputera divisions (see especially Mason & Omar, 2003). On the one hand, some scholars
have highlighted the effects of such divisions including emigration of non-Bumiputera ethnic
groups (Lam & Yeoh, 2004); unequal access to citizenship rights (Ong, 2009) implemented
through affirmative action policies such as higher education placements and scholarships
(Selvaratnam, 1988; Takei, Bock, & Saunders, 1973); long-term implications on the
employment market as a result of race-based division of labour (Tai, 1984); national
integration (Lim, 1985); and domestic politics and inter-ethnic group relationships (Holst,
2012). On the other hand, some questioned the Bumiputera category itself, including the
effectiveness of affirmative action policies in removing race-based inequalities within the
“Malay” ethnic group in access to higher education (Tzannatos, 1991); and exclusions of non-

Malay indigenous groups from enjoying Bumiputera privileges (Nah, 2003).

While there has been a wealth of debates on the Bumiputera issue, little, however, has been
done in examining what this meant for existing understandings of citizenship in relation to
(international) migration. For example, what can the racial politics of Bumiputera-
differentiated citizenship tell us about the behaviours of overseas Malaysians vis-a-vis the
Malaysian state, while in the diaspora? How does the Bumiputera-differentiated nature of
Malaysian citizenship impact upon mobile Malaysians’ citizenship and migration practices, such

as their considerations for return?

1.2.2 Emigration and Disloyalty

As a result of the practice of race-based affirmative action policies, non-Bumiputeras in general,
and the Malaysian-Chinese in particular, have lamented their position as second-class citizens.
Such sentiments are often accompanied by articulations of distrust of the Malaysian
government. These are familiar narratives for me, having spent my childhood and teenage
years in Malaysia. It has become common knowledge that some non-Bumiputeras, especially
the Malaysian-Chinese, have sought migration, especially for education, as an exit strategy

(Brooks & Waters, 2011; Nonini, 1997).

Indeed, growing up, | frequently heard stories about relatives, or someone else’s relatives

leaving for overseas studies or emigrating. During my 16-year stay in Singapore for education
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and work, | came across many non-Bumiputera mobile Malaysians who had flocked to
Singapore for education and subsequently stayed on for a career. | knew vaguely that there
were many Malaysians in the diaspora, a perception | had also gained from recurring reports in
the Malaysian media. In such reports, emigration would typically be equated to an act of
disloyalty. Indeed, the mobile Malaysians | met often assumed that leaving Malaysia is

frowned upon, and that returning was a sign of one’s loyalty to Malaysia.

| was intrigued by this uncritical equating of emigration to disloyalty, which seems to be an
accepted norm amongst Malaysians. Furthermore, despite the racialised nature of their
migration, many mobile Malaysians appear to nurture a paradoxical strong sense of national
loyalty to Malaysia. This confused me as these behaviours do not seem to fit existing literature
on citizenship and diaspora. For example, this sense of loyalty articulated by mobile
Malaysians does not seem to translate into civic and political acts such as contributions to
homeland development, a norm in the literature on diasporas. In other words, loyalty is used
to describe mobile Malaysians’ sense of affiliation to Malaysia, yet this loyalty is rarely

translated into “acts of citizenship” (Isin & Nielsen, 2008).

As part of my personal migration, | came across Malaysians who had stayed most of their lives
overseas, but who still staunchly guarded their Malaysian citizenship without any desires to
exchange that for another citizenship. This could be partially explained by the fact that
Malaysia does not recognise dual citizenship, as well as mobile Malaysians’ desire to retain
access to benefits tied to their Malaysian citizenship. However, | have come across anecdotal
accounts explaining such citizenship decisions as a combination of nostalgia and loyalty to
Malaysia. Here, again, loyalty looms large. | wondered: where does this narrative of loyalty
come from? How and why is loyalty made significant for and by mobile Malaysians, in relation
to their migration and citizenship practices? How does this matter to citizenship and migration

theories?

1.2.3 Recent Migration Policy Changes

Although there was awareness of Malaysia’s brain drain as early as the 1960s, it has only been
since January 2011 that the Malaysian government has been actively pursuing reverse brain
drain efforts. Talent Corporation Malaysia Berhad (TalentCorp), a government-linked company,
was established in January 2011 to oversee Malaysia’s talent project, including the revamp of
the Returning Expert Programme (REP) to facilitate return migration. This is in line with the

New Economic Model (NEM), an initiative introduced in 2010 by the Malaysian Prime Minister
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Najib Razak, with the objective of Malaysia achieving high-income country status by the year
2020. In April 2011, The World Bank (2011) published a report on Malaysia’s brain drain,
estimating that there were 1 million overseas Malaysians in 2010 compared to 750,000 in 2000,
of which a third were tertiary-educated skilled migrants (335,000 in 2010 compared to 217,000
in 2010). Although both TalentCorp and The World Bank report came about after | commenced
my PhD studies in October 2010, | see these as signals that my research is timely and of policy

significance.

In contrast to Malaysia’s return migration efforts, popular destination countries hosting skilled
Malaysian migrants such as Singapore and the UK have been implementing increasingly
stringent citizenship and immigration policies (see Chapter 6). The UK’s Points Based System
(PBS) immigration policy, introduced in 2008, has seen frequent changes with the effect of
restricting immigration and settlement. Similarly, previously skilled migration-friendly
Singapore has adopted a more cautious stance since 2009. While these migration policies have
used predominantly economic factors as carrots and sticks, Malaysia’s return migration
discourse has also played on the patriotic card. Overseas Malaysians are called upon to either
return “to contribute towards the nation’s development”, or to “contribute back to Malaysia”
while remaining in the diaspora (TalentCorp, 2012, pp. 141-143). Malaysia’s Deputy Prime
Minister has also emphasised that “people who migrate are not unpatriotic and the

government does not view them as such” (Bernama, 2011).

These recent migration policy changes present an excellent opportunity to examine how
mobile Malaysians rationalise and respond to the economic and emotional push/pull factors of
their emigration and immigration states. In particular, following what | had noticed about the
recurrent articulations of emigration and (dis)loyalty, | was interested in examining the
relationship between the Malaysian government’s implicit discourse of migration and national
loyalty, and how this has in turn been repeated by mobile Malaysians themselves. | wondered:
why is loyalty a recurrent theme in the Malaysian government’s rhetoric and mobile
Malaysians’ narratives? Is this discourse of loyalty a unique one pertaining to the Malaysian

case, and if so, why? How does this relate to theories of citizenship and migration?

1.3 Questions: Linking the Historicity of Citizenship to Migration Practices

My starting point for this thesis is: what if mobile Malaysians’ citizenship and practices could

be explained by paying attention to the historicity of citizenship in colonial Malaya and post-
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colonial Malaysia? From my earlier overview of existing Bumiputera-related literature, it is
evident that Malaysia’s Bumiputera/non-Bumiputera differentiation is an issue of contention.
However, not much has been done in drawing the link between how this differentiation came
about and how it subsequently affects contemporary migration. Existing literature on
Malaysia’s brain drain tends to take a priori affirmative action policies as a push factor,
particularly with respect to unequal access to higher education and economic activities. Thus,
the discussions have unfortunately been framed within the limited discourse of brain drain or
diaspora — the most recent example being The World Bank’s (2011) Malaysia economic

monitor: Brain drain.

While this may be true, | argue that this is only a partial picture. Furthermore, | argue that this
obscures our understanding of migration phenomena in its entirety as it draws artificial
boundaries between apparently “different” types of migration (e.g. student-migration and
skilled migration) that could have been usefully conceptualised holistically in relation to an
individual’s migration trajectory. For example, although affirmative action policies limiting
access to higher education and postgraduate social mobility may have been the fundamental
cause for mobile Malaysians’ emigration, how do their migration geographies pan out — before
and after leaving Malaysia? Are brain drain and skilled migration theories the only way to
explain their migration geographies? If, as common knowledge suggests, “racial policies
enforced Malaysia’s brain drain” (The Malay Mail, 2013), does the race factor play out similarly

for all mobile Malaysians and throughout their migration geographies, or are there diversities?

More importantly, Malaysia’s Bumiputera-differentiated citizenship and the nature of mobile
Malaysians’ migration raise challenging and pertinent questions to inform existing migration
and citizenship literature. First, Malaysian citizenship is differentiated along Bumiputera lines,
and appears to be accepted as such by the Malaysian citizenry. Why is that so? How does this
challenge normative conceptions of universal and equal citizenship in the Western liberal sense?
Second, while mobile Malaysians would be described as skilled migrants in the migration
studies and brain drain literature, they complicate the image of the privileged transnational
migrant since theirs is arguably a racialised migration. However, despite this, there seems to
be a paradoxical practice of equating the retention of Malaysian citizenship to loyalty. How did
this come about? How does this challenge existing understandings of citizenship and migrants’
reactions to state-led diaspora strategies? Finally, what can the Malaysian case say to existing

migration and citizenship literature?
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To address the issues raised above, my research questions are defined as follows:

1. What are mobile Malaysians’ migration geographies, and how did these come
about?
a. How did mobile Malaysians end up where they are?
b. What can an examination of the historicity of citizenship in Malaysia tell us
about the explanatory factors for their migration geographies, above and

beyond race-based affirmative action policies?

2. What are mobile Malaysians’ citizenship and migration practices, and how and
why are these carried out?

a. What is the relationship between their interpretations of citizenship (in
particular, citizenship as loyalty) and the citizenship strategies and migration
practices they adopt?

b. How and why did such interpretations and practices come about?

¢. What material consequences do these bring (e.g. to mobile Malaysians, to
Malaysia the emigration state, and to Singapore and the UK the immigration

states)?

Through these research questions, | aim to achieve the following:

1. To identify theoretical implications for migration and citizenship studies through an
examination of the relationship between the historicity of citizenship and
contemporary (skilled) migration in the Malaysian case; and

2. To identify policy implications for Malaysia specifically, and emigration states

generally.

To operationalise the research, | adopt a reflexive reading of archival documents, in-depth
qualitative interviews, and my research diary. Conducting archival research follows my starting
point for this research: the historicity of citizenship and what this might mean for
understanding contemporary migration. For the purpose of this thesis, | confine myself to a
reading of archival documents pertaining to colonial Malaya (1820s—1950s) and post-colonial

Malaysia (1950s—1960s).

My decision to employ qualitative interviews takes inspiration from works emphasising
bottom-up understandings of the geographies, spatialities and imaginings of citizenship and
national sentiments (Desforges, Jones & Wood, 2005; Leitner & Ehrkamp, 2006; Mann &

Fenton, 2009; Staeheli et al., 2012). In this thesis, | confine the interviews to mobile Malaysian
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respondents resident in London, Singapore, and Kuala Lumpur for reasons | will explain in

Chapter 3.

