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INTRODUCTION

By Benjamin Smith

This issue is the first for me and the editorial team
at the University Florida. | would like to express my
thanks to outgoing editor Eugene Finkel of Johns
Hopkins University, who graciously gave his time
to ensure a smooth transition. My colleagues here
at UF on the editorial board and | are privileged to
be stewards of this newsletter. Since my graduate
21 YAY scgo I ysljat&he University of Washington, | have

looked forward to new issues as the site of
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In this first issue for the UF editorial team, we
engage the growing field of deep historical
comparative scholarship, both in the venerable
comparative-historical tradition and in the growing
field of historical political economy. The former,
grounded in foundational scholarship by Tilly,
Skocpol, Moore, and others, has focused on key
moments (in Diana Kim’'s essay in this issue,
‘ruptures,’) and on the causal trajectories that take
shape from them. The latter, drawing on newly
available or newly digitized quantitative data,
generally focuses more on causal identification
than on specifying mechanisms but is equally
committed to historically lengthy causal inference.
This multi-method focus on long-durée causes of
state capacity, identity, and development among
other big-picture outcomes stands in contrast to
the short-range focus of experimental design
elsewhere in our subfield and promises to broaden
our understanding, and the precision of our study,
of historically rooted political outcomes.

Our contributors—Volha Charnysh, Anna Grzmala-
Busse, Diana Kim, Pavithra Suryanarayan, and
Deborah Yashar—span both approaches and
represent a broad range of regional expertise, as
brought to bear on the long-range dynamics of
identity, state formation, democracy, and
development. Keeping with the long-range and
macrohistorical affinity in these contributions, we
also introduce our first dataset review. Adam

Casey reviews Mark Beissinger’s new original
dataset of revolutionary episodes dating back to
1900.

As we begin our editorship here, my colleagues and |
encourage you to contact us with ideas for symposia,
data reviews, and in-depth reviews of important new
books in comparative politics. We thank both the
executive committees under outgoing section
president Scott Mainwaring and new section
president Prerna Singh for their support and
enthusiasm.

DATASET REVIEW
SUBMISSIONS
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A RUPTURE IN

“The times were once again out of joint; it was an age
in which fools profited from their folly and the wise
suffered for their wisdom.”

- From Java in a Time of Revolution’

What is a meaningful rupture that interrupts a
colonial legacy? We are familiar with the lasting
imprints of empires and their institutions for
colonjal, rule upon today’s identity categories,
economies, and states through

COLONIA TIME

By Diana Kim

period of around four years during which there was
a temporary change of the colonial guard.
Beginning in 1941, the Japanese displaced the
Americans, the British, the Dutch, the French, and
the Portuguese who had long divided the region.
When the war ended in 1945, the Anglo-European
powers returned.”

It is often easy for non-specialists of Southeast
Asian history and politics to bracket the significance
of this period, not least
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because the time span of
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This essay reflects on the further asks of a political mercantile companies of the
Opposite. It considers what SClentlSt to be a harrator British and Dutch or dahng

might perturb, disturb, or and to follow the logic of a
indeed break the legacy of a  story in order to discern
colonial past. When do certain where and why breaks in a
events muddy the clarity with storyline happen.

which we imagine history to

back to the territorial colonial
states established into the
19th century. For
quantitative and qualitative
studies of colonial legacies

transmit its weight upon the

present? Ruptures in historical

time abound—wars, crises, revolutions and other
major upheavals to social order are but among the
most dramatic. Not all ruptures, however, matter
for political scientists in analytical pursuit of
mechanisms of transmission, invested in tracing
processes of institutional reproduction necessary
for causally narrating or explaining a colonial legacy.
When is a rupture meaningful for colonial time?
How can we know? | explore these questions by
dwelling on the experience of Southeast Asia during
World War Two, when the region—long colonized
by multiple  Anglo-European  empires—was
temporarily taken over by the Japanese empire.

The Japanese occupation of Southeast Asia is a

among historians and social
scientists alike, it is not
unusual to sidestep the Japanese occupation by
assuming continuity from pre-war institutions and
treating the colonial period as a single era from
European conquest to independence.

However, there are several reasons for such
presumptions to falter. For one, the short-lived
Japanese occupation period changed territorial and
administrative boundaries. During the wartime
1940s, Thailand grew larger while today’s Malaysia,
Burma, and Cambodia became smaller, as the
Japanese empire gave Thailand the Malay States of
Kedah, Perlis, Kelantan, and Terengganu (previously
part of British Malaya), the Shan States of Keng
Tung and Mong Pan (previously tied to British
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A RUPTURE IN COLONIAL TIME cont.