My personal life journey as a mobile Malaysian circulating between London, Singapore and
Malaysia further enriches this study by providing a reflexive insider/outsider perspective. This
epistemological positioning draws inspiration from Haraway’s (1998) situated knowledge and
partial perspectives, as well as recent discussions of migrant-researchers researching migrants

from similar backgrounds (Kim, 2012; Shinozaki, 2012).°

Theoretically, | position this research at the intersections of postcolonial geography, migration
studies, and citizenship studies. Adopting a postcolonial approach is appropriate since this
research seeks to understand contemporary migration phenomena in Malaysia through an
examination of the historicity of citizenship and British colonial legacies in post-colonial
Malaysia. Taking inspiration from Bourdieu’s (1977, 1990) notion of habitus, | propose the
concept of “citizenship habitus” as a postcolonial approach to examine and understand how
and why mobile Malaysians adopt their citizenship and migration practices. In the next section,

| discuss my conceptual positioning and the literature spheres | draw upon.

1.4 Conceptual Positioning

1.4.1 Postcolonial Approach to Migration

Postcolonial theory has informed our understanding of how colonialism impacts upon a
colonised territory, leaving legacies such as racial stereotypes, education and political systems
(see Ashcroft, et al. 2006; Loomba, 1998). In the discipline of Geography, it has been widely
acknowledged that postcolonial geography offers opportunities to challenge the colonialism of
knowledge and ideas (Blunt & McEwan, 2002; Kothari, 2006c; Sharp, 2009; Sidaway, 2000).
However, as Mcllwaine (2008) notes, there has been a lack of an explicit postcolonial
perspective in migration studies. Although there have been attempts to address this gap, the
research landscape remains limited in scope and foci. For example, while a special issue of the
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies (2010, 36(8)) claims a postcolonial approach to the
migration of expatriates and mobile professionals, the focus has been to theoretically analyse

these “Euro-American privileged migrants” (Fechter & Walsh, 2010, p. 1198) vis-a-vis European

>See also forthcoming articles in Migration Studies, in particular Carling et al. (forthcoming) and
Nowicka and Cieslick (forthcoming).
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colonists and settlers. There remains a gap in considering other kinds of counter migration

flows.

Furthermore, owing to the attention on the perspectives of receiving countries — often former
colonial states — discussions have tended to focus on issues of assimilation, cultural hybridity
and the changes to cultural practices at home and abroad (Dwyer, 2000; Waite & Cook, 2011).
Consequently, there is a lack of studies from the perspectives of sending countries — especially
former colonies — particularly in terms of issues of citizenship understandings and migration

practices.

On the other hand, existing studies on colonial legacies in Malaya and Malaysia have focused
on the creation of racial categories (Hirschmanm, 1986, 1987, 2004); the production and
legitimisation of racial knowledge (Fernandez, 1999; Manickam, 2009, 2012; Pannu, 2009);
influences of political structures and development (Mohd Rizal Mohd Yaakop, 2010); impacts
on education systems (Loh, 1975; Loo, 2007; O’Brien, 1980); and racial preference in education
provision and entries into the civil service (Stevenson, 1975; Yeo, 1980). With regards to post-
colonial consequences of such legacies, existing studies have tended to limit their analytical
boundary within the nation-state (with the exception of Stockwell, 1998). These include
racial/ethnic identities and politics (typically referred to as “communalism”) (Cham, 1977; Hua,
1983; Ratnam; 1965;) affirmative action policies (Lim, 1985); and the persistence of
Eurocentric ideas (Ooi, 2003). In regards to migration, the closest — and often implicit and
never explicitly drawn — links are between affirmative action policies and emigration/brain
drain (Andressen, 1993; The World Bank, 2011). In sum, while there is a wealth of studies on
colonial legacies in Malaysia, there remains a gap in examining how these legacies relate to

migration.

Addressing the gaps highlighted above, my suggestion for a postcolonial approach to migration
stems from an emigration state perspective. Empirically, my concern is to understand
migration phenomena from a multi-ethnic, post-colonial Southeast Asian country. While the
empirical has been my primary motivation, my end goal is located in the theoretical. According
to Mains et al. (2013, p. 140), “[t]aking seriously the topic of postcolonial migrations means
that we question the basis of our understanding of migration.” Building upon this, | argue that
adopting a postcolonial approach to understanding migration contributes towards gaps in the

literature in four ways.

10
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First, a postcolonial approach traces how colonial legacies work their way into contemporary
migration geographies and citizenship practices. This contributes to migration literature as it
enables an examination of the interactions between the macro (e.g. the historicities of
citizenship constitution) and the micro (e.g. individual migrant’s interpretations of citizenship).
While existing migration theories have contributed much to our understanding of why
migrants migrate from various perspectives (e.g. political economy, individual motivation, the
migrant household) (see Massey et al., 1993), there has been a persistent gap between macro-
structural and micro-individual perspectives. As O’Reilly (2012, p. 7) notes, “it is still unusual
for [migration scholars] to fully deal with the interaction of macro, micro and meso levels”.
Since “migration is rooted in structures and cognitive meanings” (Salaff et al., 2010: p. 3),
migration should ideally be analysed in relation to interactions between structural forces and
migrants’ interpretations of what those structural forces mean to them. In the context of this
thesis, this means understanding how post-colonial migrants’ migration geographies and

citizenship practices are circumscribed by, and interact with, colonial legacies.

Second, this provides a temporal lens linking the historical to the contemporary — without
turning the research into a historical study. In other words, this approach provides a view to
“the colonial present” (Gregory, 2004), albeit in terms of migration phenomena. This also
addresses the limitation in existing literature on colonial legacies in Malaysia, which
unfortunately has not gone beyond the confines of historical research (e.g. Harper, 2001;

Milner, 1982; Stockwell, 1979).

Third, this enables a re-evaluation of key migration concepts such as citizenship, migration,
and state-citizen relationship, in light of non-Anglo-Western experiences. In particular, this
enables an interrogation of ethnicity and race, concepts that have been socialised as norms in
post-colonial contexts through the forces of colonialism — and thus obscured in the analysis of
migration. Since citizenship in the Malaysian case appears to be intimately tied to the notion of
loyalty, adopting a postcolonial approach in this instance also addresses a gap in existing
citizenship literature by highlighting how and why notions of Western liberal citizenship may

not apply in certain contexts (with the exception of Longva, 1995).

Finally, a postcolonial approach enables bottom-up understanding of migration and citizenship,
by paying attention to non-mainstream voices that has thus far not been brought to the fore in
existing migration literature. This challenges existing literature on skilled and transnational
migration, in particular the image of the flexible citizen (Ong, 1999), in two ways: firstly, by

highlighting the “alternative realities within many Chinese transnationalisms” (Lin, 2012, p.

11
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137); and secondly, by showing, in specific ways, how skilled migrants “do not live in a
‘frictionless world’” (Willis, Yeoh and Fakhri, 2002, p. 505) — with particular reference to the

significance of colonial legacies and how these affect related migration issues.

1.4.2 Citizenship Habitus

In this thesis, | propose the concept of citizenship habitus as a postcolonial theoretical
framework to understand how and why mobile Malaysians carry out certain citizenship and
migration practices. | do so by positioning their migration geographies theoretically at the

intersections of colonial legacies and habitus — structure and interpretive meanings.

According to Bourdieu (2005, p. 43, original italics), habitus is “a system of dispositions, that is
of permanent manners of being, seeing, acting and thinking, or a system of long-lasting (rather
than permanent) schemes or schemata or structures of perception, conception and action”. By
extension, citizenship habitus is a set of inherited dispositions that structures ways of
understanding, interpreting and practising one’s original citizenship. This set of dispositions
subsequently affects how one understands, interprets and practise other citizenship(s) vis-a-vis
one’s original citizenship — in this case, the Malaysian citizenship vis-a-vis British, Singaporean,
and other citizenship(s). Here, an examination of colonial legacies theoretically and empirically
is important as this enables the interrogation of firstly, how certain citizenship-related “truths”
made real through colonialism contribute towards citizenship habitus in a multi-ethnic, post-
colonial context; and secondly, the longevity of these “truths” that become internalised and

carried as citizenship-related practices into a culture of migration.

To situate citizenship habitus theoretically in relation to migration in a postcolonial context, |
further draw from three literature spheres (Figure 1.1): firstly, migration theories; secondly,
postcolonialism and colonial legacies; and thirdly, citizenship, national identity and loyalty. The
decision for drawing from these literature spheres is deliberate, and has been informed by the
rationale for this thesis as | have explained earlier. Briefly, | look to migration theories as a
starting point since this research stems from the fundamental question of why migrants
migrate and the consequences of their migration. | then look to postcolonialism and colonial
legacies since | am interested in adopting a postcolonial theoretical approach on a post-
colonial empirical context. | also look to citizenship, national identity and loyalty as “loyalty”

appears to be a recurrent theme in issues of citizenship and migration in the Malaysian context.

12
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Figure 1.1: Relationships between Theoretical Spheres
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Taken altogether, citizenship habitus offers an analytical lens to examine firstly, how legacies
of colonialism initiate, facilitate and propagate migration; secondly, how certain colonial-
institutionalised beliefs are carried into migration; and thirdly, how these understandings are
subsequently translated into citizenship and migration practices by migrants from former

colonies. | elaborate this theoretical framework in Chapter 2.

1.5 Explanation of Terms

In this thesis, | chose to use “race” instead of “ethnicity” for three reasons. First, “race”
captures the politicised nature of an internalised set of assumptions about the characteristics,
demeanours, and ways of life across a group’s social, economic and political life. Second, this
approach highlights the discursive use of “race” as a social stratification factor amongst the
Malaysian citizenry. Finally, and most importantly, this emphasises the continued salience of
racial ideology and hierarchies in post-colonial Malaysian society, which | argue has been

inherited as a legacy from British colonialism.

For the purpose of this thesis, | confine my discussion of British colonial legacies in three areas:
firstly, the materialising of race, racial hierarchies, and the myth of Malay indigeneity; secondly,
race-based school systems and socially-constructed aspirations for education — especially

British/Western education — as preferred means towards social mobility; and thirdly, race-

13
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based political representation and a federal state consisting of an arbitrary amalgamation of

socio-economically and historically diverse territories.

| use these colonial legacies, inherited and exacerbated by the post-colonial Malaysian state, to
explain why contemporary mobile Malaysians carry out certain citizenship and migration
practices. By “citizenship and migration practices”, | mean: firstly, migration trajectories to
specific destinations (especially Singapore and the UK);® and secondly, the subjective
interpretations, meanings and practices of Malaysian citizenship vis-a-vis other citizenship and
permanent resident statuses in migration destinations. An example of the latter would be
these citizenship statuses are conceptualised, articulated and practised through the concepts

of loyalty and/or security.

| also use the concept of “culture of migration” to describe mobile Malaysians’ migration
practices. By “culture of migration”, | mean firstly, that migration/mobility is common and has
been an accepted way of life for individual mobile Malaysians and their families. This takes the
form of: first, multiple migratory movements throughout one’s lifecourse; second, the
normalcy of migratory movements within the family and social network; and third, no clear
distinction between internal and international migration from the perspectives of those who
move. Secondly, migrating for education has become an internalised social mobility strategy
that may not be consciously recognised as a way to negotiate structural constraints posed by

the Bumiputera-differentiated citizenship and affirmative action policies.

1.6 Thesis Structure

This thesis is organised into four parts of nine chapters (Figure 1.2). Part | sets the stage for
this thesis. Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 reviews relevant literature and
develops my theoretical argument. Chapter 3 details my research design and discusses

methodological issues.

The next five chapters describe and analyse my research findings, organised into two parts.
Part 1l (Chapters 4-5) focuses on history. The chapters examine the making of Malaysia’s
citizenship habitus in two periods: first, identifying three “truths” solidified during British

colonial rule; and second, tracing how these “truths” become institutionalised in post-colonial

® These typically start off as a culture of migrating for overseas education, subsequently turning into a
culture of further unplanned migrations.
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Malaysia. Part lll (Chapters 6-8) focuses on the importance of “race”, education and citizenship
in mobile Malaysians’ migration geographies. The chapters examine mobile Malaysians’
citizenship and migration practices through three interconnected parts: first, introducing the
current state of Malaysia’s emigration; second, tracing mobile Malaysians’ migration
geographies across key life stages; and third, analysing mobile Malaysians’ citizenship
interpretations and practices. Chapter 9 concludes my thesis and discusses theoretical,

methodological and policy implications.

Figure 1.2: Thesis Structure

e
T i
i -\. "

e N N

PARTI PART Il

SETTIMG THE 5TAGE HISTORY MATTERS: THE

MAKING OF MALAYSIA'S

Introcluction CITIZEMSHIP HAEITUS
2 Thoarcael 4. British Colanial
[ rarmEwor b e |— =
- i r J. Hesedrch Design and L he Mastalaies] —_—
2 Mt hardealngiess Stats Carriestln A

4 ¢ J\ 4
v ~ f/- PART Il \

\ \‘*._ “RACE", EDUCATION AND -
N, PART IV e
i CITIZENSHIP MATTERS: P
‘“‘—| CLOSIMNG THE STAGE WMOBILE MALAYSIANS b L

= W
TR 8. Conclusion 5. Molbilz Malaysionsand

a Ll e of Migration

Ao Traeang Mg aliers
Grnpraphizs

A Cihrsnship:

Interpratatinns ang
\ _/‘ k\ Fracticss

Source: Author

15



Part | — Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework

CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In Chapter 1, | introduced the concept of citizenship habitus that offers a postcolonial
approach to explain contemporary citizenship and migration practices. In Section 1.4, | briefly
explained the conceptual positioning of this thesis: drawing primarily from Bourdieu’s (1977,
1990) notion of habitus, and complemented by three literatures (migration theories;
postcolonialism and colonial legacies; and citizenship, national identity and loyalty). This
chapter expands on this theoretical discussion by reviewing each of the literatures in greater
depth. | show how existing gaps in each of the literature spheres can be addressed collectively

through the concept of citizenship habitus.

This chapter is organised in five sections. First, for migration theories (Section 2.1), | trace how
existing theories have approached the explanation of migration generally, and skilled
migration specifically. | then briefly review literature on migration of Malaysians, before
ending this section with a summary of existing gaps, particularly in reference to a postcolonial
approach to analyse migration. Second, for postcolonialism and colonial legacies (Section 2.2),
| review three broad areas covered in existing literature: firstly, race/ethnic identity; secondly,

education; thirdly, political system and democracy.

Third, for citizenship, national identity and loyalty (Section 2.3), | review theoretical literature
on the relationships between citizenship, national identity, and loyalty/patriotism. Next, |
move to empirical literature on Malaysia’s case, which discusses issues of race/ethnicity,
national identity and loyalty. | then draw the two strands together and discuss existing gaps.
Finally, | discuss Bourdieu’s notion of habitus and point out how the concept of citizenship
habitus can be useful in integrating the literature spheres together to understand mobile

Malaysians’ citizenship and migration practices (Section 2.4) before concluding in Section 2.5.

2.1 Migration Theories

In explaining the reasons for the occurrence and perpetuation of migration, existing migration
theories tend to fall into two distinct categories. On the one hand, structural/deterministic
explanations view migration as natural or inevitable outcomes of macro forces operating at

global and national scales. On the other hand, agency explanations emphasise migration as
16
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choices made by individual and/or social groups (family, household, community). Both types of
explanations are not wrong in themselves, although there is an inherent dichotomy between
them. Some migration scholars have drawn upon structuration theories in an attempt to
bridge this dichotomy. However, as Bakewell (2010) argues, these attempts remain
unsatisfactory as they fall short of providing consistent theoretical and methodological

solutions.

In reality, migration is a “complicated, challenging, and diverse phenomenon involving
changing statuses and multiple geographical trajectories” (Samers, 2010, p. 8). It is not just an
individual migrant’s one-off movement across a geographical or political boundary. From the
migrant’s perspective, migration is often subjected to shifting intentions and further
unplanned migrations. Furthermore, one’s migration is simultaneously interlinked with one’s
past and future generations, and a reflection of changing conditions in the origin and host
locations (Castles & Miller, 2009, p. 20). From the nation-states’ perspective, migration is
interlinked with the management of population demography, citizenship and political

economy.

This brings forth two persistent challenges to migration theories. Firstly, there is a continual
gap between micro and macro scales of analysis as scholars attempt to strike a balance
between understanding migrants’ perspectives and institutions’ perspectives. Secondly, and
consequently, there is a structure-agency dichotomy as scholars attempt to understand the
relationships between migrants’ agency and structural factors constraining migrants’ agency.
Here, feminist geographers have advanced a more nuanced, gendered understanding of the
structure-agency dichotomy by highlighting the role gender plays in migration (see Willis &
Yeoh, 2003; Wright, 1995). This includes works examining intra-household dynamics and
female agency (Chant, 1998; Lawson, 1998).

These two challenges have epistemological, theoretical and methodological consequences.
Firstly, different disciplines place emphases on different aspects and dimensions of migration
(see Brettell & Hollifield, 2008). For example, geography focuses on concepts of place, space,
scale, and time; anthropology, cultural studies, and sociology focus on issues of socio-cultural
identity and belonging; while economics, political science and law focus on the economics and
politics of migration management and governance. Secondly, different levels of analysis
require very different types of research methodologies. Macro-level analysis may use
quantitative data sets to determine broad overviews of migration patterns; while micro-level

analysis may use qualitative interviews to capture individual migration narratives.
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Some recent migration studies have adopted multiple layers and lenses to better understand
the complexities and diversities of migration. These include the socio-cultural; the biographical;
and the relational. The first acknowledges how migrants’ identities shape their interpretations
of push-pull factors, seeing micro-level migration as part of a culture of migration (Kandel &
Massey, 2002). The second adopts a life course approach rather than seeing migration as a
discrete event (Findlay & Li, 1997; Halfacree & Boyle, 1993; Ni Laoire, 2000). The third moves
beyond the economic versus non-economic dualism in understanding motivations for
migration (Halfacree, 2004), such as employing a simultaneously top-down and bottom-up
approach, or positioning migration in relation to history and contemporary temporalities
(Favell, 2008, p. 260). While these may not necessarily be explicit attempts to resolve the
structure-versus-agency and macro-versus-micro question, they contribute towards closing the

gaps between the respective dichotomies.

2.1.1 Explaining Migration

Structural/Deterministic versus Agency Explanations

Earlier migration theories have tended to see migration as labour migration, and thus have
been influenced by economic theories. One of the earliest theories to explain migration is
neoclassical economic theory. In this perspective, migration is seen as labour migration caused
by wage differences between geographical locations. This echoes assumptions underlying
Ravenstein’s (1885, 1889) “Laws of Migration” — that migration is initiated and perpetuated by
differentials between places. This view sees migration as a natural and inevitable economic
response to structural forces. Furthermore, these structural forces “produce sociospatial
inequalities and constrain the life chances of individuals as members of specific social classes in
particular places” (Goss & Lindquist, 1995, p. 318). In other words, migrants have no agency:

they are merely cogs and wheels responding to structural forces beyond their control.

Similarly, the dual labour market theory sees international migration as the natural outcome of
a segmented labour market emerging in advanced industrial economies (see Piore, 1979). The
demand for both highly-skilled and low skilled labour in these economies is fulfilled by labour
migration flows. Although institutional factors (e.g. employer’s role in recruiting migrant
labour) and migrant characteristics (e.g. ethnicity, gender, skill levels) are taken into account,
the dual labour market theory relies on a fundamentally structural approach in explaining why

migration — interpreted as labour migration — occurs.
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In the 1970s and 1980s, the historical-institutional approach offered a historically-grounded
structural approach that conceptualised migration in relation to colonialism and regional
inequalities. This approach has its roots in Marxist political economy and dependency theory
(Castles & Miller, 2009, p. 26), and explained migration in terms of the political and economic
power relations between regions. The world systems theory, with its roots in Wallerstein’s
(1974) writings, advanced this by conceptualising how less-developed economic regions are
incorporated into the world economy, which is predominantly controlled by more-developed
economic regions. Here again, migration is explained by a macro-economic and structural
approach. In addition, migration is seen from the perspective of the more-developed region
(i.e. the immigration context) rather than from that of the less-developed region (i.e.

emigration context).

On the other hand, the new economics of labour migration approach (Stark, 1990; Taylor,
1999) sees families, households and social groups as the unit of analysis instead of the
individual migrant. Migration is seen as a family strategy, where household members are
deployed in various migration trajectories to diversify income sources and to minimise risk.
Here, migration is no longer seen purely as a response to structural demands. Instead,
migration is the result of a household decision (i.e. agency). Another agent-specific perspective
comes from the assumption of the migrant as homo economicus — a rational individual with
perfect information seeking to maximise his/her predominantly economic utility. This
assumption has been prevalent in most economics-based migration theories. However,
migrants rarely possess perfect information nor do they have complete freedom in their

migration decisions.