Burma) and control over Battambang, Siem
Reap, and parts of northwestern Laos (in the
provinces of Sayaboury and Bassac previously
in French Indochina). Today’s Indonesia was
split—the Japanese administered the island of
Sumatra as part of Malaya while keeping Java
intact. The old Anglo-European borders were
reverted back to after the war, a process that
was uncontroversial for some sites but would
stoke loud claims to irredentism and conflicts
for others.*

Second, the “who” of colonial rule changed.
The Japanese empire was a self-avowed Asian
imperial power. The blunt fact of a new foreign
ruler, by people of similar skin color and
appearance, complicated us-them binaries of
Asian versus European that divided colonizer
versus colonized; it blurred many identity
categories of ethnicity and race upon which pre
-war colonial institutions had been built.
Japan’s wartime propaganda cited a future of
pan-Asian nationalism under the idea of a
Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere, which
professed dreams of building a world of “Asians
for Asians,” invoked theories of shared racial
origins between the Japanese and Malayo-
Polynesian people, and made promises to
liberate Southeast Asia from the yoke of
European imperialism.5 Pragmatism also
prevailed. “No one loved the Japanese,”
reminisced the Burmese anti-colonial activist
and feminist writer Khin Myo Chit, “[b]ut anti-
British feeling had been roused to the pitch of
driving us into the arms of whoever was against
the British.”®

Co-prosperity however, was not equality.
Japan’s imperialist ideologies also advanced the
superiority of the Yamato race of Japan as a
master people over other Asians. Thus, during
this period, there were countervailing trends of
both intra-Asian solidarity building and
fractured alliances as racialized hierarchies
among Southeast Asians thrived and hardened.
The Japanese occupation also ushered in
myriad reversals of fortune between majority
and minority groups with reasons for conflict
and animosity that pre-war European rulers
had helped establish through divide-and-rule
policies by fostering asymmetric economies of
privilege.7

Third and relatedly, these four years were
animated by varieties of wartime institutions—
formal, informal, and illicit—that the Japanese

variably inherited from their Anglo-European
predecessors, repurposed, destroyed or built
anew. The duration of the Japanese occupation
was relatively short but there was a swift tempo to
institutional life for extracting resources, coopting
elites, mobilizing people’s labor and commanding
allegiance, repressing dissidents, and performing
Iegit'imacy.8

For instance, nearly 1,000 stadiums for sporting
league events and festivals were built between
1941 and 1945 across Vietnam and Cambodia,
new physical infrastructures built under the
collaborative wartime regime of French Vichy
and the Japanese Imperial Army that at once
drew upon and reconfigured pre-war
organizations and networks for youth
mobilization instituted by the Third Republic
and Catholic Church.” In other realms, wartime
institutions were directly imported from
metropolitan Japan or other parts of the
empire in East Asia, such as the tonarigumi
system for organizing neighborhood policing in
Java and Malaya, and would persist well after
the war.'® Others would prove more
ephemeral, such as collective farming
settlements for separate ethnic communities
(in Endau for the Chinese, Bahau for Eurasians,
and Pulau Bintan for Indians). The Endau
Settlement (also known as the “New Syonan
model farm”) was a sprawling 300,000-acre
area to which the Japanese relocated 12,000
Chinese inhabitants of Singapore in August
1943. It swiftly became a site of rice cultivation,
with a local school, a bank, a paper factory, a
sawmill, and many restaurants. Endau’s
economic and social life died out, just as
quickly, when the war ended and the Japanese
left."

For students of Southeast Asia’s colonial
legacies, there are high stakes to getting the
Japanese  occupation  “right.”  Post-war
reversions to pre-war borders may make it
seem as if there was more stability to territorial
and administrative divides than was actually
the case. Given the temporary change in
colonial ruler identity, what actors in context
meant by “independence” or “liberation” are
not necessarily straightforward references to
Anglo-European domination. And given the
many varieties of wartime institutional
interactions, there are risks of conflating or
misrecognizing the short-term consequences of
war for the long-run effects of colonial

institutions upon contemporary outcomes of
interest.

Identifying ruptures in colonial time and
deciding whether they are meaningful is a
challenging task. It depends on the issue at
stake, the level of analysis on which a process is
being traced, and the place and timing at which
the process unfolds. In other words, it requires
rich causal description of a specific site, actors
involved, and the layered structures in which
they are embedded. Knowing the history and
historiography is but a beginning. This
particular type of causal description for colonial
legacies further asks of a political scientist to be
a narrator and to follow the logic of a story in
order to discern where and why breaks in a
storyline happen. It also calls upon a political
scientist to combine positivist and interpretive
approaches to historical inquiry, because
thinking about temporal ruptures rests upon
counterfactual reasoning about the causal
significance of events and institutions during a
certain durée, which are also the alternative
futures of an unrealized past. And in the
process, a political scientist may come to
assume the role of a judge who decides what
had once been plausible, imaginable, and
therefore reasonable to assume about a
historical reality—whether stability over time
or a lack thereof.
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