Networks and Cultures of Migration

Network theory, institutional theory and cumulative causation explain the perpetuation of
migration, while the cultures of migration approach can explain the initiation and perpetuation
of migration. According to the network theory, migrants draw upon formal and informal social
networks for information and resources in making their migration decisions, as well as to
manage migration costs. Institutional theory suggests that as a particular migration flow
develops, migration institutions emerge to provide services facilitating migration. Cumulative
causation explains that with time, migration flow sustains itself as each migration act

cumulatively contributes to make subsequent migration more likely.

19



Part | — Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework
Migration systems theory suggests that migration flows between emigration and immigration
contexts result from pre-existing economic, cultural and political links. In a similar way, a
culture of migration perspective sees migration flows as a socialised “rite of passage”
undertaken by members of an emigration context. This has been adopted in explaining well-
established international migration flows such as Mexican (Kandel & Massey, 2002) and
Filipino emigration (Asis, 2006). More recently, this approach has also been adopted in rural-
urban migration (Cohen, 2004) and other less-known contexts, such as Ali’s (2007) study of

Hyderabadi Muslim migrants.

Networks and cultures of migration theories are useful in explaining collective migration and
socialised migration behaviours from a particular emigration context. However, they cannot
take into account different levels of analysis simultaneously. In addition, they may not be
transferable to contexts where there has been no critical mass of similar migration trajectories.
With regard to the issue of structure versus agency, networks and cultures of migration
theories can be seen as structuration approaches as they can take into account the

interactions between structural forces and agency of members of a migration community.

2.1.2 Explaining Skilled Migration

States’ Perspective

Within literature adopting the states’ perspective, skilled migration has been theorised
through concepts such as “brain drain”, “brain gain” and “brain circulation”. “Brain drain” was
first used in reference to the post-World War Il exodus of British doctors to the United States
and Canada (Crush & Hughes, 2009, p. 342). The term has since been used more generally to
describe the loss of skilled professionals and related externalities accompanying their exit. In
contrast, “brain gain” refers to the inflow of skilled professionals and the accompanying
compounding effects in immigration states, while “brain circulation” refers to the
transnational circulation of human capital, bringing benefits to both immigration and
emigration states (Saxenian, 2005). Although different terms have been used, they are linked

by the common theme: migration of skilled persons across national borders.

The issue of brain drain (typically from developing to developed countries) has seen a
transition from the pessimistic stance to discussions of brain circulation (Saxenian, 2005) and
“talent flow” (Carr, Inkson, & Thorn, 2005). While previous normative debates have been
about developed immigration states’ responsibilities in tackling global inequalities (Kapur &

McHale, 2005), emphases are now placed on the roles of emigration states in engaging their
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diasporas and facilitating their contributions (Brinkerhoff, 2006; Chappell & Glennie, 2009; de
Haas, 2006; lonescu, 2006); and the roles of diasporas as development agents in initiating and
participating in homeland-development projects (Faist, 2008; Hugo, 2011). For skilled
migrants/diasporas, these take the form of diaspora networks (Kuznetsov & World Bank

Institute, 2006), knowledge transfers and return migration (Iredale, Guo, & Rozario, 2003).

Recently, the International Organisation of Migration (IOM) and Migration Policy Institute (MPI)
published a handbook on how emigration and immigration states can better engage diasporas
in development (IOM & MPI, 2012). This signals the reinvigoration of migrants/diasporas as
development agents, an assumption with which Raghuram (2009b) and Ho (2011a) have raised
concerns. Nevertheless, the migration-development nexus (see Faist & Fauser, 2011) continues
to be perpetuated by international development organisations such as The World Bank and
the Global Commission on International Migration (GCIM). Thus, from the states’ perspectives,
skilled migrants/diasporas are valuable talents and resources to be capitalised for

development purposes.

Migrants’ Perspective

Literature explaining skilled migration from migrants’ perspective has tended to focus on
economic factors. For example, Papademetriou, Somerville, and Tanaka (2008, p. 23) suggest
“drivers” and “facilitators” considered by highly-skilled migrants as a total package in deciding
their emigration destinations. “Drivers” are “first-order variables” of economic factors
(opportunities, capital infrastructure and the presence of critical masses of other talented
professionals); while “facilitators” are “second-order variables” or non-economic factors (fair

and generous social model, lifestyle and environmental factors, and tolerant and safe society).

Looking more closely into push factors driving skilled migrants’ emigration, Favell et al. (2006,
pp. 8-9) suggest that they are “career-frustrated ‘spiralists’, who have gambled with dramatic
spatial mobility in their education and careers abroad to improve social mobility opportunities
that are otherwise blocked at home”. Similarly, Chappell and Glennie (2010) suggest that
skilled emigration decision factors include income remuneration, employment, professional
development, personal and professional networks, and political and economic circumstances
in the homeland; while return migration decision factors include general improvement of
situations in the homeland, feeling of belonging to one’s culture and society, and the

intentionally temporary nature of one’s skilled migration sojourn.
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In all three examples, emphasis is placed primarily on economic factors, while socio-cultural
factors are seen as complementary catalytic factors. In other words, while these analyses
incorporate non-economic considerations such as social and environmental factors, they are
still premised upon the assumption of a rational homo economicus performing cost-benefit
calculations. Exceptions, however, are in feminist geographers’ discussions of gender roles and
relations in skilled migrants’ migration decisions and experiences. Yeoh and Willis (2005), for
example, highlight how Singaporean transnational female migrants in China negotiate their
multiple social roles as “tied” or “lead” migrants. In other words, economic rationalisations

may not be the only considerations for skilled migrants.

Taking another approach, Ho (2011b, p. 126) argues that Singaporean transnational migrants
chose to emigrate and remain extraterritorial citizens “as a way of expressing their
dissatisfaction with Singaporean policies and societal rules”. Furthermore, the “guilt” strategy
(Ho, 2009, p. 799) of labelling emigrants as “quitters” rather than “stayers” employed by the
Singaporean state to instil loyalty to the country has been received with aversion and
resentment, especially when the Singaporean state is perceived to be privileging foreign
talents over Singaporean citizens (see Ng, 2010; Yeoh & Huang, 2004). Ho's (2009, 2011b) work
shows that perceived and reciprocal relationships between skilled migrants/diasporas and the

emigration state can be an important factor in motivating emigration.

In regards to return, much work has focused on return migration of student-migrants or highly-
skilled migrants in specific professional sectors (e.g. Iredale, et al., 2003). For student-migrants,
studies are divided between those demonstrating cultural preferences (Lee & Kim, 2010) or
scholarship obligations for return (Ziguras & Law, 2006), and those demonstrating
differentiated and complex decision-making processes for return (Szelenyi, 2006). Another
area of focus is determinants of return migration for highly-skilled professionals, particularly in

the field of economics (e.g. Gibson & McKenzie, 2011).

Return has also been conceptualised as part of a long-term migration trajectory, and not
necessarily the end of a particular exit. This dovetails nicely with the idea of brain circulation,
evoking a positive image of flexible and autonomous citizens freely crossing national
boundaries in pursuit of their transnational lifestyles. However, alternating leavings and
returns could be due to difficulties faced at either sending or receiving societies. De Bree et
al.’s (2010) study of Moroccan returnees from the Netherlands highlights the difficulties of re-
integration into emigration societies. In addition, return is differentially negotiated depending

on a returnee’s socio-economic status, reasons for return, and whether they are first or
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subsequent generation emigrations. In contrast, Salaff et al.’s (2010) study of Hong Kong
returnees from Canada highlight how they face difficulties of cultural and professional
integration in immigration societies, causing such migrant households to adopt “astronaut”

migration trajectories of leaving/returning.

2.1.3 Studies on Malaysian Migration

Existing empirical research on mobile Malaysians’ migration has tended to focus on issues of
brain drain and skilled migration. A special issue of the Malaysian Journal of Economic Studies
(Tyson, 2011), for example, positions Malaysia’s brain drain in relation to economics and
population demography. While research on international migration of Malaysians has been
prevalent, this is segregated into separate categories such as transnational migration (Lam &
Yeoh, 2004; Lam, Yeoh, & Law, 2002), Chinese diaspora (Cartier, 2003), and student-migrants
(Andressen, 1993; Gardiner & Hirst, 1990). Other approaches have analysed international
migration on a macro-economic (Pillai, 1992; Pillai & Yusof, 1998), demographic (Hugo, 2011)

or historical (Wang, 1985) perspectives.

On the other hand, there has been much more attention on internal migration and the
development implications (Jones & Sidhu, 1979; Pryor, 1979a; Saw, 1980; Saw, 2005). Pryor’s
(1974) study has identified geographical implications of internal migration in Peninsular
Malaysia, although there appears to be a lack of research attention since. Nagata’s (1974)
study of Malay internal migration in the northern states of Perlis, Kedah, and Penang highlights
the circular mobility patterns and significance of kampong (lit. “village”, used to connote
“hometown”) as perpetual home for these internal “migrants”.” Given the significance of race
in the social stratification of Malaysian society, some research has examined whether race —
usually politely referred to as “ethnicity” — affects internal migration (Chitose, 2001, 2003;
Hirschman & Yeoh, 1979). Casting the glance beyond the mobility of Malaysians, Hing’s (2000)
study highlights how ethnic-migration — both internal migration and incoming foreigners —

produces boundaries between “us” and “them” vis-a-vis discourses of national belonging,

inclusion and exclusion.

7 follow-up on this point in Chapter 6.
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2.1.4 Existing Gaps and Ways Forward

In the literature, skilled migration has been analysed as a specific type of migration. This
produces three implications that in turn reinforce the “special” nature of skilled migrants.
Firstly, skilled migrants are seen as flexible citizens (Ong, 1999) who have more resources and
agency in their migration trajectories. Secondly, there is still a tendency to assume that skilled
migrants are primarily motivated by economic factors, despite works highlighting other factors
such as marriage, gender roles and household decision-making. Thirdly, and consequently,
state strategies to attract skilled migrants have also been premised upon economic factors and

rhetoric derived from economic logic.

This means that skilled migrants are still primarily viewed as privileged migrants. Furthermore,
they may be automatically excluded from discussions of other types of migration which may be
relevant to their migration experience (e.g. student migration). While recent works challenge
the universal and privileged view of transnational skilled migrants by highlighting the nuanced
and diverse experiences of transnational mobility (e.g. Ley, 2010; Lin, 2012), little has been
done in analysing skilled migration from a whole life migration perspective. Exceptions,
however, are in contributions towards the gendered dimension of skilled and transnational

migration (Raghuram, 2000; Yeoh & Willis, 2005).

Some recent work has touched upon the social and political complexities of skilled migration
decision-making. However, these complexities are often discussed specifically as return
migration decisions, and not as emigration decisions (with few exceptions concerning the
relationship between gender and migration). This means that the migration process and
experience has been truncated and analysed in isolation from each migration stage. Thus,
there is a lack of a holistic perspective in understanding skilled migration. This includes, for

example, the interrelationships between student, marriage, and skilled migration.

In regards to empirical work on Malaysian migration, existing studies have examined specific
types, and aspects of migration phenomena. However, | argue that there are two obvious gaps
thus far. First, these studies similarly suffer from the clear segregation of migration types and
stages present in studies on migration. An example is the distinct segregation between internal
and international migration. Second, and consequently, by using assumed concepts — inherited
from Western and Eurocentric traditions due to the colonial connection — without critical
interrogation, these studies obscure nuanced aspects specific to the Malaysian context. These

include race, social class, education-induced migration, geographical implications, and
24



Part | — Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework
circulatory mobility throughout the life course. Next, | discuss how a postcolonial approach is

useful in addressing gaps in migration literature generally and Malaysia’s migration specifically.

Postcolonial Approach

Postcolonial theory has been useful in contributing towards understandings of migration,
particularly the diasporic experience (e.g. Dwyer, 2000). However, as Mains et al. (2013, p. 133)
note, “the potential for postcolonial theory to fundamentally change how we understand
migration is underexplored within geography and within the social sciences more generally”.
Indeed, there are studies on post-colonial migration flows from former colonies to the former
colonial power, such as migrants from Indonesia and the Indies to the Netherlands (Oostindie,
2010), Caribbean migrants to and from Britain (Chamberlain 1997), and Latin American
migrants to Britain (Mcllwaine, 2008). These have tended to focus on the migration experience,
viewed from migrants’ perspectives. However, although these experiences are situated within
structures of colonialism, there has been little engagement with what a postcolonial lens might
uncover for migration studies. In other words, existing studies tend to take the post-colonial
temporal frame to investigate post-colonial migration flows, and not the postcolonial

analytical frame to examine how colonial legacies influence and implicate upon migration.

There are, however, tangential developments adopting a postcolonial analytical approach in
development studies and studies on migration-development nexus. Kothari’s (2006b, 2006c)
works on former colonial officers-turned modern development professionals highlight how
colonial discourses, imaginaries and practices continue to circumscribe the logics and
operations of the international development aid industry. Furthermore, Kothari (2006a)
highlights the silencing of race in development discourse, despite of the continued “legacy of
colonial forms of racial distinction” (p. 10) and assumptions in the functioning of the
development industry. Along a similar approach, Raghuram (2009b) questions the uncritical
assumptions underlying the migration-development nexus that migrants bear the
responsibility as development agents for their home countries. While she did not explicitly
claim to use a postcolonial analytical lens in this piece of work, her approach of questioning

Eurocentric assumptions of development echoes that of Kothari’s.

In her other works on brain drain and student migration documented in a special issue in
Geoforum on “postcoloniality, responsibility and care”, Raghuram and colleagues have raised
the issue of care and responsibility towards these specific types of migrants, as well as the

production and reproduction of power hierarchies across spatialities and temporalities
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(Raghuram, Madge & Noxolo, 2009). For example, her article on the migration of health
professionals shows how various stakeholders — including academics — become “implicit and
complicit actors producing the terrain” (Raghuram, 2009a, p. 29) within which the issue of
brain drain can be discussed. In another article employing a postcolonial analysis on
international students, Madge, Raghuram and Noxolo (2009) call for an “engaged pedagogy”,
one that goes beyond the responsibility of teaching, but instead focuses on a broader social
ethics of being “care-ful” (p. 43) to the continued salience of colonial legacies and power

hierarchies in knowledge production and reproduction.

While these articles deal with migration phenomena, the more important point is their
adoption of postcolonial approaches. In doing so, they challenge the dominance and assumed
superiority of colonial perspectives. Postcolonial approaches highlight the overlapping
spatialities of “here” and “there”, as well as the continued significance of colonialism-informed
knowledges, institutions and practices. Projecting this theoretical insight back onto migration
phenomena then enables a more nuanced and historically-grounded understanding of how
and why migration in a certain context occurs in specific ways. Subsequently, this insight can
then better inform migration-related policies, either within a national boundary, or at an

international arena.

As | have explained in Section 1.4.1, postcolonial approach to migration addresses gaps in
migration literature in four ways. First, it enables an examination of the interactions between
macro-structures and micro-agency. This contributes, at least in part, to challenge the
persistent dichotomy between macro- and micro-foci in migration studies. Second, it offers the
opportunity to situate migration phenomena under a temporal lens. This addresses the lack of
continuity in theorising and understanding migration through a longitudinal and historical
perspective — especially in the case of skilled migration literature. Third, it enables a critical
examination of key migration concepts (e.g. citizenship, migration, state-citizen relationship)
by contextualising this with colonial legacies during the colonial and post-colonial periods. This
challenges and enriches existing migration concepts that have been predominantly informed
by Anglo-Western experiences. Finally, it offers the space for bottom-up and non-mainstream
voices. This advances existing migration literature by providing a diversity of perspectives,

from which insights could be drawn to enhance existing migration theories.

Adopting a postcolonial approach to analyse Malaysia’s migration is also useful in a few ways.
First, it offers a historically-contextualised perspective in which to situate and understand

Malaysia’s migration. Second, and relatedly, it opens up the space to examine how colonial
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legacies matter to Malaysia’s contemporary migration, through engagement with issues of
race, social class, and a culture of migration. An examination of how these issues relate
specifically in the Malaysian context offers opportunities to draw broader, theoretical
conclusions that could be useful to understand other empirical contexts where these issues
may also have relevance. In other words, this approach is helpful in addressing gaps in the
literature on Malaysian migration | identified earlier (the segregation between internal and
international migration; and the lack of critical examination of migration concepts and their
relevance to non-Anglo-Western contexts), with broader theoretical and empirical implications

for understanding migration in other contexts.

In sum, a postcolonial approach is useful for the purpose of this thesis because it enables an
engagement with, and interrogation of, colonial legacies and how they matter to
contemporary migration — theoretically and empirically. In the next section, | review literature
on postcolonialism and colonial legacies, with a focus on discussing the extent to which

colonialism can be held responsible for the resultant material and immaterial legacies.

2.2  Postcolonialism and Colonial Legacies

According to McEwan (2009a, p. 17, original italics), postcolonialism refers to “a temporal
aftermath” (i.e. a period after colonialism) as well as “a critical aftermath” (i.e. phenomena
that exist beyond the end of a colonial period, but continue to be influenced by colonialism).
While postcolonial studies originally flourished from the disciplines of English literature, history
and philosophy, postcolonial approaches have also been taken up in the disciplines of
geography, anthropology and development (Kumar, 2011). A key concern in postcolonial
studies is the critique of Eurocentricism. This is typically explored by “problematizing,
deconstructing and de-centering the supposed universality of Western knowledge” (Kothari,
2005, p. 255) across two domains: firstly, the production of knowledge, which is criticised as
deriving from Eurocentric experiences and epistemologies that are then imposed upon non-
European contexts; and secondly, the creation of the Oriental “other” (Said, 1995) or the
subaltern (Spivak, 1988) who continues to have their voice(s) regulated and (mis)represented

by an unequal global landscape dominated by Eurocentricism.

In this section, | review existing postcolonial studies addressing issues of colonial legacies in
both material and immaterial forms. Material colonial legacies are tangible consequences such

as education systems, governance structures, and citizenship legislations. Immaterial colonial
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legacies are intangible consequences such as inter-ethnic relations, state-society relations, and

the construction of identities influenced by cultural essentialism.

Of course, some colonial legacies may exist in both material and immaterial forms. For
example, racial stereotypes introduced by colonialism could be institutionalised in material
forms in policies and constitutional rights. At the same time, racial stereotypes as “truths”
could take immaterial forms as they are socialised into people’s beliefs and perceptions that

I”

influence social relations between different “racial” groups. Furthermore, both material and
immaterial forms are never static — they necessarily co-constitute each other, resulting in a

vicious cycle.

2.2.1 Material and Immaterial Legacies

Racial/Ethnic Identity and Inequalities

Postcolonial studies have shed light on how racial ideology, legitimised by discourses of
“biological science” and “development”, supported colonial and imperial expansions. Here, |
review how some scholars have discussed the effects of racial/ethnic identity and inequalities
in former colonies during the post-colonial period. In particular, | pay attention to issues of
differential access to political rights and the perpetuation of racial hierarchies. My purpose is
to demonstrate how racial/ethnic identities and the associated inequalities are products of a
dialectical and “complex amalgam of economic and racial factors ... anchoring the present to

the colonial past” (Loomba, 1998, p. 129).

Based on the African context, Mamdani argues for the need “to historicize race and ethnicity
as political identities undergirded and reproduced by colonial institutions” (2001, p. 652). He
argues that the colonial state distinguished between race and ethnicity politically. Thus, race
and ethnicity are products of colonial intervention, which were subsequently reproduced by
mainstream African nationalists during the post-colonial period. However, Cooper (2005, p.
184) warns that Mamdani’s (1996) argument — that “[c]olonialism fostered the ethnicization of
Africa” — neglects to take into account the influences of non-colonialist actors during the final
stages of colonial rule in Africa. In other words, while colonialism materialised race and
ethnicity into political identities in colonial Africa, it is the transition period towards post-

colonial independence that embedded these into constitutional legalities.

In her introduction to a special issue on ethnic minorities in post-colonial Southeast Asian

states, Miller (2011a) discusses issues surrounding unequal inclusions/exclusions subjected
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upon these ethnic minorities as citizens or subjects. This includes: firstly, the democratic
principle; secondly, colonial legacies; and thirdly, citizenship and belonging. With regards to
colonial legacies, Miller argues that these post-colonial states continue to perpetuate racial
stereotypes that were inherited as colonial legacies in the first place. Furthermore, she
highlights that the reproduction of racial distinctions privileging the dominant ethnic group
was also pursued because it accords legitimacy to post-colonial governments. While Miller
refers to racial stereotypes and colonial legacies, her concern is with equality of rights that
should be accorded to ethnic minorities. However, her contribution shows how a colonial
historical perspective enables a better understanding of how minorities and their associated

unequal rights came about.

Shin (2010) takes a similar approach to explain the origins and persistence of ethno-racial
inequality in Japan’s immigration policies and social perceptions towards specific ethno-racial
migrant groups. First, he traces the transition from colonial to post-colonial Japan through the
cases of Korean colonial migrants, colonial officers, and Japanese colonial and post-colonial
institutions. Second, he analyses contemporary Japanese immigration policies and public
attitudes towards Nikkeijin (descendants of ethnic Japanese emigrants in Latin America and
the Philippines). The first shows how colonial Korean immigrants and their descendants were
placed at the top of a hierarchical classification of immigrants, thus relegating newly-arrived
immigrants to the bottom of the hierarchy. The second shows how the historically-informed
asymmetrical relations between Japanese citizens and immigrants became reproduced by the

post-war Japanese state. Taking both accounts together, Shin argues that “underneath the so-

nn

called democratic transition and de-colonization was in fact “old wine in a new bottle”” (p.

340). Although this has not been explicitly articulated, Shin’s analysis demonstrates the
longevity of colonial legacies in producing and reproducing ethno-racial hierarchies and

unequal rights that continue to exist during the post-colonial period.

In regard to multi-ethnic post-colonial contexts, Goh’s (2008, p. 234) observation is particularly
telling:

... the nationalist elites who inherited the legacies of colonialism also inherited a racial
state and its pluralist worldview. Resulting separatist ethnonationalisms and ethnic
conflict are symptoms of the continued operation of the racial state, and ironically,
symptoms that confirmed its pluralist model. In such a situation where the political
effects of colonial racialization are acute and traverse the entire length and breadth of
state—society relationship, the problem of multiculturalism revolves around the
question of whether the ruling group could establish itself as the transcultural elite who
can legitimately define the distribution of the economic spoils of national development
to ethnic groups.
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Thus, in the cases of post-colonial Malaysia and Singapore, the transition from pluralism to
racialised multiculturalism actually demonstrates the continued perpetuation of racial
stereotypes and categorisation. Furthermore, this post-colonial state-defined multiculturalism
has been socially constructed to legitimise unequal distribution of resources amongst the
population. In this way, the longevity of colonial legacies plays out in material and immaterial
ways: the former in terms of unequal access to rights and benefits; the latter in terms of

socialised racial hierarchies.

Education

There is no doubt that colonial rule established school systems and institutionalised education
in the colonies. Here, | focus on discussing the long-term effects of school systems and
educational curriculum in the perpetuation of racial stereotypes and cultural essentialism. This
can be analysed across two domains: first, between the “superior” former colonial power and
the “inferior” former colony; and second, between different ethnic groups within the former

colony, arranged along an arbitrary racial hierarchy.

For the former, Tikly (1999) argues that an understanding of the postcolonial condition is
necessary to advance a more holistic and less Eurocentric reading of the relationship between
globalisation and education. Furthermore, he highlights that “little attention was paid to the
ways in which colonial legacy “worked its way back” to the imperial centre through migration
and the implications of these processes for education” (p. 610). In other words, while he has
not explicitly identified contemporary education migration as a product of colonial legacies, his
statement implies that colonialism may have contributed to the flows of education migration

from post-colonial contexts to their former colonisers.

For the latter, Watson (1993) argues that one of the most long-lasting British colonial legacies
in Malaysia and Singapore is the education system. Firstly, British colonial rule established four
parallel school systems based on racial/ethnic cultures. Second, racial stereotypes and
perceptions of racial hierarchies are perpetuated through the racially-streamed education
system and school curriculum. Although Watson claims for the longevity of these colonial
legacies, he stops short at casually mentioning their translation into Malaysia’s positive

discrimination policies.

Nevertheless, his contribution highlights that the education system is a means through which

hierarchical racial perceptions continue to be perpetuated even after the end of colonial rule.
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In this way, one can see the immaterial longevity of colonial legacies that are institutionalised
materially into the education system. Indeed, this is also Tilman’s (1964, p. 59) observation:

The impact of education affected the course of Malayan development both positively
and negatively. On the one hand, British-sponsored education, particularly the English-
language education, provided the means for achieving vertical social mobility and thus
in a very direct manner was responsible for the creation of a Westernized elite that
today permeates both the bureaucratic and political fields. On the other hand, the
corresponding neglect of Chinese education by the British contributed to the
separateness of the immigrant community and in no small measure prevented free
communication among the several groups.

Political System and Democracy

Colonial intervention also has significant impacts on the political system and distribution of
political power in former colonies (see Lange, 2004). For example, Centeno and Enriquez (2010)
explain how the mechanisms of empire led to the institutional foundation of post-colonial
states, specifically in five areas. “Mechanisms of empire” is defined as “the political
domination of a variety of groups and territories, where distinctions are made between
privileged ruling people and a mass who owes allegiance to the ruling elite, but who may not
expect reciprocity” (p. 346). This includes firstly, administration and national bureaucracy;
secondly, state finance; thirdly, imperial development and state investment; fourthly, identity
to nationalism; and finally, imperial inequality. Adopting Charles Tilly’s analytical reasoning —
particularly the concept of “durable inequalities” (Tilly, 1998) — Centeno and Enriquez suggest
how imperial phenomena translates into post-colonial modern state outcomes. Other than
formal institutions (i.e. material outcomes), the transition from empire to modern nation-state
also creates immaterial outcomes such as nationalism and related inequalities. The resultant
inequalities include both “imperial ethnicity” (Darwin, 2010) between the empire and former

colony, as well as ethnic hierarchies within the post-colonial state.

In terms of post-colonial political systems inherited as colonial legacies, Kumarasingham’s
(2012) comparative study of India and Sri Lanka shows how the Westminster political system
has been differentially inherited and adopted in each country. While India chose to adopt a
flexible interpretation of the Westminster system to suit its federal structure, Sri Lanka chose
to adopt the Westminster system literally. Thus, India was able to mitigate dissolution of the
federal state by forming states based on ethnic and linguistic lines, while Sri Lanka suffered
because her latent communalism was not taken into account in its post-colonial constitution.
Kumarasingham’s comparative analysis demonstrates how India and Sri Lanka continue to deal

with British colonial legacies politically in the form of the government system, albeit with
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differing consequences. This suggests that while colonialism introduced a certain government
system, some post-colonial states have been able to adapt the inherited legacies to suit their

contextual needs.

Indeed, Go (2002) made a similar observation. In his study of newly-independent post-colonial
states in Asia and Africa, he finds that their constitutions were largely modelled after those of
their former colonial states, especially in terms of governmental forms. However, specific
constitutional provisions relating to religion, socialist and one-party systems, and fundamental
rights differ from that of the former colonial states. For example, while Malaysia’s constitution
is largely based on the British model, it differs in two ways: firstly, by incorporating provisions
relating to the Islamic religion which were referenced from constitutions of other Islamic
states (Afghanistan, Iran, Iraqg, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Syria); and secondly, by incorporating
a section on fundamental liberties referenced from India’s independence constitution (which

was modelled after the US Bill of Rights).

Using Malaysia and Pakistan as case studies, Nasr (2001, p. 47) argues that:

Colonialism gave these states their machinery of government, ideologies of rule, and
social structure. Indirect rule saddled the future states with obstacles before their
exercise of power and provided them with little with which to manage mass politics.
The absence of a struggle for independence denied the states strong ideological
moorings.
While Nasr’s focus is on the implications of the colonial legacy on Islam and state power, his
argument highlights the longevity of colonialism that becomes embedded into the socio-
political structures in post-colonial states. Specifically, he identifies how the British colonial
administration “perpetuated the myth of Malay sovereignty” (p. 35), symbolised by the Malay
Sultans presiding over their respective Malay states, which are collectively governed through a
centralised federal administrative system. This results in the “apparent anomaly between
political decentralisation and administrative centralisation” (p. 36), which continues to
underlie the political structure of the post-colonial Malaysian state. Nasr also identifies how
the British colonial rule created a Malay bureaucratic elite class through education and the civil

service. After Malaya gained independence from the British, this elite group eventually “form

the core of the bureaucratic elite and leadership of UMNO [i.e. the dominant political party]”

(p. 36).

The examples above show that colonial legacies — in terms of political system and
constitutional law — largely circumscribe these aspects of the post-colonial state. However,

specific details could differ from that of the former colonial state. This is not to dilute the
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longevity of colonial legacies on the political development of post-colonial states. Rather, the
examples above show that colonial legacies predetermine the broad political structures of
post-colonial states. Where divergences exist, they were only possible because of specific
contextual conditions (e.g. the dominant Malay political voice in Malaysia) and/or historical

timing at the point of post-colonial transition.

Indeed, Case (2003) suggests that the post-colonial late industrialisation period enables local
political elites to capitalise upon the transition window to amass their political, economic, and
social powers. Using Mills’ (1956) power elite thesis, Case discusses how “persistent
authoritarianism” took place in Singapore and Malaysia by demonstrating how preeminent
national leaders practised elite interlock strategies (i.e. simultaneously holding leadership
positions in political government, bureaucratic administration, corporate directorate, etc.) to
suit their specific contexts. Most importantly, Case argues that these opportunistic practices
have strong implications for regime outcomes in the respective post-colonial nation-states. In
short, state apparatuses introduced and institutionalised by colonial powers led to material
and immaterial forms of political power amongst local elites who were placed in their positions

of power by colonial rule in the first place.

Colonial rule has often been legitimised as bringing “development” and “civilisation” to
undeveloped or under-developed colonies. This can be thought of in terms of democracy and
state-society relations, as well as the extent to which citizens can exercise civic rights
collectively and individually. To investigate whether and how democracy takes place in post-
colonial Malaysia, Weiss (2005) traces the development of Malaysian civil society organisations
(CSO). She shows that Malaysian CSOs are organised along racial lines in terms of composition,
scope of advocacy, techniques and nature of engagement with the state. Malay and Islamic
interests, for example, continue to be privileged by the post-colonial Malaysian government
due to electoral purposes — which were set up by the British colonial administration in the first

place.

Weiss argues that British colonial policies had set the stage for state-civil society relationships
in post-colonial Malaysia in three ways. Firstly, there has been persistent racial stratification of
the public sphere; secondly, there exists cross-racial differences in modes of state-society
engagement; and finally, there has been a focus on the development of citizenship skills for
some CSOs and autonomous self-regulation for others. In short, her study shows how British
colonial legacies — particularly in the form of race as social stratification factor — continue to

influence democracy and state-society relations in post-colonial Malaysia.
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2.2.2 Putting the Responsibility on Colonial Legacies?

The engine of colonialism turns in a circle; it is impossible to distinguish between its
praxis and objective necessity. Moments of colonialism, they sometimes condition one
another and sometimes blend.

Sartre (2003, p. 23)

It seems to me that the idea of a ‘Malay race’ was a product primarily of the colonial
period, but it was not formulated solely by Europeans. It was ‘localized’ - re-crafted
with considerable ideological skills by local intellectuals, and in ways that have led to
confusion in some modern sociological analysis.

Milner (2010, p. 11)

It is obvious from my review in the previous section that colonial rule has left material and
immaterial legacies in former colonies. Some of these legacies continue to pose challenges for
the respective post-colonial states as they move their countries forward after independence.
However, to what extent can we place the responsibility entirely on the colonial, while viewing
the post-colonial as a passive agent limited by colonial legacies? Here, there are generally four
views. The first cautions against “leapfrogging legacies” (Cooper, 2005), i.e. drawing direct
links between colonialism as causes without accounting for other processes such as
globalisation. This perspective also includes acknowledging pre-existing circumstances before
the arrival of colonial powers. The second argues that colonial legacies created deeply-
entrenched problems, thus leaving some post-colonial states with no choice but to resort to

treating “manifested symptoms of the problems” (Piang, 2012, pp. 350-351).

The third takes a middle point and acknowledges that the agency of some post-colonial states
as they creatively adapted colonial legacies to suit their objectives and contexts. For example,
Schneider highlights that colonial institutional legacies are not “passive inheritance”, and
suggests that “discussion must focus on an examination of fluid historical processes and
practices and not postulate rigid and unchanging structures” (2006, p. 113). The fourth,
advocated by historians, highlights key roles played by individual colonial officials, their ethos,
educational and work experiences in shaping their understanding and policy attitudes towards
the colonial populations (e.g. Goh, 2007; Loh, 1975). While this final perspective does not
directly address the issue of colonial legacies, it reminds us that there are divergent and

contradicting views within the colonial administration.
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Here, | will take an integrative reading of the four perspectives. It is true that it would be very
difficult to put the responsibility entirely on colonialism and its legacies. To begin with,
“cultural baggage” left by “transplantive or replicative colonialism” versus “intrusive and
oppressive colonialism” are radically different (Oommen, 1997a, p. 8). In the post-colonial
period, macro processes such as globalisation and industrialisation also need to be taken into
account. However, whether the colonial legacies are easy to change or not depends on the
post-colonial state’s capacity and agency. Furthermore, this is also dependent on inter-state
and intra-state power politics. Post-colonial federal states, for example, would need to
negotiate intra-state interests and politics. This also depends on their respective jurisdictions,
as well as the governance structure inherited from colonial rule. In multi-ethnic post-colonial
states, such as Malaysia, this is further complicated by inter-ethnic and intra-ethnic power

politics.

This goes on naturally to the second perspective, which sees colonial legacies leaving deeply-
entrenched structures in the post-colonial society. These can be both material and immaterial
consequences. For example, governance structures and constitutional legislations may
circumscribe the distribution of unequal rights and power to different stakeholders in the state
and the society respectively. At the same time, racial stereotypes and inter-ethnic
relationships created during colonial rule could have influenced how social actors during the
post-colonial period enact subsequent policies. In this way, colonial legacies continue to
impact upon policies enacted after the end of colonial rule, but which were conceptualised

based on beliefs introduced by colonialism into the psyche of the society.

The third and fourth perspectives acknowledge the agency of, and within, both the categories
of “colonial state” and “post-colonial state”. While this needs to be taken into consideration, |
argue that these individual agency collectively contribute towards forces of colonialism (and
postcolonialism), which are further translated into structural and epistemic legacies with long-
term effects. In other words, agency — individual and institutional — contribute towards the
constitution of colonial legacies, leaving remnants in various aspects of social life during the

post-colonial period.

At this point, have we arrived at an impasse? Here, | find De L’Estoile (2008, p. 277) cautionary
note useful:

Colonial legacies are not univocal but contradictory, reflecting the complex and
contradictory character of colonial relations themselves. They are not passively received,
and their meaning is actively reinterpreted and renegotiated. Far from establishing an
inventory of ‘colonial holdovers’ to get rid of, it would try to understand how colonial
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legacies shape in contradictory ways today’s modes of relationships and self-
understandings, both in Europe and in former colonial dependencies, and how people
confront them.
Indeed, the literature | have reviewed demonstrates the contradictory and highly-
contextualised experiences of colonialism. It also shows how specific colonial legacies are
inherited and/or reconfigured during the transition from the colonial to the post-colonial
period. However, | wish to reiterate again the longevity of colonial legacies — especially in
immaterial forms — that continue to regulate and circumscribe social relations, power

inequalities, and subsequent social behaviours within and beyond post-colonial states.

2.3 Citizenship, National Identity and Loyalty

The transition from colonial rule to post-colonial independence entails the forging of modern
nation-states and the constitution of citizenship — sometimes when the notion of Western
liberal citizenship did not exist previously. As such, colonial legacies also impact upon the
meanings and significance of citizenship vis-a-vis national identity and loyalty. In this section, |
begin by reviewing existing theoretical literature on citizenship, national identity and loyalty. |
then focus on existing empirical literature focusing on race/ethnicity, national identity and
loyalty in the Malaysian context. In doing so, | highlight the gaps between theoretical
understandings of citizenship predominantly derived from Eurocentric experiences, and that
experienced and negotiated in a multi-ethnic, post-colonial context through the Malaysian

case.

| will not be reviewing literature on citizenship and migration in detail — such as works on
transnational citizenship, migrants’ citizenship rights, membership, and the politics of identity
and belonging (e.g. Baubock, 1995; Castles & Davidson, 2000; Brubaker, 2010; Yuval-Davis,
2007). This is because my purpose is to discuss the meanings of, and relationships between,
the concepts of citizenship, national identity and loyalty from a postcolonial perspective that is

appropriate for this study set in the multi-ethnic, post-colonial Malaysian context.

2.3.1 Theorising Citizenship

Western versus Non-Western

Citizenship is a status bestowed on those who are full members of a community.

Marshall (1950, p. 28)
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The origin of citizenship, as understood in the Western liberal tradition, has been attributed to
the Athenian polis or city-state. In this context, citizenship came about through the collective
institutionalising of a state, which protects the collective citizenry against threats. In return,
citizens obey the rule of law. However, Athenian citizenship is not universally available to all
residents. Only men “with the material means, personal breeding and leisure to perform their
civic duties” (Kabeer, 2006, pp. 91-92) were included as citizens, while women and slaves were
not. This exclusive nature of citizenship continued to be practised in Medieval Europe.
Struggles for equal and common citizenship continue to take place throughout history,
including the opposition of feudal-vassal relationships during the Enlightenment period, and
the revolution for fundamental rights for the popular citizenry vis-a-vis elite groups during the

French and American revolutions.

The Western liberal citizenship model in modern nation-states can be understood from
Marshall’s (1950) seminal essay Citizenship and Social Class, which focuses on equal citizenship
rights conferred to people across all social classes. According to Marshall, citizenship consists
of three components: the civil refers to rights associated with individual freedom; the political
refers to rights to exercise political power; and the social refers to rights to share in the social
life of the society. Marshall particularly emphasised access to education as “a genuine social
right of citizenship” (p. 25). He further argued that because education is linked to occupational
structure and hence social mobility, “citizenship operates as an instrument of social
stratification” (p. 67). Although Marshall’s work pushed for an understanding of how
citizenship is related to social inequalities, his theory of citizenship has also been criticised as

Anglo-centric, limited in universality, ethnocentric and gender-biased (see Dwyer, 2010).

While writers such as Max Weber have argued for a universal, “ideal-type” citizenship from the
Western perspective, this view has also been challenged by scholars in citizenship and
migration studies (Isin & Wood, 1999; Young, 1989). Indeed, citizenship in non-Western
contexts developed through a different trajectory. In China, for example, the conceptualisation
of citizenship has shifted during the transition from the late Qing Empire to the Republic era.
During the late Imperial period, social relations were organised around hierarchical
relationships between fathers and sons, husbands and wives, and rulers and subjects. In
transiting to the modern Republic, reformist intellectuals and political leaders advocated an
alternative conceptualisation of citizenship — one that emphasises civic/political agency and
participation. During this era, three terms were used to connote citizenship: guomin (lit.
“national citizen”), gongmin (lit. “civic citizen”), and shimin (lit. “city resident”). As Culp (2007,

p. 1837) notes:
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Although all these terms were translations of ‘citizen’, they were inflected in different
ways that aligned with the distinct dimensions of citizenship ... Guomin emphasized
national membership and the individual’s identification with a national community.
Gongmin stressed the individual’s participation in the public life of his or her community,
participation that could be formalized in political institutions or expressed through
social action or cultural expression in the public sphere. Shimin shared some of the
meanings of civic participation incorporated in the term gongmin, but it also suggested
a claim to certain privileges incumbent on being a member of an urban community.
Such claims were fundamental to social citizenship. The layering of these terms in early
twentieth-century China reflected the practical and conceptual complexities of
citizenship as a category of identity and form of action.

According to Chouinard (2009, p. 107), citizenship refers to

... particular ways of being situated within and responding to relations of power
through which a community is governed or ruled. It involves claiming, exercising, and
contesting rights, entitlements, and obligations (e.g., rights to vote and strike, the
obligation to pay taxes) and diverse ways of engaging with the institutions (such as the
state) and relations through which communities are constituted and governed.
As the late-Qing Chinese case shows, the transition from Imperial rule to modernity saw the
complexities in negotiating the meanings and practices of “citizenship” — which is different
from the Western liberal citizenship in the first place. Furthermore, citizenship models derived
from the Western experience may not be relevant to understand the Asian context.® As Miller
(2011b: p. 809) highlights:

Unlike most Western liberal democracies, Asia is strewn with multiethnic societies that
inherited national borders from their colonial masters in the recent post-Second World
War period of decolonization. This has led to the incorporation of heterogeneous
indigenous minorities whose pre-existing loyalties and identities have not always sat
comfortably alongside the nation-building projects of post-colonial states.

Thus, it is important to understand the contextual circumstances contributing towards the
conceptualisation, constitution and practices of citizenship. In other words, it is crucial to

understand the citizenship habitus of a particular society.

Dimensions and Realms of Citizenship

Theoretical debates on citizenship can be said to have evolved through three broad shifts. The
first focuses on citizenship as a social contract between an individual citizen and the
citizenship-conferring political entity, i.e. the nation-state (e.g. Rousseau, 1968). This

perspective sees the nation-state taking care of the citizen, who is obligated to the nation-

® An understanding of citizenship as inherited and interpreted in the Chinese context is important to
contextualise my respondents’ — especially those who are of Chinese ethnicity — interpretations and
enactments of citizenship in Chapter 8.
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state in return. The second considers how globalization and transnational migration pose
challenges to the concept of citizenship (e.g. Baubdock, 2009, 2011; Castles & Davidson, 2000).
Thus, scholars have used terms such as transnational (Baubock, 1995), postnational (Soysal,
1994), cosmopolitan (Delanty, 2000), multi-layered (Yuval-Davis, 2006), multicultural (Kymlicka,
1995) and diasporic (Laguerre, 1997) in attempts to describe the varied forms citizenship might
take. Finally, the third focuses on citizenship as political practices and enactments (e.g. Erel,
2009; Isin & Nielsen, 2008; Staeheli, 2011). In other words, this perspective sees citizenship as

a verb instead of a noun.

Table 2.1: Dimensions and Realms of Citizenship

Dimension of citizenship

Reciprocal state-citizen ties Public recognition of ties
2
< | Legal- . . - Nationality/ supra-nationalit
2 2 o a: Rights and duties of citizens . v/ . P v/
8 | constitutional dual nationality
S
(]
£ N N
5 Recognition of identities other
E | Political- Access to rights and political than nation: religion, language,
E institutional participation; enforcing duties cultural customs and practices,

etc.

Source: Adapted from Faist (2000)

Conceptually, these three broad shifts demonstrate differential focus on different aspects of
citizenship. This includes: firstly, the contents of citizenship (i.e. different types of rights);
secondly, the boundaries of citizenship (i.e. who is included or excluded); and thirdly, the
multiplicities in dimensions and realms of citizenship, incorporating notions of identity versus
membership, and rights versus duties (Table 2.1). Faist’s (2000) conceptualisation of
“dimension of citizenship” and “realm of membership” brings attention to the co-existence
and tensions of contractual (i.e. legal-constitutional and political-institutional) and societal
recognition of “citizenship” (e.g. national identity). Thus, it is insufficient to have citizenship
rights recognised by formal legal-political institutions: citizenship also entails public recognition
of social membership, and consequently, associations with social identities typically tied at the
national scale. In other words, even if citizenship is conflated with national identity from the
perspectives of the individual, this does not automatically mean that his/her “national loyalty”
is rewarded with legal-constitutional and/or public recognition as “true” members of the

national polity.
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Thus, citizenship carries different meanings depending on which aspects of citizenship are
being highlighted, as well as the specific stakeholder’s perspective. As citizenship is ultimately
linked to rights, this means that the interpretations of citizenship could translate into real and
material consequences for individuals, families and communities. Here, it is important to note
that it is ultimately the interpretation of those who hold political power within the citizenship-

conferring entity (i.e. nation-state) that counts.

Citizenship and National Identity

The nation is a territorial entity to which people have an emotional attachment and in
which they invest a moral meaning; it is a homeland - ancestral or adopted. Nationality
is the collective identity which the people of a nation acquire by identifying with the
nation.

Oommen (1997b, p. 33)

However, citizenship is also often associated with national identity or nationality. This
becomes more complicated in multicultural, multi-ethnic and immigrant nation-states, where
an overarching nationality may be either at odds with the ethnic and cultural diversities within
the population, or exclude certain minority features at the expense of constructing a common
national identity. Furthermore, in support of the discourse of citizenship as exclusivity, notions
of loyalty and patriotism are often used as a gauge for inclusion/exclusion as citizens of a
country. In the age of migration and globalisation, the multiple flows of migration have also
resulted in the fear of immigrants as opportunistic “invaders” scheming to share the shrinking
pie with “legitimate” citizens. These negative sentiments are equally subjected upon migrants

of all kinds, including skilled migrants and ethnic minorities.

As Bénéi (2005, p. 13) notes, the “relationship of nationality and citizenship is a blurred one”.
Citizenship, interpreted as formal civic membership to a political entity which comes with
associated rights and duties, has often been conflated with nationality, interpreted as cultural
belonging to a national entity with shared historical and cultural values at the national scale.
Indeed, the link between citizenship with national identity has been extensively discussed in
the literature. Miller (2000) takes an optimistic stance and argues that a shared sense of
national solidarity does not conflict with minority group identities within the larger national
polity. On the other hand, Oommen (1997b, p. 49) argues that citizenship should be delinked
from notions of national identity:

... the content of 'national identity' varies across continents; language, religion, tribe
and race or their combinations make for it. And wherever the polity has more than one
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identity group, the possibility of the dominant collectivity defining itself as the nation
and confining others as ethnies is perennially present. This tendency can be partly
curbed by (1) reconceptualizing nation as all those who have a common homeland and
language - ancestral or adopted, and (b) using citizenship as an instrument of
moderating the hegemony of the dominant nation with states. Precisely for this reason,
citizenship should be delinked from national identity.

In Miller’s case, citizenship is conceptualised as active civic/political participation. National
identity is necessary and crucial to the enactment of citizenry actions because it provides a
common national sense of solitary belonging. For Oommen, however, citizenship is
conceptualised as rights that are conferred on the basis of recognition as members of a
national community. Those who are not recognised as belonging to that national community

would not enjoy full citizenship rights.

The conflation of citizenship with nationality is especially evident in the British experience. As
Karatani (2003) explains, the creation of British citizenship was repeatedly postponed until the
British Nationality Act of 1981 was enacted. She argues that because Britain as a political unit
evolved into a “global institution” above and beyond the nation-state (i.e. the British Empire,
followed by the Commonwealth), the definition of “Britishness” — i.e. “what it means to
‘belong’ to Britain” (p. 3) — had to remain unspecified. In other words, in order to incorporate
peoples of the growing British political unit, Britain’s citizenship legislation has historically
emphasised an inclusive, over-arching British subjecthood or nationality, rather than an
exclusive, nation-bound citizenship. The “’fuzzy’, ‘vague’ and ‘malleable’ nature of Britishness”
(p. 3) thus contextualises the conflation of citizenship and nationality in the British

experience.9

Citizenship, Loyalty and Patriotism

As a result, citizenship — at least in the British and Commonwealth contexts — has been
interlinked with notions of loyalty. Gorman (2006) suggests that the notion of British
subjecthood is manifested in “loyalism”, which is associated with a personal relationship to the
sovereign. He further finds that (p. 21):

Individual national allegiance and citizenship were both invested in the monarch, and
this loyalty - subjecthood - provided the leavening factor of Empire. The colonies were
tied to the crown through the institution of responsible government; the dependencies
through the direct rule of the monarch. The demarcation between allegiance and

® As | will later show in Parts Il and IlI, the conflation of citizenship and nationality — which | argue is an
inherited colonial legacy —is also apparent in the Malaysian experience.
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citizenship, though, was constantly evolving, as opposed to the static fusion of both
identities in the constitution of a republic.

Indeed, the expansion of the British Empire has resulted in the development of various types
of citizenship, partially due to the need to take into account people’s subjecthood in the
various dominions and colonies (Figure 2.1). Significantly, debates surrounding the
constitution of these citizenships and nationalities have been linked to concepts of loyalty and
allegiance to the British crown. By extension, when citizenship was constituted in each specific
colony — especially during the transition to post-colonial independence — this notion of loyalty

has been automatically transferred to the post-colonial nation-state.

Figure 2.1: Development of Various Types of Citizenship in Britain
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Perhaps because citizenship carries with it certain privileges and rights, discourse surrounding
the concept of citizenship has been intimately-linked with notions of loyalty and patriotism.
According to Connor (2007, p. 79), however, there is a distinction between the two: “[l]oyalty
is an emotion, whereas patriotism is an act”, i.e. “patriotism is the manifestation of loyalty”.
He further explains (p. 78):

National loyalty is the connection that one feels towards a particular nation. Generally
it is to the nation of one's birth and one's allegiance is assumed, as merely being born in
a country is usually enough to make one part of the nation. This loyalty is an emotional
relationship that functions from the individual to the collective and vice versa. National
loyalty fosters a sense of identity and belonging for the actor, helping to define who
and what a person is. Conversely, national loyalty is expressed by the actions and
behaviours of the people who make up the nation. There would be no nationalism but
for the individuals and groups that engage in actitvities to support and encourage a
sense of national identity.

Two points in this explanation require further teasing out. First, since loyalty is an emotional
relationship, this means that it is socially constructed, and therefore subject to change. Here,
however, attention needs to be given to the object of loyalty: can it be assumed that it is the
“national” that commands a citizen’s loyalty? Can there not be multiple loyalties attached to
other entities such as family (Mulder, 1994) and ethnic communities? Can there also not be
other objects of attachment that have been conflated with the “national”? Second, since
national loyalty accords a sense of identity and belonging for the individual, this means that it
is a form of relationship between the citizen and the citizenship-conferring entity. As Longva
(1995, p. 199) explains:

There is the loyalty which the collectivity to which we belong ascribes to us; and there is
the loyalty we actually feel for this collectivity. The relationship between ascribed and
felt loyalty is a complex one.

If loyalty is conceptualised as a reciprocal relationship between the two, this enables us to
understand how and why loyalty — an emotion — turns into patriotism — an action. In this way,

the links between citizenship, national loyalty and patriotism can be established.

2.3.2 Malaysia’s Case

In Malaysia it is not sufficient to be a Malaysian, one has to have an ethnic identity.

Tan (2000)

Patriotism, the celebration of a society’s virtues, and the disparagement of the
backwardness and the savagery of others have their roots in ethnocentrism.

Hirschman (2004, p. 388)
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In the Malaysian context, race/ethnicity, citizenship, national identity and loyalty are concepts
that are complexly intertwined with each other. Existing literature in this regard has mostly
focused on ethnic politics (Ratnam, 1965), multiculturalism and national integration (Lim, 1985;
Oo, 1990; Ibrahim Saad, 1980), and the politics of belonging and ethnic/racial relations
(Abraham, 1997; Lee, 2004). There is obviously extensive work examining the relationship
between ethnic and national identity — often assumed as precursor to national integration and
national unity (i.e. loyalty). In contrast, little attention has been focused on the relationship
between ethnic/national identity and citizenship. This is perhaps attributable to the
prioritisation of race/ethnicity as social categories, as well as the stickiness of Furnivall’s (1948)
“plural society” hypothesis, resulting in the preoccupation with “multi-ethnic Malaysia” (Lim,

Gomes, & Rahman, 2009).

Although this also takes place in Singapore due to her colonial past as British Malaya, research
has found slight differences in the post-colonial period. In their study of ethnic and national
identity amongst undergraduate students in Malaysia and Singapore, Liu, Lawrence, Ward, and
Abraham (2002) found that: