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Introduction

“Manchuria” in Postwar Japan

The frontispiece of this book may look like one of the paintings
of Jean-Francois Millet or Théodore Rousseau, leaders of the Barbizon
School of painting in mid-nineteenth-century France. Yet this is not a
painting but a photograph (circa 1934) of the landscape of Manchuria
(Northeast China), where Japan’s imperial power reached at the turn of
the twentieth century. The photo depicts the countryside, not the city;
the margins, not the center; and “the foreign” in the eyes of the Japa-
nese. In the age of empire, this photo must have captivated millions of
Japanese, who eventually left Japan proper (naichi) and moved to Japan’s
overseas empire (gaichi) in search of Utopia.

The photographer, Terashima Banji, was an employee of the South
Manchuria Railway Company (hereafter SMR), which the Japanese state
built in the port city of Dalian in 1906. Located at the tip of Liaodong
peninsula, which Japan leased from Russia at the conclusion of the Russo-
Japanese War (1904-1905), the SMR had become a mammoth company
with more than two hundred thousand employees before it dissolved in
1945 (Ito 1988:3; 1964).! Since many among them had an interest in pho-
tography, Terashima formed an amateur photographers’ club in the com-
pany, and the members traveled to Mukden (Shenyang), Changchun, and
Harbin, as well as more remote areas of northern and western Manchuria,
to take photographs of landscapes and people. The members were also
artists who, incorporating the techniques of Pictorialism (Kaiga Shugi),
transformed photos into paintings. Hence it is not the passage of time but
Terashima’s own “paint brush” that reproduced this image as a sepia-
tinted photograph. In 1932, when Japan created its puppet state of Man-
chukuo (and labored to make it look like an independent nation-state), it
mobilized these photographers to carry on active propaganda for the Jap-
anese Empire. At the Chicago World’s Fair of 1933, Terashima and other
members of the club displayed their photographs in the SMR Pavilion
(Mantetsu-kan) to “let the world know of Manchukuo.” Yet the photo-
graphs were interpreted as works of pure art, and after the fair ended, the
photographers were invited to hold another thirty-two exhibitions
throughout the United States. Back in Manchukuo, however, Terashima
and other members of the club took their role of propagandists seriously.
Using USSR in Construction, the official magazine of the Soviets, as a model,
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in 1933 they published the firstissue of Manchurian Graph (Manshu gurafu)
to propagate the existence of “the newly constructed, independent nation-
state of Manchukuo” throughout the West (see Takeba 1994).

In 1994, I saw for the first time the original of Terashima’s photo at
the Nagoya Metropolitan Museum in Japan. Under the exhibition title of
Iky6 no Modanizumu (Modernism in Manchuria), Terashima’s works
were prominently displayed, along with photographs of colonial Manchu-
ria that his mentors and colleagues had taken in the early twentieth cen-
tury. “Ikyo” refers to “a place that is far away from home.” Nonetheless,
such a place, although foreign (to the Japanese), constitutes another home
(for the Japanese). Hence “ikyo” in this case refers to Manchuria in the age
of empire to which millions of Japanese people emigrated. This particular
photo was exhibited with the title “Southern Manchuria in Autumn” (Nan-
Man no Aki). It was easy for someone viewing the photo to succumb to
nostalgia for Japan’s imperial past. Indeed, looking at the photo, I could
not help but feel nostalgia for the land about which I had heard so much
while growing up in Japan. Itis true that this Manchuria held romantic im-
ages for Japanese in the early twentieth century: “idealists and visionaries
of every hue saw there a frontier of boundless possibilities that were un-
likely to be found in any other part of the Japanese Empire,” primarily
because Manchuria was represented to the Japanese as a vast, virgin land,
distinct from densely populated Taiwan or Korea (Duara 2003:62; see also
Yamamuro 1993:14-15). My relatives, from whom I heard many stories of
Manchuria, were surely among these “idealists and visionaries.” I there-
fore set my mind to exploring Japanese people’s memories of Manchuria
in order to understand the sense of nostalgia in twenty-first-century Japan,
caught in the web of global capitalism. In 2001, however, something oc-
curred that forced me to substantially revise my manuscript.

As I was completing the first draft of this book, I telephoned Mr. Ya-
mashita Yasukazu to ask his permission to use Terashima’s photo for my
cover. Mr. Yamashita, who runs a photo studio in Tokyo, was one of Terashi-
ma’s disciples. On the phone, he agreed to not only what I had asked for
butalso gave a brief biography of Terashima that clearly suggested the mul-
tiethnic composition of Manchuria’s population in the early twentieth cen-
tury. According to Mr. Yamashita, sometime in the late 1930s, Terashima
met a Russian woman in Dalian who had escaped the Russian Revolution
of 1917 and moved to Manchukuo. (Terashima married this woman, but
the marriage did not last long. Soon after Japan’s capitulation, he returned
with his wife to Tokyo and then left her; she eventually moved to Sydney,
Australia.) At the end of our conversation, Mr. Yamashita recounted to me
what Terashima had often told his students: “The place he [Terashimal]
had photographed in “Southern Manchuria in Autumn”was the execution
ground. On that particular site under the trees, Teacher Terashima used to
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say, the Japanese troops killed many Chinese activists.” What had been
tactfully concealed in Terashima’s photo since 1994 was now revealed to
me: the Japanese executioners, the Chinese nationalists, and the power of
the Japanese state. I had to revise my manuscript.

In this book, I will present “the history of the present,” in which certain
Japanese, Japanese-Chinese, and Chinese people remember Manchuria.
This Manchuria of memory refers not only to a geographical area of North-
east China but also to the effect of the geopolitical imaginaries of these
people, shaped by imperialism, colonialism, Pan-Asianism, post-colonial-
ity, and globalization. I am particularly interested in how these people re-
member (or have forgotten) the power of the Japanese state, which was
deeply involved in the construction of Manchukuo and yet is concealed in
Terashima’s photograph (see McCormack 1991:106).* In post-colonial stud-
ies, “the history of the present” usually refers to the investigation of popu-
lar memory of past colonial relations of power (see, for example, Stoler and
Strassler 2000:4). Yet in this formulation of the history of the present, “the
past” and “the present” are defined, rather unproblematically, as the colo-
nial period (“the past”) and the post-colonial period following the end of
formal colonialism (“the present”). “Past colonial relations of power,” how-
ever, linger in the post-colonial period, which has already had a certain
duration (and still continues) in any nation that was involved in imperial-
ism as either the colonizer or the colonized. I therefore find it necessary to
explain how I use “the present” and “the past” as part of my methodology.

“The present” in this book refers to the period that the Japanese
call “the postwar era” (sengo), a period that has continued ever since Au-
gust 15, 1945, when Japan surrendered to the Allied Forces at the con-
clusion of the Asia-Pacific War (or World War II).° Since then, the
Japanese state, mass media, and people have continued to use this term
torefer to “the present,” despite the official declaration of the end of the
postwar era in 1976,° the death of the emperor who lent his hand to the
construction of Manchukuo, and a new imperial era. Yet as the period
now covers more than half a century, the postwar era seems to have al-
ready been pushed into the past. To retrieve “the present” from the past
and make it meaningful for this book, I need an intervention from Han-
nah Arendt, who states the following: “Seen from the viewpoint of man,
who always lives in the interval between past and future, time is not a
continuum, a flow of uninterrupted succession; it is broken in the mid-
dle, at the point where “he” stands; . . . Only because man is inserted
into time and only to the extent that he stands his ground does the flow
of indifferent time break up into tenses” (1961:11).

This passage suggests that “the present” does not exist in the flow of
progressive time. Indeed, the present is disappearing every second. Yet
as a historian, Arendt retrieves it by making “a man” stand in time. This
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particular point in time where “he” stands constitutes “the present” for
Arendt; “the past,” then, refers to what comes before this point. Follow-
ing her, I use “the present” to refer to the multiple points in time of the
postwar era where individuals stood (whether in Japan or China) and
remembered Manchuria in “the past,” which begins at the onset of the
age of empire. These individuals include the following:

(I) The Japanese who emigrated to Manchuria as agrarian settlers but
returned to Japan after the war’s end, between 1946 and 1949.

(2) The children of these agrarian settlers who were left behind in
China in the aftermath of Japan’s capitulation. Most of them were
raised by Chinese adoptive parents, married Chinese citizens, and
raised families in China but began to return to Japan permanently
in the mid-1970s.

(3) Chinese couples who “adopted” children of Japanese agrarian set-
tlers in Manchuria soon after the war’s end.

(4) The (Japanese-Chinese) children of the children of Japanese
agrarian settlers in Manchuria who have joined their (Japanese)
parents in Japan.

(5) Chinese people who have survived the Japanese dominion in Man-
churia in the age of empire.

In essence, I will use these people’s memories as “the data” for the pur-
pose of constructing the history of the present. Note, however, that “the
present” has changed and so have these people’s memories (see Nora
1978:468). In addition, the nature of what they call “the Japanese state”
has also changed since the dawn of the modern era—through the age of
empire (from the turn of the nineteenth century to 1945) and the postwar
era—in its organization, personnel, and ideological orientation. As I re-
membered Manchuria differently in 1994 and 2001, they also remem-
bered it differently, depending on where “in the present” they stood.
Recently, “memory” has come to occupy a respectable place in the
profession of history. The history of memory in the West, however, sug-
gests that this fairly recent development represents “the return of the re-
pressed.” Indeed, in medieval Europe, memory was a source of social
knowledge, such as legal and social customs and the rights and duties by
which a community lived (Fentress and Wickham 1992:8). Since then,
memory has been steadily devalued as a source of knowledge behind the
increasing domination of the textual paradigm of knowledge. Although
in the 1970s “oral history” brought memory under scholarly attention, this
branch of history hardly gained a prominent position, largely because
oral sources, from which historians try to reconstruct the past, were judged
merely in terms of truth. In other words, memory was regarded as yet an-



Introduction

other, butless trustful, raw material for history. The recent return of mem-
ory has forced us to inquire into not only the nature of memory but also
the nature of history, as well as the relation between the two. Such inquiry
leads us to believe that although memory and history appear to be in fun-
damental opposition, they are not in opposition at all” Rather, if we un-
derstand history as the product of “complex transactions between the past
and the present,” where historians stand, rather than a mass of data to
which they add more data as they find them to fill the progressive yet
empty time, we can entertain a radically different relationship between
memory and history (see Duara 1995:4). Such a relation, then, is dialectic.
On this relationship between memory and history, Jacques Le Goff states,
“A twenty-first century historiography remains to be developed. I believe
the relations between history as it occurs, history as historians write it, and
the memory of men, women, peoples, and nations will play a major role in
the birth of this new historiography” (1992:x).

“History as it occurs”—that is, “the past”—cannot be resurrected as it
was: the past is revealed to us only through narration (Boyarin 1994b; Ben-
Jjamin 1968:225; Fujitani, White, and Yoneyama 2001:1). Hence history as
historians narrate it is only partial to the past (Rappaport 1990: introduc-
tion; White 1973). “The memory of men, women, peoples, and nations”
provides empirical information for historians. They may even revise the
history that has already been written. Memories, however, are also con-
structions of (and often for) the present. Thus, if we understand histories in
the plural rather than History with a capital H, memory and history come
ever closer. Yet although Le Goff refrains from predicting the future of this
triangular relationship, he argues that “the discipline of history must none-
theless seek to be objective and to remain based on the belief in historical
‘truth’” (1992:xi). Restated, historians should continue to play an impor-
tant role by entering into “the great dialectical process of memory and for-
getting experienced by individuals and societies,” while making the
discipline of history and memory nourishing to each other (ibid.).

Writing in the mid-1990s, Lisa Yoneyama stated: “the fact that the Japa-
nese do not remember themselves as aggressors and only remember their
victimization in the atom bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki has be-
come almost a cliché, even in the U.S. news media.” Yet she also argued
that “although this amnesia over Japan’s past deeds is unmistakably persis-
tent in certain sectors of [ Japanese] society, it is no longer pervasive or as
dominant as many claim” (1995:500). This book, then, follows up her
claim on two fronts. First, I highlight the life histories of the Japanese
agrarian settlers and their descendants and those of the Chinese farmers
who lived under the Japanese. In the age of empire, these two groups were
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near the bottom of the societal hierarchy in their own societies. Hence,
dividing them along the lines of “the colonizer” and “the colonized” is not
effective. In post-colonial China, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP)
instructed Chinese citizens to view the Japanese colonists who once tried
to settle in Manchuria as the victims of Japan’s imperialism. In the post-
war era, the lives of both groups crisscrossed in yet another important
way: in the aftermath of Japan’s capitulation, about five thousand Chinese
couples adopted the children of Japanese colonists (Asano and Dong
2006:vii). Here I try to relate these people’s life histories (instead of pre-
senting only the life histories of Japanese nationals), and in so doing, I
aim to challenge the U.S. (and Asian) media’s “portrayal of ‘the Japanese’
as a monolithic entity and [the media’s] inattention to the diversity of his-
torical awareness within Japan” (Yoneyama 1995:500).

Second, writing in the early twenty-first century, I deal with the sense
prevalent among the Japanese of their not so much being victimized as
being nostalgic about the perished empire of Japan. I ask how the memory
of victimization has turned to nostalgia for the same past that “victim-
ized” the Japanese. In Yearning for Yesterday, Fred Davis argues that nostal-
gia tends to “eliminate from memory or, at minimum, severely to mute the
unpleasant, the unhappy, the abrasive, and, most of all, those lurking
shadows of former selves about which we feel shame, guilt, or humiliation”
(1979:37). For this reason, nostalgia enables a person (or a nation) to
maintain his (or its) identity intact. Yet Davis’ argument implies that the
identity of such a person (or nation) has already been ruptured, and that
it is the reason why he (or the nation) resorts to nostalgia. This is why,
Davis argues, nostalgia is fashioned “from the alternating continuities
and discontinuities of our lives and times” (ibid.:50). If so, the sense of
nostalgia in contemporary Japan does not represent simply the nation’s
yearning for the landscapes, lifestyles, and spectacles of the lost empire; it
also represents the nation’s “strategy,” which has enabled its citizens to
forget the existence of “the rupture in history” (rekishi no danzetsu): the
abrupt dissolution of the Japanese Empire. This dissolution of empire, by
an external mandate—that s, the U.S. Occupation Forces—ruptured not
only the nation’s progress on the path of modernization and democracy
but also the national identity of the Japanese people, from that of the im-
perialist to the defeated (see Yamanouchi 1998). Here the following pas-
sage by Igarashi Yoshikuni is extremely insightful: “Postwar Japan has
naturalized the absence and silence of the past by erasing its own struggle
to deal with its memories. It may appear that postwar society readily left its
experiences behind in the pursuit of economic success. However, the ac-
tual process of forgetting the loss was not an easy one; it involved a con-
stant struggle to render memories of war into a benign, nostalgic form”
(2000:10, emphasis added). It is important, then, to examine the natural-
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ization of the process of forgetting through not so much the sense of vic-
timization as the sense of nostalgia that has been aroused by, for example,
Terashima’s photo exhibit in Japan in 1994.

To focus on the state, however, may be futile, for, as A. R. Radcliffe-
Brown once noted, the state, in the sense of an entity over and above the
individuals who make up a society, does not exist in a phenomenal world
but is a fiction of philosophers (1940:xxiii); “the state” has come to exist
owing to the attention given by the world’s great thinkers, from Aristotle,
Hegel, Marx, Durkheim, and Weber (to name a few) to the political soci-
ologists of our time. However, a focus on the state is important for the theo-
retical discussion of the subject for two reasons. First, we are now at a
crossroads in pondering the transition from empire to nation-state (and to
a lesser extent, perhaps, from nation-state back again to empire). In 1962,
Rupert Emerson baldly declared that “empires have fallen on evil days and
nations have risen to take their place” (quoted in Esherick, Kayali, and
Young 2006b:1). True, the old, simplistic assumption of imperial history—
that the more developed states of Europe (and Asia) would incorporate
most parts of the less-developed world into empires—lost its compulsion
some time ago. Yet in the past twenty years or so, scholars, who are moti-
vated by “the present” both empirically and theoretically, have revived an
interest in “empires” (which constituted the dominant subject in history in
Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries) (Pagden 2006:36).
The reason, I argue, is twofold: while some scholars are interested in un-
derstanding the nature of the “American empire” or the European Union
(see, for example, Esherick 2006, Pagden 2006), others are interested in
how to utilize post-colonial theory to understand the age of empire from
the viewpoint of the present. Thus, historians such as David Fieldhouse
now ask, “Can the fragments of the old imperial history be put together
again into new patterns which are intellectually respectable?” (1984:9-10;
see also Barkan 1994; Darby 1998; Howe 1998; Kennedy 1996). Rather than
insisting on the difference between empire and nation, these scholars try
to see, through careful investigation of the transition from empire to na-
tion, the similarity between the two. Edward Walker thus argues that em-
pires are states that call themselves empires and nations are states that call
themselves nations (2006:302-306). Walker so states, I believe, because
what Anthony Pagden has called “some kind of center” exists in both em-
pires and nations. If empires “have always assumed the existence of a polity
with some kind of center and one or more dependencies” (Pagden 2006:37,
emphasis added), then how should we understand the continuity and/or
discontinuity of this “some kind of center” from the age of empire to the
present, the center, in the case of this book, being the Japanese state?”

Second, the recent rise of global capitalism—that is, massive flows of
people and capital—has brought the concept of the state to the fore. While
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the scholars of globalization have challenged the concepts of “territorial-
ity” and “sovereignty” that lie at the heart of the idea of the state (Sharma
and Gupta 2006:6; see also Sassen 1996, 1998), they are nonetheless more
interested in the retreat of the state rather than in the state in itself. Hence
some of these scholars have dabbled in a rather questionable reduction-
ism: the retreat of state sovereignty, which necessarily accompanies global-
ization, will generate a general desire all over the world for market-led and
multicultural democracy without the state (see, for example, Friedman
1999; Higgott, Underhill, and Bieler 2000; Ohmae 1990, 1995; Strange
1996). In this formulation, the state has become an object that no longer
calls for the exploration of its meaning. But if empires were “the logical
and inevitable outcome of the process of nation- and state-building that
had created the world system of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries” (Fieldhouse 1984:9; see also Duara 2003), will the state disap-
pear so quickly and easily?'"” Since the nation-state became universal only
in the second half of the twentieth century, between the age of empire and
the age of global capitalism (Chatterjee 2005), how should we connect
these two eras through the investigation of “some kind of center” that has
reformulated itself after the fall of an empire to “some kind of center” of a
nation-state? Has the influx of people from the former empire into the
metropolis, Japan, revived the memory of empire but not the memory of
“some kind of centers” of this empire?"!

In the sections of this introduction that follow, I aim to accomplish
three tasks. The first is to introduce my fieldwork sites, which are necessar-
ily local and yet are intimately connected to regional, national, and trans-
national sites. The second is to present the larger picture in which this work
should be situated, a brief history of the Japanese imperial expansion into
Northeast China. The third is to explain how I have structured my discus-
sion around the device and metaphor that I call “memory maps.”

Fieldwork Sites: Ina Valley, Nagano, and Tokyo

After Manchukuo was established, the Japanese state made the country’s
more than forty prefectures compete with one another in a race to colonize
Manchuria. The prefectures all together sent a total of about 322,000 farm-
ers to Manchuria, but the winner, and therefore the most “patriotic,” was
Nagano Prefecture (L. Young 1998:328). Nagano sent 33,741 colonists to
Manchuria, about one-fourth of whom came from the Ina Valley, my field-
work site from 1988 to 1996 (Nagano-ken Kaitaku Jikokai Manshu Kaitaku-
shi Kankokai [hereafter NKJMK] 1984a:309, 719, 724).? Situated in
southern Nagano, in central Japan, the Ina Valley lies between the South-
ern Alps (or the Akaishi mountain ridges) to the east and the Kiso moun-
tain ridges to the west. The Tenryu River runs through the valley from the
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north, and it widens in its midpoint to the south. Except in the north, the
terrain is unsuitable for farming; hence in the early twentieth century the
people of Ina relied on sericulture as their main source of income while at
the same time engaging in small-scale farming. When the Great Depres-
sion hit the area in the early 1930s, however, the price of silk plummeted,
devastating the region’s sericulture. This was when the people of Ina began
to leave for Manchuria. Indeed, as many as sixteen villages and counties in
the Ina Valley participated in the state-initiated “group emigration” to
Manchuria in the age of empire (see table 2 in chapter 3)."” In the group
emigration system, each village or county sent a certain number of house-
holds (often reaching about one-third of an entire village or county popu-
lation) to northern Manchuria. The emigrants brought to the vast terrain
of Manchuria the names of their “mother villages” (bo-son) in Ina and es-
tablished “branch villages” (bun-son) of the same names. These names in-
clude Kawaji, Yasuoka, Chiyo, Kami-hisakata, Inatomi, Kéno, Shimoina,
Mibu, Fukihara, Inan, Minami-shinano, Achi, and Matsushima. Today,
these are still the names of local administrative bodies in Ina.

For this study, I did not conduct fieldwork only in the Ina Valley. The
“returnees from Manchuria” (manshu hikiage-sha) have aged and moved to
other parts of Nagano since their repatriation. Available documents occa-
sionally led me to search for specific individuals beyond Ina. Hence my
fieldwork site widened, incorporating other villages and towns of Nagano
where former agrarian settlers in Manchuria were located. Furthermore,
thousands of these agrarian settlers were forced to leave their children in
Manchuria in the aftermath of Japan’s capitulation. The children were
then adopted by Chinese couples. Since Japan did not normalize diplo-
matic relations with China until 1972, the children who grew up in China
did not begin returning to Japan until the mid-1970s. Accompanied by
their Chinese spouses and Japanese-Chinese children, these people tended
to avoid rural regions such as Ina and lived instead in major cities, where
job opportunities abounded. In 1998, I moved to Tokyo, where I conducted
fieldwork for seven consecutive summers. That I conducted fieldwork in
multiple sites reflects the fates of agrarian settlers and their descendants in
Manchuria and Japan, both during wartime and in postwar periods.

Setting: A Brief History of Japanese Imperial Expansion

For the past several years, scholarship on Manchuria has gone through a
gradual yet radical transformation. Understanding Manchuria as a place
that global forces have crisscrossed since the seventeenth century, scholars
of Chinese, Manchu, Japanese, Korean, and Slavic studies have challenged
the hitherto dominant image of Manchuria as a region of warlords that
was eventually victimized by Japanese imperial power. They have tran-
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scended the barriers of area studies and together brought Manchuria into
the imaginations of various national and ethnic groups, including the
Japanese, Chinese, Manchu, Koreans, Russians, Polish, and Jews (Clausen
and Thggersen 1995; Janhunen 1996; Lahusen 2000; Tamanoi 2005).
Here I will focus on Manchuria in the Japanese imagination.

Today Manchuria is unmistakably part of the sovereign territory of
the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and one of its thriving centers of
industrialization. Nevertheless, the term Manzhou (Manchuria) does not
officially exist in China. What exist are Dongbei (Northeast China) and
Wei-Man (False Manchuria). The latter denies the existence of Manchu-
ria and explains why the Chinese state refuses to use Manzhou: Manchu-
riais a product of Japanese imperialism, and calling it Manzhou recognizes
Japan’s imperial legacy. In postwar Japan, however, several names for
Manchuria exist: Manshu (Manchuria), which can be written with two dif-
ferent sets of Chinese characters;"* Manshikoku (Manchukuo); Man-Mo
(Manchuria-Mongolia) and its reverse, Mo-Man (Mongolia-Manchuria).
Those who emigrated to Manchuria and were subsequently repatriated
to Japan use these terms almost interchangeably, as do Japanese scholars
of Manchuria. Further, referring to China, they use both Shina (a term
with a pejorative connotation used mainly in the prewar period)"” and
Chugoku (the Middle State, a postwar term that the Japanese state offi-
cially uses)."® The presence of all these names in postwar Japan and their
absence in China raise several questions, none of which is easy to answer.
What precise geographical entity does “Manchuria” designate? To which
historical era does it belong? And what warrants its separation, if any,
from China in the Japanese mind?

Indeed, except for Manchuria’s border with Japan (the Sea of Japan),
all of its other borders—“the boreal forests of Siberia,” “the steppes of
Mongolia,” “the geographical realm of China,” and “the peninsula of
Korea” (Janhunen 1996:3) —are not only continuous but also ambigu-
ous. Juha Janhunen, a contemporary scholar of geography and history,
argues that depending on who views Manchuria, “a variety of alternative
divisions and delimitations” are allowed (ibid.). Since the viewer is also a
historical being, the toponym of Manchuria becomes quite complex.
Here Owen Lattimore, America’s most prominent expert on Inner Asia
in the early twentieth century, offers much insight. In his seminal work,
Manchuria: Cradle of Conflict (1935), Lattimore claims that “Manzhou”
never existed in local people’s parlance, largely because the region had
been “a cradle of conflict” for many centuries:

Manchuria, Mongolia and Chinese Turkestan were once important as
the lands in which the “northern barbarians” of China’s frontier ma-
neuvered in war and migration, working out among their own tribes
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their destinies of conquest in China or migration toward the West.
They are now becoming a field of contest between three types of civili-
zation—the Chinese, the Russian and the Western. In our generation
the most acute rivalry is in Manchuria, and the chief protagonist of the
Western civilization is Japan—whose interpretation and application of
a borrowed culture is of acute interest to the Western world, as on it
turns to a great extent the choice which other nations have yet to make
between their own indigenous cultures and the rival conquering cul-
tures of Russia and the West. (1935;ix)

Contradicting Lattimore’s claim regarding the absence of “Manzhou”
in Chinese parlance, scholars of Manchu studies argue that the term has
indeed existed since the seventeenth century (Elliot 2000, 2001; see also
Crossley 1997, 1999; Rawski 1998; Rhoads 2000; Yamamuro 1993, 2006).
According to these scholars, when the Manchu emperors established the
Qing Empire south of the Great Wall, they claimed the land north of the
wall as their homeland, trying to turn it “into a preserve of Manchu heri-
tage unspoiled by Chinese or other foreign immigration” (Duara 2003:41).
Still, they could not stop a large number of Han Chinese from emigrating
to Manchuria from China proper. In Manchuria, the Qing Empire incor-
porated these Chinese immigrants into the institution known as “Eight
Banners,” the military-social system that organized Qing soldiers and
their families into different groups called “banners” (Crossley 1997:6; see
also Elliot 2001). The presence of Han Chinese in Manchuria, however,
offered the West and Japan a fine excuse for their imperial passion: since
the Manchu emperors had allowed the Chinese to “colonize” Manchuria,
they should also allow “us” to do the same.

In Japan, beginning in the early twentieth century, the idea that Man-
churia was “an empty land” open to anyone desiring to expand his living
space began to appear in scholarly discourses. For example, in Shincho
jidai no Manshu yori genjo made, Ueda Kyosuke compared Manchuria be-
fore and after the turn of the twentieth century, when Japan’s influence
reached the area. Manchuria “before,” according to Ueda, was not known
to the world; in fact, even the Chinese (in China proper) had hardly heard
of it. Those who had heard of Manchuria imagined it to be the land of
ginseng, tobacco, herbs, and bandits (1928:17). Further, in Manshu ken-
koku junenshi, written around 1942, the authors claim that Manchuria did
not, and does not, belong to any particular group of people; it was and is a
land open to all, including Chinese, Koreans, Japanese, and Mongols.
Even ethnic Manchus, they argue, cannot claim to be the legitimate oc-
cupants of Manchuria because they once left the area to the south to gov-
ern China; rather, they are “return migrants” (de-modori) to Manchuria
(Manshu Teikoku Seifu 1969:3-7)."” Thus, following Russia and other
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Western nations, Japan began pushing for its share in Manchuria. In this
respect, Manchuria is not merely the creation of the Qing emperors. It is
also “amodern creation used mainly by Westerners and Japanese for their
imperialistic ambitions” (Lee 1970:60). Let us now look at this Manchuria
in the larger context of Japan’s empire making in East Asia.

Japan’s move toward Greater Japan began with the domination of its
neighboring regions, which were densely populated (Peattie 1984:7). It was
also an incremental process (Matsusaka 2001:1). First, a victory over China
in 1895 permitted Japan to acquire its first colony, Taiwan. Second, at the
conclusion of the Russo-Japanese War in 1905, Japan gained control of the
southern tip of the Liaodong Peninsula and named it the Kwantung Leased
Territory. Both victories effectively eliminated the Chinese and Russian
powers from Korea. Next, Japan occupied Korea (first as a protectorate in
1905 and then as a colony in 1910), turning it into “a gateway to colonize
Manchuria” (Park 2000:195). Thus, more than six hundred thousand Ko-
rean rice-cultivating farmers, who had moved to Jiandao (the area of Man-
churia bordering Korea) by 1931, served as “molecules” in the diffusion of
Japan’s power from Korea to Manchuria (see also Park 2005:44).'8

In 1905 and 1906, the Japanese state created three institutions in the
Kwantung Leased Territory to not only “modernize” Manchuria but also
“concentrate political power in [its] own hands, extract financial profits,
and suppress any resistance to the Japanese-imposed political and eco-
nomic order” (L. Young 1998:27). These institutions were the Office of the
Governor General, the SMR, and the Kwantung (Guandong) Army. The
first administered the Kwantung Leased Territory with executive, judicial,
and legislative powers (ibid.:27, 29). The SMR, which eventually became
much more than Japan’s colonial railway company, owned and operated
extensive railway lines and managed the so-called attached areas of land to
these lines. The SMR also owned and managed numerous properties
within these areas, launched several new industries, and set up its own re-
search department, which carried out extensive economic and scientific
research relevant to the government of Manchuria (see 1to 1964, 1988;
Myers 1989). The Kwantung Army originated in the Japanese garrison de-
fending the railway zones of the SMR at the end of the Russo-Japanese War.
Over time, it grew into a massive institution with the important mission of
protecting Manchuria from the nationalist movement spreading through-
out China and from the threat posed by the Soviet Union after 1917 (L.
Young: 1998:30; see also Coox 1989; Peattie 1984:20; Shimada 1965; Yama-
guchi 1967:8). The last explains why the Kwantung Army placed more than
322,000 Japanese agrarian emigrants near the border between Manchuria
and the Soviet Union for a purely strategic reason: to create a buffer zone
against the possible invasion of Manchuria by the Soviets.

Meanwhile, since the mid-nineteenth century, Europe and the
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United States had placed China under an unequal treaty system. This
system was first created by the British, who imposed a free trade treaty
on weaker states such as Persia, Turkey, Siam, and China (Duus 1989:xiv-
xix). While creating this “empire without colonies,” the Western powers
honored China’s territorial integrity. Japan, which was unable to escape
from the same network of unequal treaties until 1911, initially took a
cautious and realistic approach, relying on skillful diplomatic tactics
within the framework of international cooperation (Hata 1988:277-278;
Jansen 1984:62-64). As the military began to function as an increasingly
independent and powerful group, however, Japan was caught in aggres-
sive operations in Manchuria, and eventually in China proper, in order
to join the Western imperial powers.

The history of Japan’s expansion onto the continent between 1905
and 1931 is now the topic of several well-researched books (Matsusaka
2001; McCormack 1977; L. Young 1998). Here I introduce only the major
events that took place during that period. First, the Qing dynasty ended in
1911. The internal turmoil in China emboldened foreign powers to fur-
ther encroach into Manchuria and China. Russia, for example, succeeded
in making Outer Mongolia independent. In turn, negotiations with Rus-
sia gave Japan “a sphere of influence in the eastern part of Inner Mongo-
lia” (Hata 1988:279). Second, the Japanese military participated in a joint
Allied intervention in the Russian Revolution. Although the intervention
failed, the prolonged stay of the Japanese military in Siberia “enabled the
Japanese troops to move freely throughout almost all of China” (ibid.:281).
Third, Chinese nationalism presented a growing challenge to Japan’s ex-
pansion. The establishment of the Nationalist Party (Guomindang) in
1912, its expansion under Chiang Kai-shek (Jiang Jieshi) in the 1920s, the
nationalist movement (particularly after the infamous Twenty-one De-
mands), and the establishment of the CCP in 1921 all pointed to the power
of Chinese nationalism. In 1928, Chiang’s army pushed north to drive
Zhang Zuolin, the most influential warlord in Northeast China, from
power. Incensed by the Japanese cabinet’s decision against military inter-
vention, some extremist officers of the Kwantung Army organized a plot
to blow up Zhang’s train as it was returning to Shenyang (see McCormack
1977:124-126). Immediately after Zhang’s death, his son, Zhang Xueliang,
joined the Guomindang. Japan’s reaction to the growing nationalism in
China reached its apex in 1931. Having missed the opportunity to occupy
southern Manchuria in 1928, the Kwantung Army began another round
of intensive military action in Liutiaogou on September 18 —the so-called
Manchurian Incident. The army also expelled “the estimated 330,000
troops in Zhang Xueliang’s army” from Manchuria (L. Young 1998:40)
and finally created Manchukuo in 1932.

In the words of Peter Duus, Manchukuo—first a republic and later an
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empire—was “a separate state under Chinese leaders who took their or-
ders from Japanese officers and civilian officials” (1989:xxviii). In this re-
spect, Manchukuo was a puppet state of Japan, and by 1933, the Kwantung
Army had integrated the railway zone and the four provinces of Jilin, Liao-
ning, Heilongjiang, and Rehe into it. Still, Manchukuo was born with all
the symbolic formalities possible of a modern, independent nation-state: a
declaration of independence (kenkoku sengen); a head of state (the last
Qing emperor, Puyi); a national flag; an anthem (which later changed
twice); a capital, Xinjing (J: Shinkyo); and a state with an executive, a leg-
islature, and a judiciary. Thus, while Duus is right in characterizing Man-
chukuo as a puppet state of Japan, Manchukuo was not like Japan’s other
colonies. The Japanese “labored mightily to convince themselves and oth-
ers of the truth of Manchurian independence” (L. Young 1998:40-41), so
among certain groups of Japanese and Chinese intellectuals there was a
vision of sovereignty in Manchukuo.

‘Who made up the population of Manchuria in the age of empire? To
shed light on this question, let me first examine the population census of
the city of Harbin (in northern Manchuria) compiled by the Manchukuo
state in 1933. This census encompasses as many as thirty national and eth-
nic groups, including Chinese, Taiwanese, Soviet (those with Soviet pass-
ports), Russian (those without Soviet passports), Japanese, Korean, British,
American, German, French, Italian, Polish, Jewish, Greek, Dutch, Turk-
ish, Austrian, Hungarian, Danish, Latvian, Portuguese, Czech, Armenian,
Belgian, Serb, Swedish, Romanian, Swiss, and Indian (Dai Harubin An-
naisha 1933:4-6). The populations of large cities such as Harbin may have
been more diverse than those in Manchuria’s countryside. Still, this cen-
sus does not include Manchus, Mongols, and other northern (or Tungu-
sic) tribes, who have lived on the soil of Manchuria since time immemorial.
Nor does it include the approximately two thousand Nikkei, Japanese who
had first emigrated to the United States and Hawaii and then emigrated
from there to Manchuria after 1932. John Stephan states that these Nik-
kei, who left behind their relatives in the United States (most of whom
were later sent to relocation camps), became part of “the Japanese” in
Manchuria (1997; see also Sano 1997). Whether all these groups of people
“melted” together in Manchuria is another question. Yet the existence of
such a bewildering array of population groups is sufficient to claim that
Manchuria in the age of empire was indeed “the imperial melting pot,”
the land of multinational and multiethnic groups (Mitter 2005).

How large was the Japanese population in Manchuria on the eve of
the establishment of Manchukuo? The prewar statistics on Japanese em-
igration are scant and unreliable. Information is particularly meager
when the destinations of emigrants were within areas under Japan’s in-
fluence. The government seems to have paid little attention to the Japa-
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nese who had left for these regions, which were regarded as a part or
extension of Japan proper. A more compelling reason for the scant in-
formation is that Japan was a latecomer in colonial politics: Japanese
migration to Japan’s overseas territories began only in the late 1880s
(Ichihashi 1931:618). Indeed, Japanese emigration to Manchuria did
not begin until a few decades before the Russo-Japanese War." From
then on, however, the Japanese state encouraged its people to emigrate
to Manchuria and Korea, partly in response to the worsening relation-
ship between Japan and the United States over the Japanese emigration
to California. By the early 1930s, about 240,000 Japanese had moved to
cities in southern Manchuria, the region opened up by the SMR (Iriye
1981:457).2° The number of Japanese, however, was insignificant in Man-
churia for several reasons. First, the Japanese made up less than 1 per-
cent of the total population of Manchuria (about 30 million), the
majority of which was Han Chinese. Second, except for Japanese state
employees, including soldiers, most Japanese residents in Manchuria be-
fore 1931 were so-called “continental drifters” (tairiku ronin), not settlers
in the strict sense of the term. Lattimore observes, “T’he average []Japa-
nese] peasant would far rather move to a town [within Japan] and be-
come a factory worker than go abroad to take up land” (1935:237).
Before 1931 Japanese in Manchuria who were not on official duty were
largely small-scale entrepreneurs, disadvantaged sons of mostly poor
families, and women who catered to the first two groups. The number of
Japanese agrarian settlers barely surpassed one thousand (see Araragi
1994:277).2" Third, while the Japanese state encouraged its subjects to
emigrate to Manchuria, it was Chinese (and Koreans) who actually im-
migrated to the region in large waves. Often described as the world’s
largest population movement, the average annual flow of Chinese from
south of the Great Wall into Manchuria in the early twentieth century
was estimated at five hundred thousand to 2 million. Thus, in 1930, W.
H. Hinton (1919-2004), an American observer of the transformation of
China, wrote: “Like a deep bass refrain, in the varied discords of histori-
cal events during the years since the Revolution, is the roar of this
human Niagara pouring into empty Chinese lands dominated by alien
powers” (quoted in Chang 1936:1). Similar views were expressed by sev-
eral other Western journalists, politicians, and scholars, including V. A.
Lytton, A. J. Toynbee, and J. E. Orchard (see also Gottschang 1987;
Gottschang and Lary 2000). The war fever in Japan following the Man-
churian Incident changed this situation considerably (see chapter 2).
The Manchukuo government and the Kwantung Army needed more
personnel from Japan. The railway and urban construction boom, su-
pervised by the SMR, attracted many more fortune seekers from Japan
(L. Young 1998:250-259). In addition, promoting an image of Manchu-
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ria as Japan’s lifeline, Prime Minister Hirota Koki adopted in 1936 the
policy of “1 million farm households [or 5 million Japanese] to Manchu-
ria” over a period of twenty years (Norin-sho Keizai Koseibu 1939:1). In
the following year, he initiated a program to help finance “group emi-
gration,” in which a village, a county, or a town would send about a half
of its population to Manchuria to build its branch village, county, or
town. Though his plan stopped short of the goal, about 2.2 million Japa-
nese, including civilians and military personnel, were said to be living in
Manchuria on the eve of Japan’s defeat (Kosei-sho 1997:11, 32).

Trying to integrate these diverse populations, the Manchukuo state
proclaimed an official slogan of “ethnic harmony” (minzoku kyowa).?* Refer-
ring to this slogan, the declaration of independence of Manchukuo states
the following: “The will of 30 million people declares the establishment of
Manchukuo and its separation from China. . . . There should be no differ-
ences among all the people who reside within this new land. In addition to
the Han, Manchu, Mongol, Japanese, and Korean people who have already
lived here, people of any other nationality will be treated equally, as long as
they wish to live permanently in Manchukuo” (quoted in Manshukoku-shi
Hensan Kankokai 1970:219-221). Historians seem to agree that the Man-
churian Youth League (Manshu Seinen Renmei), formed in 1928, was a
major force behind the creation of this ideology. Association members, al-
ready living and working in Manchuria, perceived Manchuria as a place
where “Japan and China” (Nik-Ka) should coexist peacefully and together
elevate the economy and culture of China. In addition, in the name of
guiding other ethnic groups (minzoku shido), they emphasized that the Jap-
anese, as a superior race, should take leadership in this joint endeavor (Hi-
rano Ken’ichiro 1972:238-239; Hirano Yoshitaro et al. 1966:644; Tachibana
1966:183; Yamamuro 1993:92-95). Here we should not ignore the political
environment in which the association was formed—a rising Chinese na-
tionalism opposing Japanese and Western imperialism. Yet we can also un-
derstand “ethnic harmony” as an ideology of the Chinese nationalists. In
1912, Sun Yat-sen (Sun Zhongshan) proclaimed China’s five ethnicities to
be the Han, Man (Manchu), Meng (Mongol), Zang (Tibetan) and Hui
(Moslem). While racism, assimilation, and autonomy (of each group) com-
plicated Sun’s idea, the notion of a unified Han nationality incorporating
the other four ethnic groups constituted an important element in the Chi-
nese nationalist movement (Duara 1995:142-144). The association mem-
bers, then, utilized Sun’s idea for the purpose of securing their leadership
in Manchuria against the Chinese nationalists, despite the fact that the
Japanese constituted only a small fraction of the Manchurian population.

During the Manchuko era, the Japanese settlers called the majority
Han Chinese Manjin, which I translate as “Manchurians” in order to
distinguish them from ethnic Manchus.* Ian Buruma calls this practice
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a “Japanese deceit” (1994:74).2* Indeed, this is parallel to the Western
practice of referring to the natives of the African continent as “Afri-
cans” both are imperial practices (Wallerstein 1991:127-129). Here let
me cite a passage from the travelogue of Honda Katsuichi (1971), who
visited Northeast China in the late 1960s. As a prominent left-wing jour-
nalist, Honda is quite critical of Japan’s colonial project in Manchuria.
In the following, Honda presents an interview with the narrative of one
of his Chinese informants, Mr. Xiao, who was living in Pingdingshan at
the time of the interview. This village is known for the Pingdingshan
Incident of 1932, in which Japanese soldiers killed about three thousand
Chinese civilians in reprisal for a resistance raid that they suspected had
originated nearby (see Mitter 2000:112-115). Here Mr. Xiao recalls Japa-
nese brutality during the Manchukuo era:

While passing by a Japanese police officer, [this informant] was asked,
“What country are you from?” Japanese police officers and those Chi-
nese who worked for them [as spies] often asked this question to search
out anti-Japanese activists among the Chinese. If he answered, “I am
Manchurian [Manjin],” the Japanese police officer would say, “All
right.” But if he answered, “I am Chinese,” the officer would regard him
as one such anti-Japanese dangerous element and would even jail him
as a political criminal. Since imprisonment meant execution, none
would have identified themselves as Chinese. (Honda 1971:115)%

Nonetheless, Mr. Xiao declared himself Chinese while trying to run away
from the officer. His action enraged the officer so much that he chased
Mr. Xiao, attacked him with his sword from behind, and cut off his right
ear. This is why, Honda writes, the Chinese in Manchukuo had to identify
themselves as Manjin. Over time, however, this term apparently created an
illusion among the Japanese that Manjin were ethnically different from
Chinese and that Manchuria and China were two different countries.
The category of “Manchurian,” which was forced upon the people
in Northeast China, has disappeared in contemporary China. In post-
war Japan, however, the loss of Manchuria has not resulted in the disap-
pearance of racial categories, ideas, and ideologies formed during the
age of empire. Even though it was a deceit and a sign of ignorance, the
term “Manjin” created potent political realities not only in the Japanese
Empire but also in postwar Japan (see Stoler 1995:xxiv). When referring
to the people of Manchuria, most Japanese still use Manjin or Mankei
(those of Manchurian descent) and define themselves in relation to
them as Nihonjin or Nikkei (those of Japanese descent). Japanese schol-
ars of Manchuria are no exception. Aware of the colonial roots of these
terms, they try to justify their continued usage with somewhat apolo-

17



Memory Maps

getic explanations (see, for example, Araragi 1994:14). I am in sympathy
with these scholars because my Japanese informants, who were repatri-
ated from Manchuria after 1945, use Manjin and Mankei interchange-
ably in reference to the Chinese. I honor their usage of the terms but
change them to “the Chinese” in my own discussion.

The expansion of the Japanese Empire did not stop at the Great Wall,
which symbolically separates Manchuria from China proper. In 1937,
Japan started a war against China, eventually killing and wounding, ac-
cording to Guomindang estimates, 6,730,000 Chinese, both soldiers and
civilians (Hane 1986:339).2° The Japan-China War ultimately led Japan to
war against the Allied Forces. The war thus spread to the entire region of
Asia and the Pacific, and the people of Manchukuo were soon mobilized
by the Japanese state for its war efforts. Chinese and Korean farmers were
asked to increase the quota of various crops to be delivered to Japanese
authorities. After the onset of the war against the United States, Japanese
male agrarian settlers were increasingly mobilized by the Japanese mili-
tary and sent to China proper or Southeast Asia. By the spring of 1944,
this mobilization became “bottom scraping.” The number of enlisted men
who had first moved to Manchuria as agrarian settlers is said to have been
about forty-seven thousand (Wakatsuki 1995:163).

This mobilization of male agrarian settlers radically altered the com-
position of the Japanese population in northern Manchuria; those who
were left behind were largely women, children, and the elderly. When the
Soviets invaded Manchuria on August 9, 1945, these unprotected civilians
were quickly abandoned by fleeing Japanese forces and became easy tar-
gets for enemy attack. The local peasants, many of whom had earlier been
displaced by the Japanese agrarian immigrants, turned their rage against
the immigrants. In addition, the civil war between the Communists and
the Nationalists in China, both of whom tried to mobilize Japanese civil-
ians for their own military operations, created more confusion among the
Japanese. As the civil war intensified, severe winters and poor hygienic
conditions caused malnutrition and disease, from which many more Japa-
nese agrarian settlers, now refugees, died.”” In order to save the lives of
their children, as well as their own lives, thousands of women who had
been left to themselves were forced to, in their own words, “leave,” “give
up,” “abandon,” “sell,” or “entrust” their loved ones to Chinese families.

The number of deaths among agrarian immigrants from Nagano is
staggering (see table 2 in chapter 3). Among those who were not mobi-
lized—namely, women, children, and the elderly—about 60 percent
died before reaching Japan’s shores (NKJMK 1984a:719). The rest took
months and years to return home. Ironically, the survival rate among
the settlers who were mobilized was higher; although many of them were
taken to Siberia as prisoners of war by the Soviets, more than 70 percent
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returned safely to Japan, as they were better protected by international
treaties. Children who had been entrusted to Chinese couples were not
allowed to return to Japan until the mid-1970s. While the number at the
local level is unavailable, it is believed that approximately thirty thou-
sand Japanese nationals were still in China in 1972, when Japan normal-
ized relations with the PRC (see Yampol 2005:129).

Memory Maps

The history of the present that I intend to write in this book is complex. To
mitigate this complexity, I have created “memory maps,” which I draw from
the memories of former agrarian settlers in Manchuria, their children who
had been left in China but began returning to Japan in the mid-1970s as
well as their Japanese-Chinese children, and Chinese people who lived
under Japan’s rule in Manchuria, including those who eventually adopted
the children of Japanese agrarian settlers. I am aware that memory maps
usually designate the maps of destroyed places. Hence such maps, which
indicate how the places used to look, are “visual analogues to taped oral
histories” about events that occurred in places that no longer exist (Slyo-
movics 1998:7). Memory maps often appear in so-called memorial books,
along with photographs; such maps are found “among East European Jew-
ish survivors of the Holocaust, among Armenian survivors of the 1915-20
genocide by Ottoman Turkey, as well as in German-speaking communities
in Eastern Europe uprooted after World War II, and among Palestinians
transformed into refugees by the establishment of the State of Israel”
(ibid.:1-2). Memory maps in this book, however, are not intended to be vi-
sual for the very reason I have already discussed: one cannot easily visualize
the (Japanese) state.” Instead, memory maps in this book serve to orga-
nize, in terms of time and space, the narratives of those who remember,
and they reveal complex interactions between “the present” and “the past.”
In other words, these maps are the voices of people. While I will create four
such memory maps (in the four chapters that follow), I will first discuss
several ideas on memory that memory maps purport to reflect.

First, memory maps reflect the idea that memory never exists in isola-
tion from historical, social, geographical, and cultural contexts and that
the memory of a particular event in the past varies depending on who re-
members and when, where, for whom, and how he or she remembers.
Thus, in each memory map, the interviewees (who provide oral memo-
ries) or authors (who provide written memories or memoirs) do not “speak
to us pure and neat, unmediated by intellectual reflection” (Das 1995:175).
They have thought ahead of time about what, for whom, and how to re-
member, and they have then narrated their memories. In addition, since
our profession often transforms how individuals remember, their memo-
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ries are relative to ourqueries and desires. In these respects, memory maps
are not dissimilar to what Pierre Nora has called les lieux de mémoire, or
“sites of memory.” This concept, according to Nora, is based on the as-
sumption that milieux de mémoire, or “real environments of memory,” no
longer exist, for historians have already entered such environments, push-
ing memory (the present) into history (the past) while simultaneously cre-
ating sites of memory (1989:18). Here we might even say that each historian
has become a site of memory. Nonetheless, we should not lament the loss
of the milieux de mémoire. Rather, we should consider as valuable the role of
historians, who transform what is remembered (and what is forgotten)
into “something that can be conceived.” In other words, it is historians
who make personal memories “knowable” for others (Le Goff 1992:xii).

Second, memory maps reflect the idea that memory is not only indi-
vidual but also inter-subjective (Boyarin 1994b:23; Fentress and Wick-
ham 1992:7). Memory is social because people speak and/or write their
memories. This means that people can remember the past that they did
not directly experience through the medium of memory. On this nature
of memory, Rubie Watson writes, “Many Americans ‘remember’ the
American Civil War and many Jews ‘remember’ the Nazi Holocaust, but
not because they personally experienced those events or because they
have read master narratives written by professional historians detailing
the great battles or the sufferings in the camps. Rather, they ‘remember’
because they share with others sets of images that have been passed
down to them through the media of memory—through paintings, archi-
tecture, monuments, ritual, storytelling, poetry, music, photos, and
film” (1994:8). Restated, the past to be remembered does not cover only
facts; it also covers the images into which those facts have already been
transformed. Hence the facts that do not fit in such images may have
been forgotten.?” Here I add to Watson’s insight by arguing that memory
is also about “those enduring sentiments and sensibilities that cast a
much longer shadow over people’s lives and what they choose to remem-
ber and tell about them” (Stoler and Strassler 2000:8).

The inter-subjectivity of memory also means that it is collective. Mau-
rice Halbwachs, whose works on collective memory made him a major
figure in the history of sociology, argued that “no memory is possible out-
side frameworks used by people living in society to determine and retrieve
their collections” (1992:43; see also Halbwachs 1980).%° Nevertheless, Hal-
bwachs, who has often been criticized for having neglected individual
memory, was never oblivious of the fact that it is the individual who re-
members.? To stress the inseparability of individual and collective memo-
ries, scholars later replaced collective memory with other terms. James
Fentress and Chris Wickham, for example, opt for social memoryin order to
avoid the image of Jungian collective unconsciousness inherent in collec-
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tive memory (1992). James Young relies on collected memory to emphasize
“the many discrete memories that are gathered into common memorial
spaces and assigned common meaning” (1993:xi).

Last, memory maps reject the idea that memory is a repository of al-
ternative histories and subaltern truths. I am quite aware that this idea is
still quite popular among scholars, however much many of them have al-
ready discredited the idea of memory as a container of truths. The strength
of this model lies in the fact that memory constitutes one of the “weapons
of the weak” (see Scott 1985). Nevertheless, as Stoler and Strassler have
argued, presenting subaltern memory against official memory (or state-
managed historiography) is less useful for the following reasons. First, a
commitment to write a counter-history privileges some memories over
others. Second, such a commitment merely assumes that itis the subaltern
memory that represents the truth (2000:8). Thus, in the memory maps I
am about to draw, I have no intention of negating Japan’s state-sanctioned
history by presenting the memories of Japanese, Japanese-Chinese, and
Chinese groups of people. Note, however, that official history has also
changed since 1945, and it has always been presented in multiple, often
mutually conflicting, views. These memory maps will present instead the
complex relationship between what is remembered and what is forgotten.
After all, the people whose voices we will hear in this book remembered
for the present so that they could make their past meaningful for the pres-
ent. Nonetheless, we should also keep in mind that memory does not al-
ways constitute a functional response to the needs of the present; by
remembering, people invariably examine not just the past but their own
interpretation of that past as well.*

Memory map 1 (Chapter 2) presents oral memories of the farmers who
emigrated from Nagano to Manchuria between 1932 and 1945 and re-
turned to Nagano between 1946 and 1949. “The present” in this map refers
to various moments over a twenty-five-year period between 1971 and 1996,
when a Japanese historian (Yamada Shoji) and I solicited the farmers’ oral
memories in Nagano. Hence the geographical location of this map is Na-
gano, Japan. Since we asked our interviewees to remember the coloniza-
tion of Manchuria, “the past” in this map refers to the age of empire.
Memory map 2 (chapter 3) presents written memories—memoirs of
the former agrarian settlers in Manchuria who returned to various cor-
ners of Japan between 1946 and 1949. (Known as hikiage-mono in Japa-
nese, they are a subcategory of autobiographies.) This is therefore a
national map of Japan. At many points between the 1970s and the early
twenty-first century, which constitutes “the present” in this map, they
wrote and published autobiographies. Such autobiographies, however,
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do not represent the entire life histories of their authors. Rather, the
writers remember only their journeys of repatriation. Thus “the past” in
this map refers to the period from the Soviet invasion of Manchuria on
August 9, 1945, to sometime between 1946 and 1949, when the authors
finally reached the entry ports to Japan. In spatial terms, then, memory
map 2 refers to the space between Manchuria and Japan.

Memory map 3 (chapter 4), titled “Orphans’ Memories,” examines the
oral and written memories of the children of Japanese agrarian settlers
who were left behind in China in the aftermath of the war but returned to
Japan after the mid-1970s. From the late 1970s to 2004, which constitutes
“the present” in this map, I heard and read their narratives in my fieldwork
sites of Nagano (1996) and Tokyo (between 1998 and 2004). I also included
in the group of interviewees several children of these children—that is,
Japanese-Chinese who were born in China but later joined their Japanese
parents in Japan. In this memory map, the past refers to the life courses of
these children from their births in the 1930s and ’40s to the present.

Memory map 4 (chapter 5), “Chinese People’s Memories,” presents
the memories of the Chinese who lived the age of empire in Manchuria.
This map also includes the memories of Chinese couples who adopted
children of the Japanese agrarian settlers, as well as those of the adopted
children who, having renounced their Japanese nationality, chose to stay
in China as Chinese nationals. The present in this map, which in geo-
graphical terms is Northeast China, refers to the period between the
1980s and the early twenty-first century, when members of the CCP and
Chinese and Japanese scholars listened to the memories of these Chinese
people. The past of this map covers the age of empire. Yet for the Chinese
adoptive parents and their adopted children, the past covers their entire
life courses from the age of empire to the present. In the final chapter, I
will consider the theoretical questions of “the state” and the relationship
among place, voice, and nostalgia. In addition, since these memory maps,
which often produce sub- or local-memory maps, are by no means mutu-
ally exclusive but overlap, I try to integrate these four memory maps in
the transnational space covering Japan and China.

Facing this proliferation of memories, can we scholars still retain
the will to historicize? It is true that today we live in an age when history
and memory diverge and are in conflict in many ways. Thus Arif Dirlik
argues, “We may view the proliferation of memory as an indication of
the impossibility of history. We may also view it as the proliferation of
histories: many histories do not cohere, and have no hope of doing so,
which may be the price to be paid for ‘the democratization of social
memory’” (2000:49). I too am aware of this obvious political conse-
quence of the proliferation of memories. Yet our obligation, I believe, is
to maintain a dialogue between us and those who lived in the past, be-
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tween the historian’s construction of the past and the way that the past
was or is constructed by those who lived it. Here, then, following LeGoff,
“let us act in such a way that collective memory may serve the liberation
and not the enslavement of human beings” (1992:99).

Following Japanese custom, I have cited Japanese names surname first
throughout. Except for those who have authored and published their
autobiographies, the names of my informants in my fieldwork sites in
Nagano and Tokyo are all first-name pseudonyms to protect their identi-
ties. Some of these informants, however, authored short essays for
alumni magazines and women’s groups magazines. Even when I quote
from these essays, however, I continue to use the pseudonyms I created
for the authors. Most Japanese, including the repatriates from China,
customarily read Chinese place names in Japanese ways. For example,
the Japanese pronounce the place name of Chongqing (in Chinese)
Jukei (in Japanese). In addition, during the age of empire, the Japanese,
ignoring the Chinese place names, gave such places Japanese names.
This is particularly notable in the Japanese naming of agrarian colo-
nies. Thus, in table 2 (in chapter 3), I have hyphenated the Japanese and
Chinese place names for each agrarian colony—for example, Ohinata-
Sijiafang. This means that the Japanese settlers built the branch village
of Ohinata in the place that the locals called Sijiafang. To mitigate the
complexity of place names, I have adopted the following policies:

(I)  In principle, I use the Chinese place names throughout this text.

(2)  When my informants and the authors of autobiographies refer to
certain places in China in Japanese, I honor those names but add
their Chinese names in parentheses wherever possible.

(3)  When only the Japanese names are available, I add “]” in parenthe-
ses after such names, as in Koshiro (]J).

Throughout this book, I honor the pinyin system of transliteration for
Chinese words. However, for certain proper and personal names—the
Guandong Army, Jiang Jieshi, and Sun Zhongshan—I bend the rule and
used instead the Kwantung Army, Chiang Kai-shek, and Sun Yat-sen,
with which the students of Japan are more familiar. Translations
throughout this book are mine except for those specifically noted.
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Memory Map 1

Oral Histories

Memory is infinite, yet oral memory is definitely more infinite
than written memory.! When I ask a question, my informant, using some
portion of his or her memories, offers me a story. When I ask a similar
question in a different sentence, the same informant, relying this time
on someone else’s memories, which he or she heard or read, recounts
for me yet another story. In this respect, the conventional definition of
oral history, “the interviewing of eye-witness participants in the events
of the past for the purposes of historical reconstruction” (Perks and
Thomson 1998a:ix), refers to only some of what we researchers do in our
fieldwork. The current state of oral history defies this definition, as this
subfield has been engaged in “two major battles with the established
tradition of historiography” for the past twenty years or so. First is “the
struggle to ensure acceptance of the validity of oral sources . . . and to
accord them the same importance as other [written] sources.” Second is
“the attempt to widen the horizons of historical research, whether in the
sense of including new spheres of reality (such as daily life, and the ex-
periences of oppressed and subordinate social strata), or that of ampli-
fying and clarifying the political aims and objectives within historical
writing” (Passerini 1979/80:84). Today oral historians seem to have won
both battles. In addition, they tell us that while oral testimonies, like
written records, can reveal historical truth, they also reveal interviewees’
truths in their remembering—that is, their “intensive subjectivity” (Portelli
1998:67): “that area of symbolic activity which includes cognitive, cul-
tural and psychological aspects” (Passerini 1979/80:85). Thus, while
honoring memory as a depository of facts, oral historians are also ex-
pected to explore what happens to experience on the way to becoming
memory. This means that we must also ask ourselves a similar question:
what happens to our understanding of history on the way to transform-
ing our informant’s memory into the history that we write?

In this chapter, keeping in mind the above history of oral history, I will
discuss the oral testimonies of the returnees from Manchuria to the Ina
Valley and other parts of Nagano. These people emigrated to Manchuria
in the age of empire but were subsequently repatriated to Japan between
1946 and 1949. Through analyses of their oral accounts, I will try to both
reconstruct the everyday life of Japanese agrarian colonists in Manchuria
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in the age of empire (historical truth) and explore the subjectivity of these
former colonists in remembering the power of the Japanese state (inter-
viewees’ truth in their remembering). To interpret their memories for
these goals, I will first examine written sources in order to understand the
history of Manchurian colonization by the emigrants from Nagano.

Manchurian Colonization: A Product of Rural Poverty in Nagano

In Japan, historian Louise Young argues, war booms accompanied impe-
rial wars against China and Russia and profoundly influenced the nation’s
cultural development. The publishing and entertainment industries ac-
tively cooperated with military propagandists to mobilize the nation be-
hind the state. Such efforts, however, are by no means unique to Japan. Yet
the fever that spread throughout Japan after the Manchurian Incident of
1931 needs our special attention, for it “marked a turning point from the
era christened ‘Taisho demokrasii’ to what Japanese called the ‘national
dent” on September 18, 1931, the Association of Japanese Farmers (Nihon
Nomin Kyokai) held a national rally in the city of Matsumoto in Nagano
Prefecture. On the last day of this rally, the participants, mostly middle-
scale farmers (chu-no) who came to Matsumoto from all over Japan, made
the following appeals to the Japanese state: (1) Let us transform Manchu-
ria, the “life-line” (seimei-sen) of the Yamato race, into our eternal Utopia;
and (2) Let us not give up the rights that we finally obtained (from the
Western imperial powers) to a handful of Japanese elite industrialists.
These farmers affirmed Japan’s domination in Manchuria and declared
their willingness to participate in Manchurian colonization. They also
asserted that if a handful of greedy Japanese industrialists, whom they
called “Japanese bandits” (nippi), continued to neglect farming, they
were willing to compete with them in the race to transform Manchuria
into Japan’s eternal Utopia (NKJMK 1984a:99-100).2 These appeals re-
veal several aspects of Manchurian colonization in its early stages. First,
such colonization represented a class-based movement of the politically
motivated middle-scale farmers against the industrial elite. Second, it
was a movement in which middle-scale farmers asserted their own vision
of an empire based on their belief in agrarianism (nohon shugi) (see L.
Young 1998:307; Vlastos 1998).

Still, before the mid-1930s, the number of Japanese agrarian emigrants
was extremely small. For example, between 1914 and 1917, thirty-four fami-
lies of discharged Japanese soldiers (from the troops that had been sent to
Siberia in 1917) settled on farmland within the SMR zone, but by 1937 half
of them had gone home. After 1929, the Dalian Agricultural Company
(Dairen Nogyo Kabushiki Gaisha) made land available to Japanese emi-
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grants. Since only seventy-two households settled on the land, however, the
company stopped its recruiting three years later. Thus, before 1931, only
about eight hundred Japanese households had settled in the Kwantung
Leased Territory (Wilson 1995:252-253). What, then, explains the relative
success of the mass emigration of Japanese farmers after the mid-1930s
that resulted in the settlement of over 320,000 colonists in Manchuria?

Between 1930 and 1936, according to Louise Young, the number of
tenancy disputes in the Japanese countryside rose from 2,478 to 6,804.
While most early disputes were over the increase of rents, the majority of
disputes in 1936 were over the eviction of tenant farmers from the land
(1998:324-326). To cope with economic depression, the fluctuating prices
of rice, and widespread crop failures, land-owning middle-scale farmers
tried to evict their tenants from the land. In Nagano, in addition to these
problems, a sharp drop in the price of silk cocoons aggravated the rural
economy (see NKJMK 1984a:7, 27, 206). Hence there emerged a large pool
of impoverished people who had lost both their land and their income
from sericulture and thus their means of survival. Yokozeki Mitsue’s auto-
biography reveals the life of such farmers: “The price of raw silk plum-
meted. My father uprooted all the mulberry trees and began to plant
nappa [ Japanese cabbage], but he could no longer make money. His land
was taken away by the landlord. One night he declared to his family, ‘We
cannot live here anymore. Our land is gone. All that we can do is to run
away to Manchuria!l”” (1990:15). For Mitsue’s father, Manchuria did not
conjure up an image of a glorious empire. It was simply a place where he
thought he could escape from his material misery. After all, those who
emigrated to Manchuria as agrarian colonists were invariably poor. They
were by no means “men with capital and prestige” who dominated Euro-
pean colonialism in Africa and Asia (see Kennedy 1987).%

To cope with economic depression, state officials designated thousands
of villages throughout Japan as “special villages for economic rehabilita-
tion” (keizai kosei-son) (Takahashi 1976:54).* Arguing that overpopulation
and land shortages were the causes of rural ills, they asked village councils
to initiate plans to rehabilitate localities that had been hard hit by economic
depression and natural disasters. In Nagano, the prefectural government
selected forty-one such villages. One of them was Fujimi, located on the
slope of the Southern Alps. Describing the condition of this village, the
Imperial Agricultural Association (Teikoku Nokai), which represented the
interests of middle-scale farmers, wrote the following in 1942:

Situated at an altitude of approximately 3,000 shaku [about 950 me-
ters], only 13.8 percent of the total village land was under cultivation.
Since the population was 4,735, or 951 households [in 1937], each fam-
ily cultivated an extremely small plot of land. The number of families
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working on a plot of less than 0.5 hectare was 220, while the number
working on a plot of less than 1 hectare was 505. For this reason, the
village economy heavily relied on the village residents’ seasonal migra-
tion to various destinations within Japan. In 1937, the number of men
and women who worked elsewhere as carpenters, factory workers, day
laborers, or itinerant merchants reached 532. (Teikoku Nokai 1942a;
Mansha imin kankei shiryo shusei [hereafter MIKSS] 1990:221-233)°

This association, then, encouraged farmers to create an alternative
source of income other than sericulture and seasonal migration.®

In Ohinata, the first in Nagano to be designated as a special village
for economic rehabilitation, the village council tried to promote “char-
coal making,” but charcoal making did not generate high incomes owing
to the presence of numerous middlemen (Yamada 1978:26). Having failed
in this endeavor, the council members realized that they had exhausted
every means of rehabilitating the rural economy. It was at this time that
the Imperial Agricultural Association recommended Manchurian coloni-
zation as an alternative that, according to it, would kill two birds with one
stone: ease the village economy and “expand the Japanese Empire, thereby
securing peace in Asia” (Teikoku Nokai 1942a; MIKSS 1990:242). Thus,
supported by the state, which offered grants, subsidies, technical know-
how (for farming in Manchuria), and above all land, the first group of
emigrants left Ohinata in 1934 for Manchuria. Soon, encouraged by the
achievements of the Ohinata group, farmers of other villages, including
Fujimi, began leaving for Manchuria. At this point the character of Man-
churian colonization changed, from a class-based social movement
founded on agrarianism to a state-initiated mobilization. Note that it was
the middle-scale farmers themselves who mobilized the state to begin
with and that in this very context of Manchurian colonization, the Japa-
nese state expanded its empire (L. Young 1998:ch. 8). This fact is well re-
flected in one of the official slogans issued by the Nagano prefectural
government: Emigrate to Manchuria! Let them emigrate to Manchuria!
(Ike Manshu e! Ikashimeyo Manshu e!) (Nagano-ken Keizaibu 1939; MIKSS
1990:392). Those who were expected to emigrate to Manchuria were farm-
erswho had been evicted from their rented land, and those who persuaded
them to leave were middle-scale farmers.

State-initiated Manchurian colonization began modestly in 1932
with a trial period emigration project. The farmers who left for Man-
churia under this project were called “armed emigrants” (buso imin). To
understand why they had to “arm” themselves, let us look at the follow-
ing passage from a report that was submitted in 1942 by the Manchuria
Colonial Development Company (Manshii Takushoku Kosha) to the
Eighty-first Imperial Diet in Tokyo:’
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Even though Manchuria is a vast country, it has a history of three hun-
dred years of cultivation by native farmers. There is absolutely no piece
of land that does not belong to someone, and the laws regulating the
ownership of land are extremely complex. The number of absentee
landlords is substantial, and it is extremely difficult to draw exact
boundaries among numerous tracts of land. We therefore find it impos-
sible to purchase land [from native farmers] based on a thorough scien-
tific survey. (Manshu Takushoku Kosha 1942; MIKSS 1991:151)

As we will see below, the Nagano prefectural government advertised
Manchuria as a vast empty land in order to attract local farmers. Agrar-
ian emigrants were thus expected to settle on “noncultivated land” (mi-
riyo chi) (Asada 1976:63). Nonetheless, the above passage demonstrates
that every piece of land belonged to someone, either a local landlord or
alocal farmer. Hence the Japanese state had to purchase land, much of
which had already been worked, from local people for a small remuner-
ation and distribute it among the Japanese settlers.

What was it like to emigrate to a place where “there was absolutely
no piece of land that did not belong to someone”? Below, based on my
reading of two documents—the 1933 issue of Umi no soto (Across the
seas), an official magazine of the Nagano Overseas Association, and a
semi-fictional novel, Manshu imin zenya monogatari (The story of the
dawn of Manchurian colonization), written by the association’s director,
Nagata Shigeshi (MKJMK 1984a:166; Nagata 1952:193-210)—I will re-
create how the first group of 438 armed emigrants, of whom forty-one
were from Nagano, traveled to and settled near Jiamusi in 1932.

Prior to their departure, the emigrants received rigorous training in
Iwate, Yamagata, and Ibaraki Prefectures. At the end of the training pe-
riod, each trainee was forced to take the following oath to the Japanese
state: “I shall not let my family interfere with my decision [to emigrate to
Manchuria]. In case I am expelled [from the group] for my own wrongdo-
ing, I shall not complain. I shall sacrifice my life for our colony. I shall make
every effort to settle down permanently in Manchuria.” By the early 1930s,
the Japanese state had already acquired twenty thousand hectares of land
in the vicinity of Jiamusi, hence the group had to draw up along-term plan
on how to settle on this land. The plan was as follows. In the first year,
armed emigrants would live in the houses that the Japanese military had
confiscated from Chinese families. By the spring of the second year, they
would complete the construction of a single dormitory building and move
in there to live collectively. Also by then, they would complete the process
of transforming the twenty thousand hectares to farmland. In the third
year, they would complete the construction of individual houses. At this
point, each colonist was expected to invite his family to come from Japan
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and start farming an individual plot of land, as the land has now been dis-
tributed equally among all the settlers. The reality, however, was harsh
enough discourage the armed emigrants. For example, on the emigrants’
route to Jiamusi on the Amur River, Manchurian bandits (manshu hizokuw)
repeatedly attacked ships carrying the emigrants. Once in Jiamusi, the
Japanese emigrants discovered that only about ninety Japanese had been
living in the region, most of whom were “poor enough to owe debts to Man-
churians.” About fifty of them were women working as restaurant and bar
waitresses. In addition to these Japanese, about ninety Koreans had been
living in the region, but the whole town was filled with “strong anti-for-
eigner sentiments.” Over a period of two years, seven Japanese emigrants
were killed, and three more were injured. Fifty-nine guns, forty-five hun-
dred pieces of ammunition, twelve horses, and two thousand yen in cash
were stolen from the offices of the Manchuria Colonial Development Com-
pany, and the building was also burned down by the thieves. The number
of those who withdrew from the emigration project rose rapidly. But, with-
out the state’s assistance, they had no means of returning home.

Records suggest that by 1941, the Manchuria Colonial Development
Company had acquired 20 million hectares of land from Chinese farmers,
including over 3 million hectares of cultivated land, and had distributed
them among Japanese colonists (Takahashi 1976:60). Hence “strong anti-
foreigner sentiments” remained in northern Manchuria for quite some
time. In 1934, for example, a group of Chinese farmers organized them-
selves into the Northeast People’s Self-Defense Army and fought against the
Japanese immigrants under the slogan of “expel the Japanese immigrants
and establish local self-government” (the Tulongshan Incident). This inci-
dent, which lasted for several months, took the lives of thousands of Chi-
nese and hundreds of Japanese (see Eykholt 1993; see also Kuwajima 1979;
Suleski 1981:363-372). Thus, to promote Manchurian colonization among
farmers at home, the Japanese state had to resort to every possible means to
tame—or, failing that, to annihilate—the “Manchurian bandits.”

Louise Young states that to promote Manchurian colonization the
Japanese state mobilized “a huge migration machine” at the national, pre-
fectural, and local levels (1998:ch. 8). At the national level, this machine
involved the Colonization Bureau, the Manchuria Colonial Development
Company, the Colonial Ministry, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry,
training centers (for agrarian emigrants), and colonial research stations
(ibid.:356-358). At the (Nagano) prefectural level, this migration ma-
chine consisted of the Nagano School Board, the Nagano Overseas Asso-
ciation, the Patriotic Women’s Association (Aikoku Fujinkai), the
Prefectural Council of Mayors and Village Heads, and prefectural coun-
cils of agricultural cooperatives (ibid.:377). At the local level, the migra-
tion machine involved village and county councils, county school boards,
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local chapters of the Imperial Agricultural Association, and farming co-
operative organizations. It also involved school principals and teachers,
heads of youth groups, women’s groups, reservist associations, neighbor-
hood associations, credit and marketing cooperatives, firefighters, and
other voluntary organizations (ibid.:376; see also Yamada 1978:24-25).

As part of this migration machine, local newspapers played a crucial
role in promoting Manchurian colonization in central and southern Na-
gano. Generically called sonpo or jiho, they were one of the mainstays of
Taisho democracy, a brief period between the two world wars when
(male) citizens, energized by the post-World War I economic boom and
democratic trends, were allowed to express their political views (see
Kato Shuichi 1974; Minichiello 1984). Thus, in the early 1920s, the young
middle-scale farmers who formed the youth groups in each village
began publishing newspapers, casting criticism upon urban modernity
in order to realize a pro-farming nation (see Tamanoi 1998:138). We
must remember, however, that Taisho democracy was also a period in
which “deviance was tested against the polestars of respect for the em-
peror and for private property” (Dower 1979:306). After the Manchu-
rian Incident, repression against such deviance became more forceful
and transformed the content of such newspapers so as to be more in line
with the state’s imperial project.® Here I read only Urazato sonpo, the
newspaper of the village of Urazato, in order to understand how the
poor farmers decided to emigrate to Manchuria as agrarian colonists.’

All the articles on Manchurian colonization published in Urazato sonpo
aim to entice farmers to emigrate to Manchuria. And yet they are of sev-
eral different types. Some are so-called “public notices” that reached Ura-
zato from the metropolitan government. Standard headlines for these
notices announced that “application forms [for volunteer emigrants] have
arrived” or that a “50 percent discount in train fares for those emigrating
to Hokkaido, Manchuria, Karafuto, Korea, and Taiwan” was available.
Others were letters sent to the editorial office of Urazato sonpo from village
residents already in Manchuria. These lettersvary from simple telegrams—
such as “Arrived in peace,” sent by a man named Shigeharu (Urazato sonpo,
March 20, 1937)—to lengthy letters describing the everyday life of the
Japanese colonists. Among the latter, I noticed the following passage:
“Every afternoon I see the crimson sun setting on the horizon of this vast
land. Every morning I see the sun rising again from the same horizon.
And every day I see rows of fields and rice paddies continuing for thou-
sands of miles. I cherish these moments because they assure me that my
decision [to emigrate to Manchuria] was by no means wrong” (ibid., No-
vember, 1936). The “rows of fields and rice paddies continuing for thou-
sands of miles” reveal the presence of local farmers in Manchuria. That s,
long before the arrival of the Japanese colonists, Chinese (and Korean)
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farmers had already worked the land in Manchuria.” It is unclear whether
the writer of this letter was aware of this evident fact.

Another letter published in Urazato sonpoin 1939 acknowledges the
presence of local people. However, these people speak Japanese and act
Japanese. In other words, they are exemplary subjects of the Japanese
Empire. The author writes: “The Manchurian children whom we meet
on the street say sayonara and greet us in Japanese. How grateful I am for
the Japanese state.” Furthermore, he apparently ate Japanese food every
day, such as noodles with pork, broiled fish with sake, and sushi “by the
brook in between work or, if on the weekends, on a grassy picnic site”
(Urazato sonpo, June 10, 1939). While this writer’s village was located in
Manchuria, it was indeed a Japanese village, well protected by the Japa-
nese military. The sense that Manchuria was a remote and alien country
is entirely missing in this letter.

In addition to the colonists already in Manchuria, village notables
(including schoolteachers) who made trips of inspection to Manchuria
often contributed articles to Urazato sonpo. For example, to stir up the
spirits of the youth in Urazato, one schoolteacher sent the following to
the editorial office: “Go to the vast land of Manchuria and Mongolia.
Build a base to support the expansion of our economy and race. There
you can find a solution for the ills of the [Japanese] countryside and a
place for the ever-growing Yamato race” (Urazato sonpo, June 20, 1932).
Other articles in Urazato sonpo exhort village youth to abandon their “is-
land insular mentality,” instruct younger sons to cease worrying about
their meager inheritances, and encourage village women to become
“continental brides” (tairiku no hanayome)—that is, to marry agrarian
colonists. Such articles contrast a vast, scarcely populated, promising,
and youthful Manchuria with the insular, overpopulated, backward,
and old village of Urazato. Still, most of these village notables (many of
whom were middle-scale farmers) chose (or could afford) to stay in Ura-
zato; their mission was to get others to emigrate to Manchuria.

In addition to contributing articles to local newspapers, village no-
tables also wrote official reports that, according to historian Sakura-
moto Tomio, contain many “lively sentences” (keiki no yoi bunsho) (1987).
A prime example of such documents is the one authored by a group of
village mayors who participated in a fact-finding trip to Manchuria in
1934. Their destination was Sijiafang in northern Manchuria, to which
the village of Ohinata had already sent 35 colonists earlier in the same
year. Ohinata’s plan was to send a total of 150 farm families, as well as 50
single men who would establish families in Manchuria, and to build Ja-
pan’s first “branch village” of the “mother village” of Ohinata. Stunned
by “such a heroic deed,” the mayors of other villages in Nagano tried to
follow Ohinata’s example. Immediately after their return, the members
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of the fact-finding trip wrote a report in which they mentioned the fol-
lowing “facts” about Sijiafang.

Sijiafang is a Utopia, a place of a remarkable natural beauty. Its land-
scape resembles that of rural Nagano.

The headquarters of the branch village of Ohinata is located next to the
office of the prefectural government of Shulan. For this reason, col-
onists do not have to worry about anti-Japanese rebels.

About 3,000 Manchurians and 1,000 Koreans live within the branch vil-
lage of Ohinata. These local farmers are on good terms with the
Japanese colonists.

The branch village of Ohinata owns 1,400 hectares of rice paddies and
2,600 hectares of dry field. The plan is to rent out most of the rice
paddies and a large tract of dry field to local farmers.

A plan to build schools and hospitals is underway.

Houses for individual families will soon be built. Each house will be
built on a plot of 120 tsubo [1 tsubo is about 3.3 square meters], and
each family will enjoy the fruits of its own vegetable garden. (Quoted
in Yamada 1978:280-287)

We do not know how effective these “lively sentences” were to entice im-
poverished farmers to emigrate to Manchuria. What we know is that
these mayors, except for the mayor of Fujimi, never returned to Man-
churia before the war’s end.

Did Manchurian colonization rehabilitate the rural economy in Na-
gano and elsewhere in Japan proper? The first one hundred farm house-
holds that emigrated from Fujimi to Manchuria left behind ninety-seven
hectares of land (about 19 percent of the cultivated land in the village) and
seventy houses (Teikoku Nokai 1942a; MIKSS 1990:262, 265). The land was
then distributed “appropriately among neighborhood cooperatives for
communal farm plots” (L. Young 1998:337). In addition, the village coun-
cil rented fifty houses to schoolteachers (Teikoku Nokai 1942a; MIKSS
1990:265). Note, however, that those who had emigrated to Manchuria
were excluded from the economic rehabilitation plan at home. After all,
they were expected not to return to Fujimi. A passage of the edict that the
village council issued to the emigrants states, “T'hose who return to Fujimi
within ten years of their emigration [to Manchuria] shall not enjoy the
privileges customarily given to the village residents. If they return, they
may have to repay the debts [from which they were exempted when they
emigrated to Manchuria] and return the subsidies that they received [from
the state]” (ibid.; MIKSS 1990:249)."" While middle-scale farmers were ex-
pected to create a classless Utopia in Japan proper, small-scale farmers
were expected to build a colonial Utopia in Manchuria. In this respect,
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emigrants were not only the vanguards of imperialism but also victims of
the economic rehabilitation program at home.

The Present: Nagano (1971-1996)

Let us now return to my fieldwork site and listen to the voices of the former
agrarian settlers and their families in Manchuria. All the interviews that I
will present in this section were conducted in the homes of my informants
in Ina and elsewhere in Nagano between 1988 and 1996. In Fujimi, the
members of awomen’s group often gathered in the village community cen-
ter and recounted their memories of Manchuria to me and among them-
selves. Some narratives are parts of my casual conversations with the people
in Ina on the streets and on trains and buses. To draw a better map, I have
also quoted some of the oral testimonies collected and published by Ya-
mada Shoji, who headed an oral history project team. Over the three-year
period between 1971 and 1973, this team, which consisted of Yamada’s
eleven students, paid four visits to former agrarian colonists who had been
repatriated from Manchuria to the village of Ohinata (see Yamada
1978:335-336). The information in parentheses at the end of each testi-
mony includes the name (pseudonym) of the interviewee, the year in which
the interview was conducted, and the name of the interviewer. Italicized
sentences inserted in the testimonies are questions from the interviewer.

How Emigrants Remember the Japanese State
during the Colonization of Manchuria

I go, so you go,

To the vast plain of northern Manchuria,

Which extends thousands of miles without boundaries.

The land of Manchuria awaits us. (Takayama Sumiko, 1991, Tamanoi)

Sumiko was born in the village of Mizuho in 1924. Her father, a farmer
without land, was born with a weak heart, so his wife, Sumiko’s mother, was
the main provider of labor on a tiny rented piece of land. When her father
died after a long illness, Sumiko’s brother, her mother’s only son, joined a
group of emigrants to Manchuria. A few months later, he temporarily re-
turned to Nagano, married his classmate (“by force,” according to Sumiko),
sold his house (which was built on rented land), and persuaded his sixty-
two-year-old mother and Sumiko to leave with him for Manchuria. With no
alternatives at hand, Sumiko left for Manchuria in 1940 with her mother,
brother, and sister-in-law. The above quotation is a song that she remem-
bered from that period. The lyric encourages poor farmers, such as Su-
miko’s brother, to emigrate to Manchuria by offering one particular image
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of Manchuria—a vast plain without boundaries—while “verbally depopu-
lating” the landscapes (see Pratt 1986:145)."2 At the time of the interview,
Sumiko confided to me that she genuinely believed that Manchuria was a
vast, virgin land. Consequently, before emigrating, she “did not think
about the Manjin [the Manchurians].” Sumiko also remembered two poster
slogans from the 1930s: “Give up unreliable seasonal migrations [within
Japan]” and “Emigrate to Manchuria—the land that promises you a bright
future.” The Japanese state was indeed busy creating this particular image
of Manchuria to entice farmers to leave for the continent.

There were five hamlets in the village of Ohinata, and every hamlet
sent at least some families to Manchuria. Every member of the family
emigrated, including small children and elderly grandparents. Some of
those who owned houses or who could afford to stay [in Ohinata] also
emigrated. They were usually village leaders. They had to persuade
poor farmers to emigrate to Manchuria. If they themselves had not
emigrated to Manchuria, others would not have gone to Manchuria,
see? They couldn’t lose face. (Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada; quoted
in Yamada 1978:339)"®

We were much better off [than other families who emigrated to Man-
churia], but we were four brothers and four sisters. If we had divided
our land among four of us, we could not have survived. This is when we
heard an unbelievable story. That is, if we went to Manchuria, each one
of us would become a landowner of twenty hectares of land! That’s why
I left for Manchuria because the life here was really tough. (Anony-
mous, 1971-1973, Yamada; ibid.:340)

These narratives suggest that in addition to poor farmers, at least some
middle-scale farmers emigrated to Manchuria. Indeed, the village records
of Ohinata indicate that while more than 70 percent of the emigrants
were farmers who owned either no land or less than 1.25 acres of land, the
rest included the younger sons of middle-scale families who owned more
than 5 acres of land (Yamada 1978:33-34). Note that these farmers were
also part of the migration machine. In other words, they had to serve as
“role models,” sacrificing their relatively comfortable life at home. Miyako,
whom I met in Fujimi in 1988, noted, “The village head [the mayor] kept
his promise [of emigrating to Manchuria] and left for Manchuria together
with more than one hundred farm families. It was quite a scene when the
first group of these families left the village. Those of us who had remained
in Fujimi visited the houses of emigrants in our hamlet, followed them to
the train station, and celebrated their departure with band music. We, the
children, waved tiny [ Japanese] flags. When they left the village, I remem-
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ber, we wished them much luck in Manchuria” (Miyako, 1988, Tamanoi).
Although the mayor of Fujimi did not have to emigrate to Manchuria to
rehabilitate his household economy, he did so because his fellow villagers
needed a strong leader. The Imperial Agricultural Association attributed
this positive response to Manchurian colonization to “spiritual training,”
the indoctrination that farmers received about the glory of the Japanese
Empire (Teikoku Nokai 1942a; MIKSS 1990:264).

You are asking me about the food we ate daily in Manchuria? Well, we
ate many different kinds of meat—pork, deer, hare, and pheasant. We
had an abundance of sugar and honey. Those who had stayed in Japan
would not have been able to imagine how rich our life was! In spring,
adonis bloomed everywhere. Our village was indeed a Utopia. We heard
that the cities [in Japan] had been heavily bombed and people were
running off to the countryside. I could not believe such stories. Back
then, I had no doubt about Japan’s victory. (Aki, 1988, Tamanoi)

When she left for Manchuria to join her parents (who were already in the
branch village of Fujimi), Aki was in her early teens. As a young woman, she
seems to have had high hopes for her future in Manchuria. Yet her narra-
tive also anticipates the ominous ending of what she called “a Utopia.”

We belonged to the fourth group of emigrants from Fujimi. When we
arrived at the branch village, members of the second and third groups
temporarily returned to Fujimi to bring their families back to Manchu-
ria. The houses for individual families were still under construction, so
all of us had to stay in one dorm-like building. Looking back, I think
the wall of this building was not yet dry. It was very damp. But, you
know, every night we returned to this dorm after many hours of heavy
labor only to sleep. It started to snow already in October. The village
headquarters did not distribute winter clothes among us until well into
November. (Tokie, 1988, Tamanoi)

My mother used to say, “What kind of place is this? We’d better commit
suicide.” She could not stand Manchuria, so she returned to Japan to join
my older sister in Tokyo. After she left, we settled in our house with ondoru
[ondol, a Korean term for floor heaters] built underneath the floor, but
the walls were still not dry. When warm air from the floor went up, water
oozed out of the walls and ceiling, and drops of water fell from the ceiling.
It was as if it were raining inside the house. (Sumiko, 1991, Tamanoi)

In 1941, the mayor of Kosha-go (J), where Sumiko settled with her
mother, brother, and sister-in-law, tried to persuade her to marry one of
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her fellow settlers. She did not know this man, who was fifteen years older,
except for having seen him once in Mizuho in Nagano. Nevertheless, re-
luctant to refuse her superior’s orders, she married the man and soon
gave birth to two children. The testimonies of Tokie, Sumiko, and others
whom I interviewed reveal the harsh realities in northern Manchuria:
heavy labor was a daily routine; both women and men had no other choice
but to marry others in the same colonies, often chosen for them by their
leaders; and daily life was far harder than they had imagined it would be.
Their testimonies do not contain “lively sentences.” “You know, back in
those days, we could not openly complain. If we did, we would have been
marked as unpatriotic citizens,” said Sumiko. Almost half a century after
repatriation, the act of remembering finally offered Sumiko a chance to
voice her complaints about the wartime Japanese state’s policies.

When we heard about the kokusaku, all [adult members] in my family
danced a little dance of joy, but in fact, they were forced to do so. (Ka-
zuko, 1996, Tamanoi)

The returnees from Manchuria often use the term kokusaku, “a policy
implemented by the [Japanese] state.” For them, however, kokusaku
means only one particular policy—the state-initiated Manchurian colo-
nization. Although all in Kazuko’s family first “executed a little dance of
joy,” Kazuko reinterpreted “the truth” after looking back on her painful
journey of repatriation: they were in fact forced to dance as they had no
other means of economic support for the household.

Nonetheless, evidence suggests that the majority of emigrants from
Fujimi were willing to accept the colonization policy at that time. For
example, a survey conducted by the Imperial Agricultural Association
in the late 1930s indicates that 50 among 137 respondents said that they
accepted it because they wanted to cooperate with the state and become
exemplary subjects (see table 1). Another 68 responded that they had
failed to restart their household economies in Fujimi and wished to do
so in Manchuria. As noted, back then, they could not voice any criticism
against the policy. What emerges in this survey, however, is an image of
farmers who were willing not only to begin anew to sustain their house-
holds but also to be exemplary subjects of the Japanese Empire. Yet Ka-
zuko was unable to accept that her father eagerly went along with the
colonization policy. On the contrary, at the time of my interview, Ka-
zuko expressed unrelenting anger against the Japanese state, which, she
claimed, had enticed her family to Manchuria but “abandoned” it once
Japan’s defeat was imminent. By focusing on “abandonment,” she could
attribute her suffering solely to the Japanese state.
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Looking back on those days, I can now see that the land allocated to us
was someone else’s. It was land that local farmers had reclaimed and
worked since time immemorial. The state-run corporation purchased
their land at an extraordinarily cheap price—well, almost for free. And
then the corporation gave it to us. Everyone [in Japan] believes that we
worked uncultivated land in Manchuria with our own hoes, but such a
story is totally untrue. (Musha Masako, 1970s, Shinano Jidé Bungaku-
kai oral history project; quoted in Yamada 1978:13)

I already knew, before leaving for Manchuria, that the branch village of
Ohinata would be built on the land [that had already been] cultivated by
someone else. Well, that’s the reason I joined the group [of emigrants].
(Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada; quoted in Yamada 1978:340)

Employees of the Manchuria Colonial Development Company had no
mercy. They purchased cultivated land from local farmers and then
forced them to move elsewhere, yet the confiscated land lay fallow for a
long time. . . . Manchurian colonization was nothing more than Japan’s
invasion. I thought the whole project would collapse some day, but I did
not think it would collapse in my generation. At least in our generation,
I thought, we would be just fine. (Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada;
quoted in Yamada 1978:343)

TaBLE 1. Reasons for emigration from Fujimi to Manchuria in the age
of empire

Reason given by farmer-respondent No. of respondents

I'accepted Manchurian colonization as state policy and coop- 40
erated with the state.

I went along with the policy to improve/restart my household 27
economy.
I went along with the colonization policy in order to be an 10

exemplary citizen of Japan.

I had failed to restart my household economy in Fujimi. 41
As ayounger son, I wanted to establish a branch household in 7
Manchuria.

I had been to Manchuria before.
I'was invited to join my relatives in Manchuria. 8

I was burdened with miscellaneous chores in Fujimi. 1

Source: “Manshu kaitakumin soshutsu chosa: Nagano-ken Suwa-gun Fujimi mura” (Sur-
vey on emigration to Manchuria: The case of Fujimi Village in Suwa County, Nagano
Prefecture) (Teikoku Nokai 1942a; MIKSS 1990:326).
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Despite the popular image of Manchuria as virgin territory, some (or per-
haps most) emigrants knew, while still in Japan, that they would be work-
ing somebody else’s land, and to have some arable land was apparently the
most important reason why they ventured to move to Manchuria. Other
colonists, such as Musha Masako, seem to have discovered the presence of
local farmers only after they arrived in Manchuria. Sumiko, who had
imagined Manchuria to be free of people, said, “Once I arrived at Kosha-
g0 (J), I noticed a hamlet of Manchurians within our colony. I also noticed
a barracks for Manchukuoan soldiers, another hamlet of Manchurians,
and yet another hamlet of Koreans (Senjin) on the other side of the river.
I quickly changed my image of Manchuria. It was no longer a virgin land”
(Sumiko, 1991, Tamanoi). Looking back, some settlers resented the merci-
less stance of Japanese officers toward local farmers. Nevertheless, once
they received some land, they had no other choice but to farm it.

In order to survive in Manchuria, we had to grow cash crops. So we lied,
falsified documents, and submitted them to the Manchuria Colonial
Development Company. We wrote down crops we never grew. One day,
the company sent us a big agricultural machine. We were supposed to
use it to grow soybeans. But if we had grown only soybeans, we wouldn’t
have survived. We secured a contract with the Manchuria Tobacco
Company and grew tobacco. We also grew vegetables and sold them to
the mining company in Shulan. (Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada;
quoted in Yamada 1978:345)

In 1935, the Colonial Ministry published a document titled “Hoku-
Man ni okeru shiidan nogyo imin no keiei hyojun-an” (Proposed stan-
dards for the management of collective farm immigrants in northern
Manchuria). In this document, which became “sacred writ for Japanese
settlements” (L. Young 1998:342), the Colonial Ministry presented its
ideal vision of a Japanese settler: a self-sufficient farmer living in isolation
from the market economy—thatis, a “yeoman farmer” (jisaku-no). Such a
farmer would cultivate land all by himself, with the help of his family. He
would cultivate a variety of crops solely for his family’s consumption. The
Japanese state would provide him with all the necessities, including agri-
cultural machines, tools, cows, horses, pigs, seed, and fertilizer, as well as
free education and health care. Such a farmer would not need to earn
cash, nor would he need to compete with local farmers (ibid.:343-344).

The publication of this document, however, made Japanese bureau-
crats fear that if Chinese farmers (who in the view of the bureaucrats ac-
cepted a much lower standard of living than Japanese farmers) followed
the same proposed standards, they would easily surpass the Japanese colo-
nists (Takumu-sho 1939, MIKSS 1990:187). To ease such fears, the Colonial
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Ministry published another document, titled “Hoku-Man ni okeru Man-jin
churyu noka no eino-rei” (Typical work life of a middle-scale Manchurian
farm household in northern Manchuria). According to this document, “a
typical Manchurian farmer” had the following characteristics:

¢ He needed a minimum of three thousand yen in cash to cultivate
twenty-five hectares, but he was unable to borrow such an amount
from any money-lending institution in Manchuria.

¢ He needed atleast ayear to reclaim uncultivated land, during which
he would lose any competitiveness with Japanese colonists.

¢ He did not grow rice.

* He was familiar with only rudimentary technologies.

¢ He did not purchase goods or market crops collectively with his fel-
low Manchurian farmers.

* His wife, as a Manchurian, did not engage in any farm work.

Oddly enough, “a typical Manchurian farmer” in this text appeared to be
not only a yeoman farmer who could not rely on his wife’s help, but also an
immigrant who needed three thousand yen to settle in Manchuria. In
other words, the text implicitly contrasted him to “a typical Japanese set-
tler.” The latter was able to borrow three thousand yen from the Japanese
state, was familiar with high-level technologies, and purchased goods and
sold crops collectively with his fellow colonists. And his wife, being Japa-
nese, worked side by side with him in the rice paddies and dry fields. Yet the
oral testimonies of former colonists suggest that neither “a typical Japanese
colonist” nor “a typical Manchurian farmer” existed in reality. Rather, they
suggest that the images of a yeoman farmer represented “the desires of
promoters [of Manchurian colonization], not the aspirations of emigrants,”
and that the Japanese advance into rural Manchuria was not as well orga-
nized as the promoters implied (L. Young 1998:349). The agrarian settlers
could not have survived in Manchuria without growing cash crops (soy-
beans, tobacco, and vegetables) and selling them for cash. Nor could they
have survived without relying on Chinese and Korean farmers.

How Emigrants Remember Their Relationships
with Chinese and Korean Farmers

The people in my hamlet [in the mother village of Ohinata in Nagano]
knew only charcoal making. We did not even know how to hold a hoe. So
[after I moved to Manchuria] I received instructions at the training cen-
ter in Harbin, learned various skills, and taught my fellow settlers those
skills. For example, it was a challenge to store vegetables. Their way [of
the Chinese] was different from our way. In addition, each one of us had
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to take care of ten hectares of farmland [that had been allocated to us],
but the Manchuria Colonial Development Company taught us nothing
[about large-scale farming]. We got some hints from the people [of our
mother village] in Japan. We also tried to copy the practices of the Man-
churian farmers. But worms ate our crops, and the first year was a total
disaster. (Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada; quoted in Yamada 1978:346)

We employed many Manchurians as tenants [kosakunin]. Some of us asked
them to live nearby, on the compounds of our farms. Others asked them to
commute to their farms from their hamlets. (Masaru, 1988, Tamanoi)

Note first that the Japanese colonists suddenly became owners of large
tracts of land but had no knowledge about the form of farming suitable for
the Manchurian climate. For this reason, they had to maintain close rela-
tions with local farmers, who earlier had had to give up their land and
houses for them (see chapter 5). Indeed, the colonists were always in need
of “Manchurian coolies” (Manjin kurii), and it was this relationship that
troubled the colonists. Chinese farmers tended to remember coolie life as
the life of a slave. In contrast, Shimaki Kensaku (1903-1945), a Japanese
writer who traveled through northern Manchuria in the 1930s, quoted a
Japanese settler who told him, “The problem is the wage I must pay the
Manchurian coolies. If I could only keep it at a minimum or not pay at all, I
feel I could succeed here” (1940:64)."* However, because of the acute short-
age of labor among the Japanese, the wages that the colonists had to pay
local farmers kept rising (ibid.:53). Furthermore, as indicated, since the
Japanese were unfamiliar with the soil and climate of Manchuria, they were
dependent upon the prescient skills of the Chinese farmers. Believing that
the climates in northern Japan and Manchuria were similar, the Japanese
state had recommended “an agricultural system suitable for Hokkaido.”
When Shimaki observed them, the colonists were indeed experimenting
with such a system, but apparently they had little confidence in its success.
Masaru said, “We were expected to teach Manchurian farmers superior
technologies, but we had nothing to teach them” (1988, Tamanoi).

Did the Japanese settlers have the option to become absentee land-
lords? My answer is a definitive no. The Japanese state gave them land,
houses, tools, and draft animals, but once in Manchuria, they had to
survive as working landowners. Although the colonists could afford to
employ Chinese coolies and eventually rented out large portions of their
land to them, they could not expand their operations because (1) the
cost of Chinese labor was not cheap, and (2) the Japanese state dis-
suaded the colonists from becoming commercial farmers."” Neverthe-
less, we must remember that in the age of empire, the Japanese state was
the largest and most powerful absentee landlord in Manchuria. We must
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also remember that of the land to which the Japanese state held deeds in
1941, only 1 percent (about two hundred thousand hectares) was used
by the Japanese settlers; the remaining land was simply allowed to lie
fallow (L. Young 1998:401, 402, n. 8). While Chinese tenant farmers
paid large rents in kind to the colonists, the latter had to give up most of
them to the Japanese state. The structure of victimization was indeed
complex, yet the ultimate victims were always the Chinese farmers.

Some of our informants remembered the blatant racism that they exer-
cised toward the Chinese and Korean people and their sense of superi-
ority over them.

Take the ration of cotton fabric, for example. The Manchurians and the
Koreans received only a third of our share or perhaps none at all, so we oc-
casionally gave away some of our share to those Manchurians or Koreans
who delivered us soybeans or kaoliang [sorghum] over the quota. I was a kid
then, but even a small child like me noticed [such discriminatory prac-
tices]. (Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada; quoted in Yamada 1978:348)

The village head was Manchurian, but the vice-head was Japanese. The
section heads of the village office were all Manchurians, but the vice-
heads were, again, all Japanese. (Yoshio, 1991, Tamanoi)

I knew it was bad, but we often stole [the bags of dried] pumpkin seeds
from the Manchurian vendors by the roadside. (Toshiko, 1988, Tamanoi)

Manchurian kids ate such things as the peels of watermelon we had
discarded on the streets. (Sumiko, 1991, Tamanoi)

Recall that most of the Japanese agrarian settlers had been impover-
ished farmers before emigrating to Manchuria. Yet once in Manchuria,
some of them took Japanese superiority for granted. While some were
sympathetic to the conditions of the local farmers, they had to side with
the Japanese vice-heads, who in reality held more power than their Chi-
nese superiors, in order to survive as agrarian colonists. Indeed, in the
age of empire, Japanese children were often instructed to nurture a
sense of racial superiority in both Japan proper and its overseas empire.
Yamada states, “Around 1943, one of my teachers [in Japan proper] told
us that the Japanese military was using chemical weapons on the battle-
front in China. Yet I remember I did not feel that it was particularly
wrong. In those days, we were taught not to consider the Chinese or the
Koreans as humans” (1978:13). If that was the case, the acts of stealing
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bags of dried pumpkin seeds from Chinese vendors or barging ahead of
the Chinese to buy train tickets seem trivial. However, in the sense that
the Japanese did so with little sense of remorse, these actions repre-
sented “institutional racism” against the local people.'

At this point, let me briefly go back to 1939 and quote from the diary
of Sugano Masao, a member of the Manchuria Youth Brigade. Sugano was
then living at one of the training centers run by the Colonization Bureau.
One day, out of curiosity, he visited a hamlet of Chinese farmers near his
barracks. Describing their children, he writes as follows:

Their faces, hands, and legs are all filthy. They probably have never cut
their hair. I bet they do not bathe, nor wash their faces either. I saw
their houses, made of dirt, grasses, and kaoliang husks. I noticed a pig
carcass and the bones of a horse scattered all over and sighted several
Manchurians excreting in public under the eaves and by the roadside. I
then realized that harmony among the five races would not come easily.
Even after I returned from their hamlet, I felt their filthy odor envelop-
ing my entire body. Although our barracks were made of simple wood,
I found them superbly clean and realized anew that we should lead
them into a better future. (1939:9-10)

Sugano probably wrote this diary entry shortly after he returned to his
barracks. In it, the Chinese hamlet and the Japanese training center are
presented as two starkly different places, and the contrast crystallizes
Sugano’s understanding of Japanese superiority. While the former is
filthy and smelly, the latter is immaculate and redolent of fresh wood.
Sugano seems to have had no doubt about his superiority over the
Chinese. Yet this does not mean that the Japanese racism went unnoticed.
To the contrary, the Japanese settlers who committed serious crimes
against the Chinese were prosecuted by the Manchukuoan judicial au-
thorities for their overt demonstrations of national pride. The Japanese
who were prosecuted, however, did not receive full punishment on the of-
ficial grounds of “ethnic harmony.” This is amply demonstrated in a re-
portissued by the Public Prosecutor’s Office of Manchukuo (Manshtikoku
Saiko Kensatsu-cho) (quoted in Yamada 1978:431-518)."" For example, in
1939, after the nominal abrogation of Japanese extraterritoriality in Man-
chukuo, a man named Iwata Tatsuo and some sixty Japanese agrarian set-
tlers assaulted a group of Chinese farmers, illegally arrested them,
confined them to a shack, and injured some of them."” Although these
local farmers carried a certificate of permission to cut trees in the area,
the Japanese, “out of their sense of superiority,” confiscated the certificate.
The Japanese colonists were also criticized for failing to understand the
language of the native farmers (report quoted in Yamada 1978:503-504).
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Another incident took place in 1939. Suzuki Hisashi, a twenty-four-year-
old Japanese farmer, was in charge of recruiting “Manchurian coolies.” As
some of these coolies were dissatisfied with the daily wages paid by their
Japanese employer, they did not respond to Suzuki’s attempts at recruit-
ment. Enraged, Suzuki shot and killed one of them. He committed this
crime “out of his racial pride as Japanese” (ibid.:497-478). In both of the
1939 cases, the prosecutors identified the suspects’ motives as “the Japa-
nese sense of superiority” (nihonjin no yuetsukan). In the end, however, they
dropped the cases, “honoring the ideology of ethnic harmony,” and asked
the accused (the Japanese) and the accusers (the Chinese) to reach mu-
tual agreements through the Manchukuo police office (ibid.:504).

Manchurians lived within mud walls and hung corn on the walls to dry.
I always smelled drying corn, mixed with the smell of animals and their
excrement. In contrast, Koreans always lived near rice paddies. (Su-
miko, 1991, Tamanoi)

I remember that Koreans were rather haughty toward their Manchu-
rian neighbors. Some of them spoke fairly good Japanese, so my father
could easily communicate with them. (Aki, Tamanoi, 1988)

In Manchuria, Koreans were often quite arrogant toward the Manchu-
rians. They also identified themselves with the Japanese. The Koreans
invaded Manchuria and exploited the labor of Manchurian farmers for
free, making them work in the rice paddies. We, the Japanese, did not
exploit the Manchurians like the Koreans did. (Anonymous, 1971-1973,
Yamada; quoted in Yamada 1978:348)

When Japan was defeated, the Manchurians did not harm the Koreans
at all. The Manchurians attacked only us, the Japanese. The divide was
therefore between the Japanese, on the one hand, and the Manchuri-
ans and Koreans on the other. (Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada;
quoted in Yamada 1978:347)

In the early twentieth century, both official and popular discourses in
Japan designated the Koreans as “compatriots.” At the same time, the
same discourses referred to “the recalcitrant Koreans” (fute: senjin), who
opposed Japan’s colonial expansion. However, the Koreans, while in the
ranks of the colonized in their own societies, fell into grayer, often imper-
manent categories when displaced to other realms of the Japanese Em-
pire, such as Manchuria. Throughout the 1920s, historian Barbara Brooks
argues, the Japanese state regarded the Korean settlers in Manchuria as
Japanese subjects and encouraged them to become naturalized Chinese
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so that they could purchase and own land in Manchuria (1998:29-31, 36).
After the establishment of Manchukuo, however, “the Koreans” became
one of the five ethnic groups making up Manchukuo’s population in the
Japanese state’s discourse. Nevertheless, relations between Japanese and
Koreans remained unstable. This is reflected, for example, in the fact that
the official category of “Japanese” often included Koreans, but the “Ko-
rean” catagory never included Japanese (Tamanoi 2000a:257). Yet the
above testimonies suggest that Japanese settlers clearly distinguished Ko-
reans not only from the Japanese but also from the Chinese. At the same
time, they recognized a complicated relationship between the Koreans
and the Chinese. Remembering the haughty attitude of Korean farmers
toward Chinese farmers, some settlers criticized the Koreans for their rac-
ism against the Chinese. Referring to the Koreans, some of my informants
used such terms as Senjin or Hantojin (people of the peninsula) perjora-
tive terms that implicitly placed the speakers above the Koreans." For one
former colonist, whom Yamada interviewed, however, the tension between
the Chinese and the Koreans did not matter; what mattered was the Japa-
nese domination over them both.

I encountered several instances in Nagano in which my informants iden-
tified themselves with the “Manchurians.” For example, in a 1991 inter-
view, Tokie sang a song titled “A Manchurian Daughter.” It was, according
to her, “an extremely popular song among the youth in my village [in
Manchuria].”

I am sixteen,

And I am a Manchurian daughter.
When snow melts,

And when the yingchunhua blooms,

I am going to marry

A man living in the village next to mine.

Tokie told me that she always sang this song with her (Japanese) neigh-
bors and to her daughter, who was born in Manchuria. I later learned
that there was yet one more line to this song: “Please wait for me, Mr.
Wang.” Mr. Wang is the name of the Manchurian daughter’s fiancé, who
is Manchurian—that is, Chinese.?

“A Manchurian Daughter” is not native to Manchuria; it is a Japanese
popular song.?! Composed and sung by the Japanese, it became a sensa-
tion in the late 1930s in both Japan proper and its overseas territories, es-
pecially in Manchuria (Mainichi Shinbunsha 1978:85). Put another way,
by identifying with the colonized subjects, the colonizers created this song
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in Japanese. While the Japanese in Japan proper may have imagined an
“exotic” Chinese girl while singing this song, Tokie did not need such an
image. Instead, she identified herself and her child with the “Manchurian
daughters.” To support my argument, I cite a passage from the autobiogra-
phy of Mizoguchi Setsu, a young Japanese student who lived in Harbin
from 1934 to 1946: “Harbin Higher School for Japanese Women gave us
such a lot of freedom. We ignored the remark that our school principal
often made: ‘Manchurian daughters must behave especially well. Other-
wise, you cannot find your life partners.” To the contrary, we acquired a
mass of knowledge from our teachers [who did not place as much empha-
sis on the importance of a womanly disposition as the principal did]”
(1997:27-28). In this passage, “Manchurian daughters” refers to Japanese
schoolgirls studying in Manchuria. Its counterpart, “Manchurian boys”
(manshu otoko), refers to young Japanese men who settled in Manchuria
and were influenced by what the Japanese called “continental culture”
(tairiku bunka). The term implies a more magnanimous and manlier char-
acter (in comparison to that of young Japanese men in Japan proper),
someone who is not constrained by small worries. “Manchurian daugh-
ters” also implies a freer but less feminine character (in comparison to
that of young Japanese women in Japan proper). In the above quote, the
school principal advocates the virtue of Japanese women. Setsu, on the
other hand, embraces the freer education she received in Manchuria. The
colonists’ identification with the Manchurians, then, suggests that they
once shared a common frontier spirit and that in their remembrance they
still shared the same spirit to mark a certain distance from the Japanese
who had never left Japan proper. Yet read the following.

Yes, I remember. I rode on a steamship [to Seoul, Korea] and then took
many trains with Manchurian passengers who smelled of garlic. [How
could you tell that they were Manchurians?] They were wearing black Man-
churian robes. Those robes looked very grimy because, I guess, they
had never washed them. When I arrived at the branch village [of Fu-
jimi] and saw the huge crimson sun setting on the horizon, I felt as if I
had gotten a new life. One of the scenes I remember well, because it was
so recurrent, is one in which Manchurian farmers were plowing, using
Manchurian spades. They plowed hilly land, lightly whipping their
Manchurian horses. I was very fond of observing them until they would
disappear over the top of the hill. (Aki, 1996, Tamanoi)

In this passage, Aki demonstrates both her frontier spirit for Manchuria
and her disdain toward Manchurians. Once settled, Aki recognized the
Manchurians plowing near her father’s farm. She therefore began call-
ing the spades they used “Manchurian spades” and the horses they rode
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“Manchurian horses.” Indeed, the term “Manchurian” served as a de-
scriptive term for almost everything that the Japanese settlers saw or
heard for the first time, from Manchurian hoes, clothes, and pots to the
Manchurian (Chinese) language and Manchurian (Chinese) people.

How Emigrants Remember the Decline of Manchukuo

We had to send at least 250 households more [to Manchuria], so we
tried every means to persuade those who were still undecided. But we
could not reach the target. Consequently, we had to expand our re-
cruitment drive to our neighboring villages. Eventually, several families
from those villages joined us. But in the official document, we did not
record the names of the villages from which they came. Instead, we
wrote “Ohinata,” pretending that we had fulfilled our obligation.
(Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada; quoted in Yamada 1978:342)

By the late 1930s, the prices of most agricultural crops (except for raw
silk) had returned to pre-Depression levels. Consequently, the mother
villages in Nagano began to suffer from acute labor shortages, owing
not only to the active mobilization of farmers as emigrants and soldiers
but also to the recovery of the agricultural economy. A severe shortage
of industrial labor further aggravated the problem. Under these condi-
tions, village notables found it increasingly difficult to recruit farmers
for Manchurian colonization, to the point that one recruitment officer
in the village of Yasuoka committed suicide when he failed to fulfill the
state’s orders (Yamada 1978:39).

In the late 1930s, then, momentum shifted to the Manchuria Patri-
otic Youth Brigade. This program recruited young boys between the
ages of fourteen and twenty-one who were exempted from the draft be-
cause “they elected to join other adult settlers in the farm communities”
(L. Young 1998:357; see also Suleski 1981).22 However, as the state’s war
efforts mounted, adult settlers left for the battlefields, and so did bri-
gade members. Isao, whom I met in Ina, was one of the brigade mem-
bers who was eventually drafted, arrested by the Soviets, and sent to
Siberia as a prisoner of war (POW).

In Manchuria, we were able to farm for only about four months, from
May to August. Around the end of July, the temperature began to drop,
sometimes sharply. For those four months, we had to work frantically. In
summer, when the moon shined, we worked without much sleep. Other-
wise, we could not harvest enough crops. We had summers and long
winters but only seven days of spring and another seven days of autumn.
At the training center, every meal was exactly the same—*kaoliang mixed
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with a bit of rice and black beans and salty soup with dried fish and
dried radish. But we all knew that our teachers were eating white
steamed rice every day. . . . We were always suffering from starvation and
fatigue. We also suffered from the [physical] violence that our own
teachers exercised against us. This was the reality of the training center
for the Patriotic Youth Brigade. The state advertised it with all those
rosy pictures, but they were all untrue. (Isao, Tamanoi, 1996)

Although Isao would have wanted to go home, the Japanese state assidu-
ously prevented brigade members from doing so. Thus, Tomiya Kaneo
(1892-1937), one of the brigade founders, advocated the need to recruit
“continental brides” (tairiku hanayome) for brigade members. As a high-
ranking military officer who embraced the expansionist cause, Tomiya
not only “pushed hard for paramilitary Japanese settlements in north
Manchuria as a bulwark against the Soviet Union” (L. Young 1998:385)
but he also created slogans to recruit young Japanese women as wives for
single male settlers. One of the slogans read, “Girls of new Japan, marry
the continent” (Shin Nippon no shojo yo, tairiku ni totsuge) (Ogawa 1995:68).
With such slogans, he asked young women to emigrate to Manchuria,
marry Japanese settlers, give birth to Japanese children, and become
the soil of Manchuria. Following his plan, the Japanese state built
“schools for the (Japanese) female settlers in Manchuria” (manshu jo-
juku) in Japan and in Manchuria (see Sugiyama 1996:129). Ogawa
Tsuneko reports that by 1944, there were over one thousand young Japa-
nese women studying at these training centers in Manchuria alone and
that 90 percent of them were to marry brigade members (1995:110).

Sadako, one of the continental brides recruited in 1944, recalls the
following:

The reason I emigrated to Manchuria in 1944 was the state coloniza-
tion policy; the state persuaded me to go to Manchuria. I joined a group
called the Young Women’s Brigade. We were told to work for our na-
tion. In reality, we were expected to become continental brides, but I
did not understand the meaning of that term back then. Before emi-
grating to Manchuria, I was helping my family to farm. The head of my
village and teachers at my school told us to go to Manchuria, see vari-
ous places, and, when we returned, tell stories about Manchuria to the
village residents. Then I'was only eighteen years old. (Kurihara Sadako,
1996, Sugiyama Haru)?

Only six months after settling in Manchuria, her teacher asked Sadako
to marry a young man of the Patriotic Youth Brigade. By 1944, however,
the state did not need agrarian colonists but soldiers. Her husband was
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drafted in July 1945. At the time of Japan’s capitulation, Sadako was
pregnant, and her husband’s location was unknown. Without protec-
tion, she had no way to survive other than to marry a Chinese farmer.
Ten days after her wedding, she gave birth to her son. “Even though he
was not the father of my child, he and his family held a big celebration
for me,” said Sadako (quoted in Oba and Hashimoto 1986:66).

When I first visited Manchuria in 1938, the Manchurians always let us
cross the street first. At the train station, we did not have to wait in line at
the ticket counter, the Manchurians let us buy tickets first. . . . When I
returned to Manchuria and finally settled [in the branch village of Ohi-
nata] in 1943, it was a different story. The Manchurians told me to go to
elsewhere [to buy train tickets] because, they said, it was their train sta-
tion. Looking back, I think they already sensed Japan’s imminent defeat.
I said to myself that I had come to the wrong place at the wrong time.
(Anonymous, 1971-1973, Yamada; quoted in Yamada 1978:349)

After the onset of the Pacific War, rural Manchuria had been emptied of
able-bodied men because of aggressive conscription. In consequence,
the Japanese state continued to send agrarian colonists to Manchuria
until the very end of the war. Indeed, the record shows that only three
months before Japan’s capitulation, the county of Achi in the lower Ina
Valley sent about two hundred colonists to a remote area of Manchuria
on the border with the Soviet Union (NKJMK 1984b:482). Those who
arrived in Manchuria late rarely met local farmers who were willing to
let them cross the street first. In addition, they had to work much harder,
as the following testimony amply indicates.

Our life got harder and harder toward the end. Particularly after 1942,
the state sharply increased the quotas for this or that agrarian product
that we had to deliver to local authorities. Since we had to rely on Chi-
nese and Korean farmers to deliver us their quotas, I guess their lives
must have been much harder than ours. You say that we were expected
to become “self-sufficient farmers.” But we never became such farmers
in Manchuria. (Masaru, 1988, Tamanoi)

Masaru also told me that around May 1945, the settlers had very little to
eat except for soybeans and potatoes. It was around this time that he was
mobilized into the army.

The brevity of this section does not mean that my informants scarcely
remembered the end of the Japanese Empire in Manchuria. Completely
the opposite was true: they had much to tell me about the end of Manchu-
kuo. For example, in 1996, when the women’s group in Fujimi invited me
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for a gathering before my departure for the United States, all the mem-
bers recounted stories of their escape from Manchuria after the Soviet in-
vasion. For this reason, I find it appropriate to dedicate an entire chapter
to their memories of the Soviet invasion, Japan’s capitulation, and their
repatriation journeys. Before doing so, let me conclude this chapter with a
discussion on the role of the Japanese state in Manchurian colonization.

Remembering the Japanese State in

Manchurian Colonization, 1930-1945

In The Expansion of England, published in London in 1883, British
imperial historian Robert Seeley examines the history of England, which
occupied parts of the globe that were “quite empty.” Since they were so
empty, they offered unbounded scope for new settlement for the people
of England (1883:46). Seeley raises the following point: “But if the State
is the Nation (not the Country, observe, but the Nation), then we see a
sufficient ground for the universal usage of modern states, which has
been to regard their emigrants not as going out of the State but as carry-
ing the State with them” (ibid.:41, my emphasis). Calling England “the Na-
tion,” Seeley presents it as a historical community based on a common
race, language, and culture. This community, according to Seeley, is
destined to expand into every corner of the world. At the core of this
expanding territory, called an empire, Seeley places the modern State
of England. He expects British citizens to carry this state as they emi-
grate overseas. He also expects them to carry the mission of spreading
British nationalism. Since the corners of the world into which the ex-
pansion extends are empty, Seeley states, British citizens do not have to
worry about encountering aliens who may reject their mission.

After the Manchurian Incident of 1931, the promoters of Manchu-
rian colonization often referred to Seeley as they equated Japan with
England. For them, Japan was also a modern nation-state on its way to
an empire. For example, in 1935, at a conference held by the Institute of
Oriental Studies (Toyo Kyokai), Nagao Sakuro, then an employee of the
SMR, made use of Seeley’s work in the following remark: “In his famous
work, titled The Expansion of England, historian Seeley of Great Britain
argues that [British] emigrants always carry the State with them. Ac-
cording to Seeley, only when we speak of the emigrant moving with the
power of the Nation, of which he is a citizen, can we correctly say, ‘He
carries the State with him’ [kare to tomo ni kokka o hakobu]” (quoted in
Toyo Kyokai 1935:59). As the British who settled on the east coast of
North America called the area “New England,” Nagao suggests, the
Japanese who settled in Manchuria should call the area “New Japan.”
However, according to Nagao, not every Japanese emigrant carried the
state with him. Those who emigrated to South America, for example,
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did not carry the state with them. Instead, they moved there “to make
money” for their own selfish purposes. Hence they were not contribut-
ing to the formation of an empire (ibid.).**

While the local discourses published in Nagano do not refer to Seeley,
they do refer to Manchuria as an empty land. Furthermore, they refer to
China as a place without a state. Japan is the only nation in Asia that has a
state, and its power is destined to spread to “eight corners of the world”
(hakko ichiu). For example, in one newspaper the author, who apparently
ranked among the village wealthy, writes that: “The Japanese and the Chi-
nese [Shinajin] are different in every respect. To confuse them is to con-
fuse the Japanese with the Portuguese. . .. The Chinese do notlive beyond
the household boundary. They do not have a notion of the state, and most
of them are illiterate” (Urazato sonpo, June 10, 1939). Yet, he claims, “the
Chinese” do not live in Manchuria; they live in China proper. Thus, along
with Nagao, this writer also envisions Manchuria as quite empty and ar-
gues that the Japanese should carry the state with them.

Indeed, our informants’ oral memories suggest that when they were
faced with impending poverty in rural Nagano, they emigrated to Man-
churia, “carrying the state with them.” However, the notion of the state as
presented by Seeley is extremely diffused. In one case, the state is the office
of a branch village that was late in distributing winter clothes to its settlers.
In another, it is a village mayor who has arranged a marriage for a female
settler without eliciting her opinion. In yet another, it is the colonization
company, whose staff was quite merciless in confiscating land and houses
from local farmers. But in remembering, the informants always see Man-
churia as an extension of Japan, governed by the Japanese state. Backed by
this state, the poor farmers of Nagano set out, with band music wafting in
the background as they boarded train or ship for Manchuria.®

Upon arrival, the colonists discovered that Manchuria was a popu-
lated land; they were not there to transform virgin territory into fertile
ground but to work on already cultivated land. As they had to rely on the
labor provided by Manchurian coolies, the idea of “yeoman farmers”
did not work. Since they had already received land, grants, and subsidies
from the state, it was impossible for them to interfere in this colonial
structure. In remembering, then, these former colonists criticized the
ineffectiveness of the Manchurian colonization policy. At the same time,
they remembered their own disdainful stance toward the Chinese and
the Koreans, on whom they heavily relied as a source of labor. Most of
our informants remembered their sense of supremacy in terms of Japa-
nese racial purity. Yoshio, whom I met in Nagano in 1996, is a former
agrarian colonist who emigrated to Manchuria in 1942. After mention-
ing “the Manchurians” (Manjin), I initiated the following dialogue. My
questions are prefaced with a “T.”
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T: Who are the Manjin?

YosHio: They are those who lived in Manchuria.

T: Aren’t they Chinese?

YosHio: I guess not, because they lived in Manchuria.

T: But I read that many Chinese had emigrated to Manchuria before
Japan established Manchukuo.

YosHio: Yeah? But many of them wore Manchurian clothes. . . .

T: You did not call them Manchukuoans?

YosHio: No; wasn’t that the official term?

T: So you too were a Manchukuoan.

Yosnio: No; I was Japanese because I am Japanese.

This dialogue sounds almost ridiculous as I refer only to the official,
abstract categories. Yoshio cannot accept my categories for a number of
reasons: they sound too formal; he has hardly ever heard them; and con-
sequently he has rarely used them. More important, his identity as Japa-
nese is primordial. For him, “Japanese”is the identity he never discarded
nor will ever discard in the future. Yoshio remembered his teacher at
the training center saying, “Manchuria is where numerous Japanese
[soldiers] shed their blood. We [Japanese] must protect it with our own
hands.” In 1996, he no longer believed his teacher’s words. But he
seemed not to have remembered that in Manchukuo no one forced
Yoshio to identify himself as Japanese, while the Chinese were daily re-
minded of their identity as Manchurians.

Memory map 1, then, suggests that the former agrarian settlers in
Manchuria who returned to Nagano between 1946 and 1949 have been
struggling with the gap between what they remember about the Japa-
nese state and how they should remember it. In remembering, they are
seldom critical of their own decisions and actions. They emigrated to
Manchuria as agrarian colonists and worked and lived on land that had
belonged to the Chinese, but they remember those decisions and ac-
tions as those of the Japanese state; they simply chose to follow state
policy to regenerate their household economies. At the same time, how-
ever, they are highly critical of the Japanese state, which, they claim,
tricked them into Manchurian colonization. Here, then, they fail to re-
late their own decisions and actions to the power of the Japanese state.

Shall we honor only the memories of those who reached the realiza-
tion that they had victimized the Chinese? My answer is no. If we criti-
cize our informants for failing to acknowledge their complicity in Japan’s
imperial expansion, we must also criticize most of the Japanese people
who never left Japan proper in the age of empire. Agreeing with some
Marxist scholars, the latter began calling the former agrarian colonists
“retainers of Japanese imperialism” (nihon teikoku shugi no tesaki) soon
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after the war’s end (Yamazaki 1972). By the same token, we must also
criticize the U.S. Occupation Forces, which, understanding Japanese
agrarian settlers as the retainers of militarism, did not allow the Japa-
nese state to extend special aid to them after they were finally repatri-
ated to Japan. We need to understand the following: while the agrarian
settlers in Manchuria were complicit in Japanese colonialism, they were
also the victims of not only rural poverty in the age of empire but also
postwar Japanese society, which saw them only as the victimizers. Our
role, then, is to detach them from their image as faceless agents of op-
pression and see each one of them as human beings who either enthusi-
astically or reluctantly participated in Manchurian colonization
(Guelcher 2000:4). After all, they carried the Japanese state with them
in emigrating to Manchuria, returned home to bring it back, and then
relied on it to start their second lives in postwar Japan. Memory map 1
therefore should bring to the fore the power of the Japanese state by
shedding light on what our informants remembered, how they remem-
bered, and what they forgot.
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Repatriate Memoirs

In Japanese, the verb “to repatriate” (hikiage-ru) has multiple
meanings; among these are to pull up, raise, refloat, pull out (of a place),
and (close a business and) return home. As a noun, “repatriate/s” (hiki-
age-sha) becomes not only historically but also morally charged in post-
war Japan (Nihon Kokugo Daijiten Henshu Iinkai 2001:172). Repatriates
are those who emigrated to Japan’s overseas territories in the age of em-
pire but were forced to (close their businesses and) return home after
Japan’s capitulation in the Asia-Pacific War. Once in Japan, however,
they were often seen as social misfits, largely because the dominant per-
ception of them dramatically changed over the divide of August 15,
1945. Before then, they were imin (emigrants) who were hailed as the
vanguards of imperialism in official discourses. After Japan’s defeat,
they were hikiage-sha, who were greeted with pity, suspicion, and callous-
ness by their compatriots who had never left Japan proper. Here, the
oral narrative of Aki, who appeared in chapter 2, is helpful: “When we
returned home [to Fujimi in 1946], our neighbors were very cold to us
Manchurian daughters. I truly worried that I might become an old mis-
tress” (1996, Tamanoi). An arranged marriage for Aki would fail largely
because she was “a returnee from Manchuria” who might carry “foreign
sexual diseases” (Watt 2002:82). In the end, she married a “Manchurian
boy” whom I could not meet since he died a few years before the begin-
ning of my fieldwork. After all, kaitaku imin (agrarian emigrants) were
not supposed to return, for they had left Japan to rehabilitate the rural
economy at home. With Japan’s capitulation, they lost land and houses
in Manchuria that the state had taken away from Chinese farmers.
Hence they had no recourse but to return to Japan, the only country on
earth that was obliged to take them. Yet in the immediate postwar pe-
riod, when resources were so meager, the people of their mother vil-
lages, who had sent them off enthusiastically, were reluctant to welcome
the repatriates back to their home (ibid.:63).

The idea that the repatriates were social misfits, however, does not
apply to everyone who returned home from the former empire. For ex-
ample, Muto Tomio (1904-1998), a high-ranking officer of the Manchu-
kuo state and later of the Japanese Embassy in Manchukuo, reminisces
upon his return trip from Xinjing to Tokyo:
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At the lunch table, our conversation focused on how to book a seat on
the plane [to return to Japan]. Although I had made a reservation for a
flight due to leave on July 23 [1945], Japanese military officers had al-
ready taken all the seats [on that flight]. Hence, every staff member [in
my office] had his reservation cancelled. The belongings I had brought
to Manchuria had now increased severalfold. Since goods were scarce
in Tokyo, I wanted to please my family. The contents [of my luggage]
were now largely food and other household items. (1988:441)

Muto apparently knew that the end of the Japanese Empire was immi-
nent. So did the high-ranking military officers stationed in Manchuria.
On July 26, 1945, the United States, Britain, and China issued the Pots-
dam Declaration, which outlined the terms by which Japan was to sur-
render. On that day, Muto6 finally secured a reservation for a flight that
would leave on the following day. In his pocket, he had five thousand
yen, which he had received from his superior, to begin a new career in
postwar Japan (Muto 1988:440-442). Nowhere in his memoir does Muto
identify himself as a repatriate. After all, wherever he was, he was always
a part of the Japanese state, which, though defeated, had never betrayed
him. Postwar Japan welcomed Mut6 warmly. He swiftly resumed his ca-
reer as a founder of Nichi-Bei Kaiwa Gakuin (Japan-America English
Conversation School). Moreover, as a devout Christian, he became the
chief editor for Kirisuto Shinbun (a Christian newspaper), a crusader for
world peace, and chancellor of several missionary schools.' Repatriation
was by no means always such a short trip by plane for the returnees. Re-
turning to Japan took months, years, or even decades. What was it like to
be repatriated from the former Japanese Empire?

In December 1945, Kuramitsu Toshio made a visit to Uraga, a major
entry port in Japan for repatriates.? He describes the scene at the port:

“URAGA PORT,” a sign written in yellow paint, stands obliquely under a
cloudy sky. The color of the sea is leaden. A ship of a leaden color is float-
ing far away. I see the mark of the Red Cross on its side. On the street
along the quay are the storage units for undersea cables. At the entrance
to one of them, a small blackboard is hanging. This is the office of the
Uraga Landing Port, run by the army. On the blackboard, the names of
the ships landing on December 23 are written in white chalk. They are
(1) the Edward Everret, from Miyako-jima, with 2,047 soldiers;* (2) the SS
Masonia, from Seattle, with 1,233 civilians; and (3) LST 1108 and 1058
from the Truk Islands. Landing times unknown. (1946:26)

Kuramitsu writes that the Uraga Landing Port office was divided in two
and had two separate entrances. One led to the office while the other led to
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an emergency clinic for the sick. A nearby storage unit was for the repatri-
ates to rest, and yet another storage unit was for eires, “the spirits of extraor-
dinary people.” In reality, piled up in this storage unit were thousands of
boxes, each wrapped in white cloth and containing the remains of the dead
(such as bone fragments or locks of hair).* Most repatriates, Kuramitsu
writes, had yellow faces, indicating that they had been suffering from vari-
ous diseases. Many among the sick died at the makeshift clinic if they did
not die on the repatriation vessels. According to Kuramitsu, the death toll
was especially high among the young and the old, and officers were kept
busy transporting corpses to the crematorium. Uraga was a place for the
exhausted, the sick, and the dead. Even the healthy repatriates, Kuramitsu
writes, did not have a place to go, spending hours and days gambling. But
who returned to Uraga in December 1945, and from where did they re-
turn? They were mostly demilitarized soldiers from Okinawa and the is-
lands of the South Pacific. Civilians were from Seattle. Most of these
civilians had been interned in relocation camps in the United States, and
they had not fought, nor witnessed, the Asia-Pacific War. In December
1945, about 2,720,000 Japanese who had been stranded in the Soviet-occu-
pied regions of Manchuria, Korea (north of the thirty-eighth parallel),
Sakhalin, and the Kurils were still on their way back to Japan.®

In this chapter, we will read the memoirs of the agrarian colonists who were
stranded in Manchuria for many months, or even years, and then repatri-
ated to Japan between 1946 and 1949. Together with the memoirs of repa-
triates from other parts of the former empire, they constitute the literary
subgenre called Zikiage-mono (as noted in chapter 2), and they share several
prominent characteristics. Note that most of the authors of the repatriate
memoirs are women and/or those who were children at the time of Japan’s
capitulation. This means that they were amateur writers. Even those who
are now regarded as professional writers did not start out as professionals.
Because of their exceptional writing skills, they caught the literary world’s
attention, receiving prizes and embarking on careers as professionals.
First, the central theme of repatriate memoirs is suffering, which
their authors, as well as their families, friends, and neighbors, experi-
enced on their way home from Japan’s former overseas empire. In other
words, they wrote from the position of victims. Although measuring (in
numbers) the degree of such suffering among agrarian colonists-
turned-repatriates is impossible, I have made an attempt to do so in
table 2. This table records (1) the population of each agrarian colony
(built by the emigrants from Nagano) at the time of the Soviet invasion
on August 9, 1945; (2) the numbers of those who returned to Nagano
safely between 1946 and 1949; (3) the numbers of those who died in
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Manchuria after the Soviet invasion; and (4) the numbers of those miss-
ing in China as of August 9, 1945. I have also indicated the colonists’
status—military personnel or civilian—as most male colonists younger
than forty had already been mobilized before the Soviet attack. In con-
trast, in table 3, I have tried to give faces to these numbers by describing
the fates that awaited specific families of agrarian colonists from Na-
gano in the wake of the Soviet invasion. This table reveals that all the
men who had been mobilized by the Japanese army (Yoneichi, Yoshi-
tomi, and Fumie) eventually returned home safely. In contrast, Yoshito-
mi’s father, Masayoshi, was too old to be drafted; he was murdered,
together with his wife and three of his children, by Soviet soldiers and
local farmers. The young died of typhoid, malnutrition, and other dis-
eases. In Mizuho, every member of the Dobashi family, save Fumie, died
of shudan jiketsu, or compulsory group suicide, which I will discuss
shortly. For some unknown reason, however, Fumie survived this ordeal.
Thus, gender, age, status, and location in Manchuria greatly affected
the degree of suffering of each colonist.

TasBLE 2. Survivors and victims among agrarian emigrants from Nagano
to Manchuria

Population Victims

(and number in army) (civilians/
Colony* on August 9, 1945 Survivors soldiers)  Missing
Branch villages
Ohinata-Sijiafang 786 (64) 343/52 377/12  2/0
Fujimi-Wangjiatun 895 (122) 582/97 189/25  2/0
Kawaji-Laoshifang® 524 (97) 313/78 105/19  9/0
Yasuoka-Dadalang® 1,021 (160) 303/109  451/49 107/2
Yomikaki-Gongxinji 715 (103) 170/73 389/29  5H3/1
Chiyo-Wandangang® 446 (70) 212/54 157/16  7/0
Kami Hisataka-Xinlitun® 789 (109) 128/92 494/17  58/0
Inatomi-Nanyang” 161 (25) 39/23 92/2 5/0
Ochiai-Xui 171 (35) 67/29 69/6
Narakawa-Lanhua 185 (20) 103/13 61/7 1/0
Kono-Shibeiling® 95 (17) 9/16 69/1
Ontake-Tuifeng 30 (20) 4/14 6/6
Branch counties
Tateshina-Xiaogudong 557 (102) 115/80 301/22  36/3
Shimoina-Dagudong® 950 (128) 407/99 381/29  31/3
Daimon-Luoquanhe 615 (116) 176/92 299/24 24/0
Kosha-Wanjun Shan 708 (76) 56/64 556/11  20/1
Shimo-minochi-Suolunhe 607 (108) 115/81 341/27  43/0

Sarashina-Jianshan 471 (64) 19/43 383/21 5/0
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(and number in army) (civilians/
Colony* on August 9, 1945 Survivors soldiers) Missing
Fuyo-Liudagui 364 (45) 155/34  154/11 10/0
Chikuma-Mishan 545 (47) 183/31 294/16 21/1
Yatsugatake-Sunchuan 647 (90) 278/67  269/23 7/3
Hanishina-Dongsuolunhe 288 (59) 17/48 199/11 13/0
Kurohime-Lequanshan 156 (20) 26/13 92/7 18/0
Komoro-Santaizi 245 (33) 174/27  36/6 1/1
Chiisagata-Lihuatun 380 (54) 131/42 187/12 8/0
Kiso-Shuangquan 111 (30) 24/21 52/9 4/1
Kami takai-Zhushan 197 (36) 62/29 86/7 13/0
Minami azumi-Xiaozhu 150 (87) 27/24 82/13 4/0
Mibu-Yonghe” 289 (29) 136/16  113/13 11/0
Fukihara-Taipinggou® 289 (33) 168/23  74/10 13/1
Inan-Miaodi® 256 (33) 120/26  86/7 16/1
Kiso-Baoquan 490 (81) 188/57  211/24 10/0
Higashi Chikuma-Malanghe 361 (74) 99/55 163/19 25/0
Minami shinano-Donghenglin® 478 (34) 133/23 290/11 21/1
Kita azumi-Jinsha 229 (24) 93/17 104/7 6/2
Achi-Beihama® 190 (15) 47/10 116/5 12/0
Branch prefectures
Shinano-Heitai 1,564 (229) 277/173  967/54 91/2
Nagano-Manwudaogang 1,343 (212) 332/129 759/80 40/3
Shinano-Zhonghe 1,154 (153) 351/177 599/36 51/0
Shinano-Zhangjiatun 1,203 (199) 277/152  690/45 37/2
Armed colonies
Iyasaka 173 (23) 86/23 63/0 1/0
Chiburi 187 (42) 101/35  44/7
Mizuho 168 (16) 17/14 129/2 6/0
Kaibara 49 (7) 9/4 31/3 2/0
Hataho 197 (14) 22/11 157/3 4/0
Nishi Iyasaka 38 (10) 13/7 14/3 1/0
Colonies of free emigrants
SMR Self-Defense Colony 127 (19) 88/18 13/1 7/0
Matsushima-Baishanzi® 83 (14) 69/11 10/3
Matsushima-Jiangmifeng® 107 (8) 88/6 9/2 2/0
Matsushima-Shuanghezhen” 122 (9) 81/6 31/3 1/0
Matsushima-Shuiquliu® 1,079 (99) 658/78  286/19 36/2
Kasai-Hulunbeier 27 (6) 14/6 7/0
Total 23,012 (3,270) 7,705/2,462  11,377/795 894/28

*The colonies listed here do not include the ones built by the Manchuria Patriotic Youth Brigade
members, students, or people who had no farming experience. For the name of each colony, I
combined the Japanese name and the Chinese name of the location.

b Colony built by emigrants from the Ina Valley in Nagano Prefecture.
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TaBLE 3. Fate of three agrarian colonist families in Manchuria in the
aftermath of Japan’s capitulation

Family and
individual ~ Age/position
members in family Status

Ikegami family in Shimoina

Yoneichi 31 (husband) Demobilized from army and repatriated at an
unknown date

Yoshie 26 (wife) Repatriated on October 30, 1946

Kazuo 11 (son 1) Died of malnutrition on August 7, 1946

Mitsuko 9 (daughter 1) Died of typhoid on July 27, 1946
Kiyoko 7 (daughter 2) Died of malnutrition on July 7, 1946

Hashimoto family in Tateshina
Masayoshi 44 (husband) Murdered on August 21, 1945

Kichiji 43 (wife) Murdered on August 21, 1945

Yoshitomi 20 (son 1) Demobilized from army and repatriated in
1949 from Siberia

Sanao 13 (son 2) Murdered on August 21, 1945

Sakie 22 (daughter 1) Murdered on August 21, 1945

Kesako 18 (daughter 2) Repatriated on October 18, 1946

Ayako 15 (daughter 3)  Remained in China

Hamako 11 (daughter4)  Murdered on August 21, 1945
Dobashi family in Mizuho

Fumie 32 (husband) Demobilized from army and repatriated in 1948
Haruju 32 (wife) Died in mass suicide on September 17, 1945
Keiko 8 (daughter 1) Died in mass suicide on September 17, 1945
Sukenori 6 (son 1) Died in mass suicide on September 17, 1945
Mitsue 3 (daughter 2) Died in mass suicide on September 17, 1945
Shin’ichi 1 (son 2) Died in mass suicide on September 17, 1945

Source: NKJMK (1984c:12, 85, 452, 532).

Second, the memoirs closely resemble each other in narrative struc-
ture. This is because authors employ a single formula to recount their
memories, beginning their stories with either the Soviet invasion of Man-
churia or Japan’s capitulation and ending with their arrival in the ports of
disembarkation in China or the entry ports in Japan. In between these
two points in time and place, they recount their painful, but not dissimi-
lar, experiences as the victims of empire. I am not the first to point this
out. Analyzing the narrative style of the memoirs written by the former
agrarian settlers of Manchuria, Yamada Shoji writes, “First, authors always
begin their narratives with the Soviet invasion of China or Japan’s surren-
der. When they refer to the period before then, they say very little. They
hardly mention their relationships with Chinese or Korean farmers”
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(1978:49). Manshu: Shura no mure, by Gotdo Kurando (1978), serves as an
example. Goto emigrated to Manchuria as an elementary school teacher
and taught Japanese children in the village of Sihetun (J: Shigoton). Yet
the reader of his memoir cannot fathom his daily life in Manchuria as he
begins his work with the following exchange with his wife:

WIrE: Just a minute ago, a Manchurian police officer stationed in Ko-
shiro (J) came around here and told us that the Soviet Union in-
vaded yesterday or the day before yesterday.

Got0: The Soviet Union invaded? Where?

‘WirE: Where? Manchuria, of course!

Goto: Manchuria? The Soviet Union? The Soviet Union invaded
Manchuria?

WIrE: Yes, he surely did say so. (1978:14)°

In the rest of his memoir, Goto remembers his arduous journey of repatria-
tion, which culminated in the death of his daughter from measles. He ends
his book with an event that took place on June 12, 1946, in Huludao (J: Ko-
roto), a port of disembarkation in China. There he saw the Hakuun-maru,
“White Cloud,” the repatriation vessel that would take him to]apan.7

Third, although the first memoir written by a returnee from Man-
churia appeared as early as 1949 (and was reprinted in 1976) (Fujiwara),
the upsurge in this genre came decades later, from the late 1960s to the
1990s, with several published in the early years of the twenty-first cen-
tury. This means that the majority of authors waited for more than two
decades before publishing their memoirs—in order, possibly, to keep a
certain distance from the past. What characterizes the memoirs is that
most authors rely only on their personal memories, as well as the memo-
ries of their fellow settlers that they (over)heard while fleeing from Man-
churia. In addition, they cite each other’s memoirs, rather than primary
or secondary sources on Japanese imperial history. After all, hikiage-
mono are the authors’ eyewitness reports and they force the reader to
believe in the authenticity of their personal memories.

For all these reasons, the genre is called hikiage-monorather than hiki-
age-bungaku, “repatriate literature.” Though a generic term for “genre,”
monois primarily used for classifying popular cultural productions such as
movies, comedy shows, and songs.® In other words, the term indicates the
genre’s lower position in the hierarchy of cultural production: it is neither
“literature” (bungaku) nor “history.” Indeed, most repatriate memoirs have
small readerships, as the authors, being amateurs, submitted their works
to small, local publishing houses. Many of the works are not even for sale.
Others are not books at all but short essays printed in magazines pub-
lished by organizations of former colonists and soldiers, as well as alumni
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organizations of the Japanese schools built in Manchuria. In fact, I bought
most of the works that I examined in secondhand bookstores in Japan
since the collections at university libraries are rather limited. It is for this
reason, I believe, that Japanese as well as Anglophone scholars have hardly
paid attention to them.

It is wrong, however, to assume that repatriate memoirs have noth-
ing to do with the state-sanctioned history of what Lori Watt has called
“the unmaking of Japanese Empire” (2002). In fact, the postwar Japa-
nese state has largely endorsed the contents of repatriate memoirs writ-
ten by those who speak from the position of victims. Nonetheless, the
memoirs occasionally challenge the official history. When this happens,
the distinction between repatriate memoirs and repatriate literature be-
comes blurry. While the literary world tends to define the latter as works
by professional writers with critical minds (toward Japanese imperial-
ism) (see, for example, Abe 1970; Gomikawa 1956-1958; Miki 1973a,
1973b; Murakami 1994; see also Kawamura 1990:23-25), some of the
repatriate memoirs express humanitarianism to not only their fellow re-
patriates but also the Chinese and Korean people. Hence it is this dia-
lectical relationship between “national history” and the history created
by the repatriates that this memory map purports to examine. Before
we consider this relationship, however, I will turn to the official narra-
tive of the unmaking of the Japanese Empire in Northeast China.

From Imperial History to National History

In 1950, only five years after Japan’s defeat, the Japanese state—or more
specifically the Ministry of Health and Welfare (Kosei-sho; hereafter
MHW)—published Hikiage engo no kiroku (Records on the support of repa-
triation). Since 1950, the MHW has revised this official history several times
(1955, 1963, 1978, 1997) as the number of repatriates from the former em-
pire first increased and then rapidly decreased. Still, all editions of the of-
ficial history begin on August 15, 1945; none refer to the period before
then, when Japan was actively involved in the making of an empire. As a re-
sult, the publication does not question why 6.5 million Japanese were
stranded overseas at the time of Japan’s surrender. Instead, these millions
of Japanese suddenly appear on the horizon of Japanese national history. In
other words, in the state narrative, imperial history, which was once consid-
ered to be an “organic and irreversible process” (Fieldhouse 1984:9), disap-
pears without a trace. In this postwar national history, the official narrative
follows a methodical chronology along an arrow of empty time. On this
time scale, the narrator—the Japanese state—incorporates all the repatri-
ates into a monolithic group under the label of doho, “our compatriots.” The
state distinguishes them by the geographical locations from which they
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were repatriated—that is, by the countries that before 1945 were parts of
the Japanese Empire. It also separates “soldiers” from “civilians,” but it does
not separate them according to age, gender, class, occupation, rank, or
place of domicile within each colony. Furthermore, dohorefers only to Japa-
nese nationals. Hence the Japanese left overseas after 1945 who were not
able to prove their Japanese nationality are not regarded as doho. The repa-
triation of Japanese nationals from the former empire, however, is not over,
and the state is duly aware of this fact, as the preface to its latest publication,
Engo gojunenshi (The fifty-year history of assistance extended to repatriates),
indicates. My summary of the preface is as follows:

Identifying the repatriates as war victims, the Japanese state began assist-
ing them immediately after the end of the last war. While the repatriation
was under way, Japan quickly recovered from the defeat and has now come
to enjoy peace and prosperity. Nonetheless, even at present, relief for war
victims is not yet complete as the last war involved a countless number of
people and has left a huge wound. Considering that the Japanese war vic-
tims have rapidly been aging, the state is determined to put an end to the
still ongoing wave of repatriation. (Kosei-sho 1997:preface)

In other words, if the last Japanese national (saigo no hitor:) who still re-
mains in the former empire returns home, the state will no longer need
to revise its official history of the unmaking of an empire. Indeed, in
postwar Japan, whenever a Japanese national is “discovered” in a remote
area of the former empire, the state and the media hail him as a hero
who had endured hardships and finally returned home triumphantly.
Yet the state and the media can never be sure that this returnee is the
last Japanese national. At the same time, the returnee invariably brings
back memories of the nation’s imperial past. Hence, the more eager the
state is to bring closure to the imperial history, the more difficult itis for
it to do so. In this respect, the official history can be read as the Japa-
nese state’s struggle with ghosts from its past.

In the official narrative, the repatriation of Japanese nationals from
Manchuria looms large, not only because the area contained more than
2 million Japanese civilians and soldiers but also because the area fell
under the political turmoil that eventually contributed to the formation
of the cold war system. Those who contributed to this turmoil were the
Soviet troops, Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist troops, Mao Zedong’s Com-
munist troops, and the U.S. Occupation Forces. The fates of the Japa-
nese stranded in Manchuria were entrusted to them until 1952. How
does the official history describe the relationships among the Soviets,
the Chinese, the Japanese, and the Americans in (Northeast) China?

In Manchuria, the civil war between Chiang’s Nationalists and Mao’s

61



62

Memory Maps

Communists was already under way before Japan’s capitulation, with the
Communists in control. By the spring of 1946, however, the Nationalists
had gained power with U.S. assistance, and they occupied major cities in
southern Manchuria. By then, the Soviet troops, which had supported
Mao’s troops, had retreated from the area, except for the cities of Dalian
and Harbin. Between May and October 1946, under an agreement with
Chiang Kai-shek, the U.S. Occupation Forces repatriated more than 1
million Japanese nationals from southern Manchuria. Between the fall of
1946 and the summer of 1948, another group of about 37,000 Japanese
who were still stranded in the Communist area was transported to the
Nationalist area and eventually repatriated to Japan. In addition, by 1949,
approximately 226,000 Japanese civilians who had remained in Dalian
had completed their repatriation. If we accept the state’s estimate that the
Japanese population in Manchuria at the end of the war was 2,214,000
(1,650,000 civilians and 664,000 military personnel), this means that
about 85 percent of the population had returned to Japan before 1949
(Kosei-sho 1997:11, 32-33). This does not mean, however, that all of these
people returned directly from Manchuria to Japan. About 575,000 Japa-
nese men, mostly demilitarized soldiers, were dragooned by the Soviets
and sent to labor camps in Siberia. If they were too sick to be mobilized as
forced laborers, they were deported to Yanji, on the border between China
and Korea, from where they were mobilized again once they had regained
their health (Wakatsuki 1995:129-130).° Some state officials and demilita-
rized soldiers were retained as war criminals in Siberia to be later extra-
dited to the PRC (Kosei-sho 1978:96-99; 1997:42-49). In addition, more
than 10,000 Japanese men and women were mobilized by the Chinese
Communist troops, while an almost equal number were mobilized by the
Chinese Nationalist troops. After 1949, Japanese from both the Commu-
nist and the Nationalist troops were again mobilized, this time by the PRC.
The absence of diplomatic relations between Japan and the PRC until
1972 made the repatriation of these Japanese difficult. Still, between 1953
and 1958, about 32,000 Japanese returned home thanks to collaboration
between the Japanese and Chinese Red Cross (Kosei-sho 1997:43)."° For
the Japanese who still remained in China in 1958, however, a chance to
return home did not arise until after 1972.

For the Japanese state, the repatriation of its citizens from the former
empire represents “a large-scale population movement rare in world his-
tory” (Kosei-sho 1978:26). However, to present an orderly story, the post-
war Japanese state seems to have highlighted certain facts while neglecting
others. Of course, the state records the numbers of Japanese victims who
died while fleeing from the former empire; specifies the areas where the
human remains of such victims were discovered; and acknowledges fallen
soldiers, upon whom it posthumously conferred decorations. Nonethe-
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less, since the state does not explain why or how they died, the dead appear
only as numbers; they are simply remembered as the collectivity of Japa-
nese who contributed to the peace and prosperity of postwar Japan.

In the state’s narrative, institutional history—which also begins on Au-
gust 15, 1945—looms large. In October of that year, the U.S. Occupation
Forces designated the Japanese MHW as the primary institution for the af-
fairs of Japanese repatriation from the former empire. Before 1948, the
Japanese military, which was about to be abolished in the name of democ-
racy, supervised the repatriation of soldiers separately from civilians. In
May 1948, the Repatriates’ Relief Bureau (Hikiage Engo-cho) was estab-
lished within the MHW. Although its name and institutional affiliation
have changed several times since then, this bureau still oversees the Japa-
nese repatriation to this day." (Note that engo [relief] is a military term that
signifies “the protection of the actions and facilities of allies from the at-
tack of enemies” [Nihon Kokugo Daijiten Henshii Iinkai 2001:743].) In the
aftermath of Japan’s capitulation, the state included the families of the war
dead, soldiers wounded in the war, children orphaned in the war, and repa-
triates from the former empire as “subjects for relief.” Interestingly, the
predecessor of the Repatriates’ Relief Bureau was called Kenmin-kyoku;
before 1945, its aim was to produce “strong soldiers and healthy civilians”
(kenmin) in both Japan proper and its overseas empire. With Japan’s defeat,
“strong soldiers and healthy civilians” became sick of body and soul. With
the war’s human cost being so high, most Japanese needed some kind of
assistance from the state. In this context, the Japanese returning home in
large numbers from overseas constituted yet another symbol of the de-
feated nation, in addition to the survivors of atom bombings and aerial
bombings, crippled and maimed soldiers, and war widows and orphans.
Moreover, the returnees from overseas were suspected of bringing home
“germs” (in both a physical and a metaphorical sense) that were unknown
to the people in Japan proper (see Watt 2002:63-64). This is why the offi-
cial history chronicles “the heroic efforts” of state officials to combat such
germs, in collaboration with the U.S. Occupation troops.

Once on Japanese soil, the repatriates were subjected to harsh medical
and hygienic regimens that the U.S. Occupation Forces had earlier intro-
duced into Japan proper (see Igarashi 2000:ch. 2)."* While the repatriates
were inoculated against several types of disease before boarding repatria-
tion vessels, they underwent far more rigorous physical examinations at
the ports of entry in Japan. Upon landing on Japanese soil (or while they
were still on board the repatriation vessels), they, along with their belong-
ings, were repeatedly disinfected with DDT. They were bathed thoroughly
and inoculated against such diseases as cholera, typhoid, typhus, smallpox,
and tetanus. Repatriates who were suffering from cholera, malaria, or ty-
phoid were quarantined on board for days and weeks along with healthy
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returnees (who were barred from disembarking). Those suffering from tu-
berculosis were sent to isolation hospitals near the ports of entry (Kosei-
sho 1978:128-129)." The MHW claims that the worst year was 1946, when
more than twenty ships were found contaminated with cholera germs be-
fore entering Japanese ports. However, owing to the “self-sacrificing devo-
tion” of Japanese doctors and nurses, the state succeeded in preventing the
cholera germs from infecting the nation (ibid.:129). Indeed, for state build-
ersin modern Japan, hygiene had long been “a key link in the creation of a
wealthy and powerful nation” (Rogaski 2004:ch. 5).

What, then, are the facts that the official history has ignored or
downplayed? First, while the official narrative mentions that women
older than fifteen years of age were encouraged to receive medical
exams at the ports of entry into Japan, it stops short of explaining what
such exams entailed (Kosei-sho 1978:134). A document published in
1949 by the Sasebo Regional Repatriation Center discusses “abortion”
only euphemistically while mentioning that thousands of women (who
were suspected of having been impregnated by the enemy) “made use of
the consultation office” (quoted in Watt 2002:86). Second, the official
narrative fails to elaborate on the now infamous “stay-put” directive of
the Japanese state (Wakatsuki 1995:48-51; Watt 2002:64-69). This di-
rective, which the Japanese state issued “during the six-week gray area of
Japanese authority” from surrender to the formal start of the Occupa-
tion, entails a series of recommendations that point to the state’s desire
that overseas Japanese “should be made to stay out” (Watt 2002:66-67).
In other words, after Japan’s capitulation, more than 2 million Japanese
still stranded in Manchuria were directed to remain overseas and volun-
tarily renounce their Japanese nationality."* Third, the official history
published after 1959 is silent about the following: in March 1959, the
Japanese state declared via legislation that approximately 13,600 Japa-
nese citizens who had been missing in China since 1945 had died dur-
ing wartime (senji shibo senkoku)."” Furthermore, the official history does
not acknowledge the fact that the state did not begin searching for these
missing Japanese until 1975, three years after the normalization of dip-
lomatic relations with China.

Major Themes of the Repatriate Memoirs

In this section, I will organize my discussion of the repatriate memoirs
around their seven major themes: “Manchurian bandits,” compulsory
group suicide, the Kwantung Army, victims of rape, epidemics, the sale of
Japanese children, and the will to live. My goal is to see how this genre is
complicitin the state’s narrative of the unmaking of empire and yet how it
challenges such a narrative at the same time.
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Manchurian Bandits

More than four decades have passed since the end of the war. Today I will
write my memories of the horrible events that took place in Manchuria in
the aftermath of Japan’s capitulation. (Fujimi-cho Fujinkai 1984:83)

In accordance with the narrative structure of the repatriate memoirs, Aki
(who appeared in chapter 2) begins her short autobiographical essay with
these sentences. She contributed her memoir to one of two collections of
essays compiled by a group of housewives in Fujimi (Fujimi-cho Fujinkai
1984, 1995). Neither volume is about the repatriation of former colonists
from Manchuria to Fujimi. Rather, each presents more than one hundred
articles by middle-aged or older women in Fujimi who reflect upon their
individual life histories. Nevertheless, since Fujimi sent more than nine
hundred agrarian emigrants to Manchuria, each collection contains a
cluster of essays by those who were repatriated from Manchuria as the
young wives or daughters of agrarian colonists. Aki’s essay is one of them,
and in it she remembers only “the horrible events that took place in Man-
churia” in the aftermath of Japan’s capitulation.

Shortly after August 15, 1945, leaders of the branch village of Fujimi,
one of whom was AKki’s father, made a decision to divide the settlers into
two groups to protect them from the attacks of “Manchurian bandits.”
One group headed for the hospital, which had been closed, while the
other went to the school building. Aki and her family joined the group
heading for the hospital. On their way, they were repeatedly attacked by
Manchurian bandits, who stole most of their belongings. At the hospital,
Aki and her family cooperated with other survivors, and together they
managed to gather enough food (soybeans and soy flour) to survive one
harsh winter. However, on January 21, 1946, the situation took a turn for
the worse: Manchurian bandits stormed into the storage hut and stole
every sack of soybeans and flour. They then killed Aki’s father, who had
tried to protect the food from “the mob of thieves.” Aki did not see her
father’s corpse until late that evening because of the confusion. Three
days later, she witnessed yet another attack by Manchurian bandits:

On January 24, those on the lookout told us that they saw hundreds of
“something black” on the horizon, and they were fast approaching.
Minutes later, an order [from the leader] reached us: against the im-
minent attack by Manchurian bandits, each person must guard his or
her own position. . . . “Bang!” We heard the first gunshot, followed by
several more. The upper window glass was shattered, and the mattress
[futon] we had used to shield us from gunshots now caught fire. I was
told to flee to the corridor. The moment I looked back, I saw that Mrs.
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Natori had been shot in the face. She immediately fell on her back, and
I saw her cheek turning brown from the gunshot; it looked just like a
pomegranate cut in half. Since she had been nursing her baby a mo-
ment ago, the child was still on her breast, crying. The bandits were al-
ready coming into our building through the windows, so all that I could
do was to run away, ignoring Mrs. Natori. . . . In the room next to the
bathroom, Mr. Natori was lying, as he had been shot in the chest. Out
of anger and sadness, Mr. Komatsu tried to follow the bandits who had
shot Mr. Natori. But they killed him instantly. I felt so angry [at these
bandits] that I could not even cry. I remember vividly an old couple who
followed the bandits barefoot on the frozen road. But they too were
murdered with bayonets. (Fujimi-cho Fujinkai 1984:84-85)

Who were these Manchurian bandits who, “burning bonfires at night,
were ready to attack the village to steal every valuable item from the Japa-
nese”? (NKJMK 1984b:42). Sachiko, another author of a short essay pub-
lished in the 1995 Fujimi women’s group collection, defines “Manchurian
bandits” as follows. They were the Manchurian coolies whom the Japanese
colonists had employed but who had turned into thieves, looters, and mur-
derers of the Japanese in the aftermath of Japan’s capitulation. “With long
scythes and guns that they had stolen from the Japanese colonists,” they
attacked the Japanese night after night (Fujimi-cho Fujinkai 1995:14).
However, contrary to Sachiko’s claim, the term “Manchurian bandits” had
been popular among the Japanese for decades before Japan’s capitula-
tion; the Kwantung Army thus called the Chinese nationalists who refused
to cooperate with the Japanese authorities (see ch. 2). The bandits who
attacked the branch village of Fujimi, however, were not political activists;
they were local farmers who had been prohibited from publicly expressing
their anger against the Japanese settlers before then.

Why do these bandits have to be specifically “Manchurian” bandits?
Here again Aki’s narrative sheds light on this question:

On January 25, another piece of news was brought to us: thousands of
Manchurian bandits, many more than those who had attacked us on
the previous day, were already surrounding us, ready to attack us again.
... Around eleven o’clock at night, I remember, I heard several gun-
shots. I tried to see [the bandits] through the little bit of the window
that was not covered. I saw mounted [Chinese] Communist soldiers
shooting at Manchurian bandits. The bandits were trying to flee like
black ants [whose nest had just been destroyed]. We could not under-
stand what was going on, but finally we went out [of the hospital build-
ing] and sat on the snow-covered ground. We were saved! We cried and
hugged each other. We saw off those Chinese soldiers, who were still
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shooting at the bandits, reverently thanking them [in our minds] again
and again. (Fujimi-cho Fujinkai 1995:85-86)

In this passage, Aki creates two categories of Chinese: “Manchurian
bandits” and “Chinese saviors.” Interestingly, most of the Manchurians
who were supposed to be living only in Manchuria became “bad” after
Japan’s defeat. The rest, the ones kinder to the Japanese, joined the
groups of “Chinese saviors,” who came to rescue the Japanese from
China proper as Communist soldiers.

Not every author of repatriate memoirs, however, paints an image of
Manchurian bandits as murderers and thieves. Goto, for example, re-
members them as “respectable human beings.” As of September 1945,
Goto writes, the settlement of Sihetun, to which Goto had emigrated
with his family, was under heavy attack by Manchurian bandits. These
bandits stole “everything” and destroyed “all the doors and windows of
the settlers’ houses” (1978:115). With their long spears, they also killed
some colonists who tried to counterattack. Nevertheless, Goto states,
these bandits were interested only in taking back their property from the
Japanese. At one of the village-wide meetings, he therefore proposed to
his fellow compatriots that “we would give up all of our belongings and
go naked.” His proposal was accepted. Hence to demonstrate that they
had nothing more to lose, both men and women began walking around
in only their underpants until the autumn weather set in. Goto writes,
“As far as I know, not a single Chinese or Korean man attacked a Japa-
nese woman, despite the fact that these women were all walking around
wearing only underpants. I find this a miracle: not even a single local
man attacked them. At the same time, I feel so ashamed of myself re-
membering local farmers only in this manner. Both the Japanese [who
raped the Chinese women] and the Russians [who raped the Japanese
women] are far inferior to these Chinese and Korean men” (ibid.:
127-128). Goto seems to suggest that it is the Japanese who should be
called the “bandits” for having earlier stolen the land and houses of the
local farmers. His view of Manchurian bandits, however, presents a rare
exception to the general rule.

Compulsory Group Suicide

Jiketsu means both “self-determination” and “suicide.” In the wake
of the Soviet invasion of Manchuria, suicides were apparently commit-
ted on numerous occasions. Women Kkilled themselves when their hus-
bands were captured by the Soviets. Single women Kkilled themselves
when they could no longer escape from the Russian soldiers who might
rape them. Mothers killed their children when they found them too sick
to endure escape journeys. And elderly people, when they realized they
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were a source of trouble for others, lost the will to live. However, what
occurred in the colonies of Kono, Shimoina, Kosha, Shimo-minochi,
Daimon, Mizuho, Hataho, Sarashina, Tateshina, Kaibara, and Shinano-
Heitai is somewhat different from individual suicides (see table 2); later
historians call it shudan jiketsu. Since shudan means “group” or “mass,”
the term is usually translated as “mass suicide.” Referring to the many
forms of shudan jiketsu that occurred in Okinawa toward the end of the
Asia-Pacific War, however, Norma Field argues that this translation
could be quite misleading, for the decision to commit suicide was made
by only a few individuals, never collectively (1991:61). What occurred in
the aforementioned colonies is indeed this type of suicide. I therefore
follow Field and use “compulsory group suicide” for shudan jiketsu.

In Mizuho, about five hundred settlers took poison when they found
themselves surrounded by Manchurian bandits. In this case, as in every
other case of compulsory group suicide, the victims were largely women
and children. Those who ordered them to take poison were men. After
making sure that all had died, these men blindly attacked the Manchu-
rian bandits; if they survived the conflict, they then killed themselves
(NKJMK 1984b:42). Among the settlers of Kono, a decision for suicide
was made when their leader was severely injured by Manchurian ban-
dits. He then asked two young men, Kubota and Nakagawa, to strangle
him, which they did. Then mothers killed their children by strangling
them. They then asked Kubota and Nakagawa to strangle them. Three
women, however, escaped. Finally, Kubota and Nakagawa tried to kill
themselves by stoning one another but failed in this attempt. In the end,
both men and the three women decided to escape and were able to re-
turn home (ibid.:260). In Shimo-minochi, about a hundred women and
children either took poison or drowned themselves in the river (NKJMK
1984a:687). Among the settlers of Hataho, a decision for suicide was
made after they fled to Mashan (J: Masan), where they were fiercely at-
tacked by Soviet troops. In this case, the leader first committed suicide.
Next, about fifty men shot and killed their women and children. They
then courageously fought the Soviet soldiers (ibid.:55-56). Evidence
shows, however, that some of the men chose not to fight, fled the site,
and eventually returned to Japan (see Nakamura Yukiko 1983).

Survivors of compulsory group suicides rarely wrote memoirs; they
must have lived in the postwar era with an acute sense of guilt. Sumiko,
who appeared in chapter 2, is an exception. As one of the few survivors
of the compulsory group suicide in Kosha-go, she said (at the time of my
interview with her in 1991) that her mission was to tell the next genera-
tion of Japanese what had happened to her children. Thus, in her mem-
oir, which she published in 1987, she tries to explain the compulsory
group suicide of her village as follows.
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In Kosha-go, which lost its mayor to the “bottom scraping” draft of the
Japanese military three months before the Soviet invasion, the vice-mayor
decided to resort to a compulsory group suicide if “the situation reached its
worst.” Having contemplated which method to use for this final moment
(guns, potassium cyanide, or razors), this vice-mayor set out two rules: (1)
he would be responsible for shooting the members of families whose heads
had already been drafted, and (2) if the household head had not yet been
drafted and was still with his family, he would be responsible for shooting
his family members before killing himself. Thus, the decision was by no
means made collectively: the voices of women, children, and the elderly—
the victims—were hardly heard. Yet contrary to what the vice-mayor had
said—thatis, that suicide would be a last resort—compulsory group suicide
occurred three times among the settlers of Kosha-go. First, when the set-
tlers were on their way to Boli, “grandmas and mothers holding their
grandchildren and children were shot to death from behind” (Takayama
1987:124). The rest continued their march. They then reached the Weiken
River. Here, writes Sumiko, “I saw Mrs. Shirakawa Kakuno shooting her
twin children to death, and I thought I would be able to do the same when
my turn came. Mrs. Horiuchi threw her child into the river, but no one
tried to stop her from doing so” (ibid.:126). The survivors again continued
to walk and reached the village of Sado (J). Here, when they were sur-
rounded by Soviet soldiers, the village vice-mayor saw that the situation
had reached its worst—again. Sumiko remembered that after he had gath-
ered all the surviving colonists in the stable, he first shot his wife and chil-
dren to death. The following is a passage from Sumiko’s memoir. (The
book’s title, I Will Take You to the Land of the Buddha, is the last thing that she
remembers telling her two children before they were killed.)

By the time I entered the stable with Akira [her son] and Reiko [her
daughter], [the vice-mayor] had already killed most of my fellow colo-
nists and their children. I gave my children the last candies and told
them, “I will take you to the land of the Buddha, so you do what I tell
you to do.” “Who is in the land of the Buddha?” asked Akira. “Your
grandma. You can also eat as much steamed white rice as you want.” My
kids both smiled. “O.K., then, take me, but how do I get there?” Akira
asked. “You must put your hands together like this.” Facing the east, I
put my hands together. I made Reiko sit on my right side and Akira on
my left. Immediately, I heard the sound of gunshots that [the vice-
mayor] had fired. Like a rabbit, Reiko jumped about two meters. Akira
too died instantly, vomiting a lot of blood. Their faces, which looked
straight at me, and the sight of their bodies have frequently flashed
across my mind since then. I cleared away their bodies. It was my turn.
“I will go with you,” I said to my children. I said [to the village vice-
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mayor], “Please,” and straightened my posture. I put my hands together
and closed my eyes. I don’t remember whether I chanted a prayer, called
out my parents’ names, or apologized to my husband for dying before
him. Then, a Soviet tank pushed its way into the stable, firing guns. I
don’t know whether I was lucky or not, but the tank gun shot the vice-
mayor, who was supposed to shoot me. He tapped on my leg and told
me, “Run.” But the tank approached me, and I could not move. The
corpses were already piled up to the ceiling, and those who were still
alive could not move, for they were in shock. I fainted. I do not know for
how long I lay there. I woke up as if from a horrendous nightmare. The
entire stable was filled with corpses. I raised my head and saw a child of
Mrs. Maebara’s still alive. He was leaning on a wall and eating a piece of
half-rotten [horse] meat. . .. I pinched the back of my hand and found
it strange to be alive. I looked around again and saw my two kids dead.
I told myself, “I could not die with them. Perhaps it is my fate to live.” I
killed my children, but I was pregnant with my third. In fact, this child
was already dead, but I did not know that. (Takayama 1987:133-135).

Sumiko’s memoir suggests that compulsory group suicide involved sev-
eral layers of power relationships: the vice-mayor was more powerful
than Sumiko, parents were more powerful than children, and women
and the elderly never “voluntarily” killed themselves. “I killed my chil-
dren,” therefore, reveals her genuine remorse for her action, from which
she would never be able to free herself. Yet I believe the fact that she
herself did not decide to kill them, and that she did not kill them by her
own hands, enabled her to pen her autobiography.

Many repatriate memoirs refer to the now well-known incidents of
compulsory group suicides that occurred in Manchuria shortly after the
war’s end. While the repatriates were still on their way to Japan, these were
simply rumors they heard at the refugee camps. But by the time they wrote
their memoirs, they were historical facts. The authors refer to these inci-
dents to measure the degree of their own suffering. Interestingly, they
hardly ever question why some executioners of compulsory group suicides
survived. Instead, they emphasize that even though they killed their fellow
compatriots, the executioners had no wish to live but survived accidentally.
The repatriate memoirs were written solely by those who expected to be
killed but who for one reason or another survived, or by those who heard
and/or read the stories of compulsory group suicides.

The Kwantung Army

In his memoir, Goto tries to recall “a strange train” that he happened
to see four days before Japan’s capitulation: all the people who boarded this
train were Japanese women and children. Months later, in conversation
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with a man at the refugee camp in Fushun, he discovered that they were the
wives and children of high-ranking officers of the Kwantung Army; the
army apparently knew that the end of the Asia-Pacific War was imminent
(1978:30-33, 108-110). At this point, Goto keenly felt that he and his fellow
agrarian settlers had been “abandoned” by the Japanese state: “each time I
reached a city [during the journey of repatriation], I discovered that Japa-
nese policemen as well as soldiers had already deserted the place. . . . We
were trying to flee northern Manchuria, but the Kwantung Army destroyed
every bridge to block the advancement of Soviet troops into southern Man-
churia. Consequently we were unable to cross the rivers” (ibid.: 157-158;
see also Takayama 1987:123-124). When Sumiko reached Harbin and
found the house of a Japanese army officer already vacated, she realized
that “these Japanese officers already knew the outcome of Japan’s surren-
der.” When she finally reached the train station, she saw Japanese soldiers
boarding the first train to arrive, leaving her and other settlers behind;
most of them were women, children, and the elderly (Takayama 1987:120;
also interview in 1991). The Japanese military officers who were caught in
the confusion and were unable to leave Manchuria dramatically changed
their attitude once Japan surrendered; they began flattering the local au-
thorities. They welcomed the Russian soldiers when the latter entered
Changchun (formerly Xinjing). They also welcomed the Chinese soldiers,
whether they were Nationalists or Communists (Yasui 1978:102).'0

Describing these situations, the authors of hikiage-mono often use
the term kimin, “the abandoned people,” to refer to the Japanese
stranded abroad in the aftermath of Japan’s capitulation. They were
abandoned by the Japanese state or, more specifically, the Kwantung
Army.”” Thus, the term implies a sense of betrayal that many overseas
Japanese keenly felt during the liminal time-space in which they were
without the Japanese state’s protection. Note that upon surrender, the
Japanese state lost the power to control the fate of its own citizens. For
this reason, the Japanese stranded in Manchuria had to rely on either
the Soviet, Chinese Communist, or Chinese Nationalist authorities, de-
pending on where they happened to be in their escape journeys from
Manchuria. In this liminal time-space, the Japanese state did not have
the capacity to make any decisions. What troubled “the abandoned peo-
ple,” however, is that in their perception, the Japanese state did not even
consider making appropriate decisions. It is this failure that the authors
of repatriate memoirs bitterly resent.

Some authors try to see beyond the Kwantung Army and the Japanese
state in an effort to pinpoint the ultimate victimizer who abandoned them.
Though not a former agrarian settler, Wakatsuki Yasuo, a young repatriate
from China proper, is one such author. He is still clearly resentful of the
Kwantung Army, which, before the war’s end, tried to repatriate about
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thirty-five thousand military officers and their families and personnel from
the SMR, the Manchukuo government, and the Japanese Embassy, as well
as about twenty-three thousand members and families of large Japanese
corporations (1995:315-316). Nevertheless, he writes, in every part of the
Japanese Empire, the Japanese military took exactly the same actions to-
ward the end of the Asia-Pacific War. Such actions, he states, were part of
the inherent nature of the Japanese military, which was created not for
Japanese citizens but for the Japanese emperor. Furthermore, he writes, if
the army of a defeated country had continued to fight to protectits citizens,
there would have been many more (Japanese) victims. While Wakatsuki
was of the opinion that the Kwantung Army and the Japanese state de-
served to be criticized, those who should truly be blamed were the Soviet
troops who occupied Manchuria at the conclusion of the war (ibid.:326).
To support his view, Wakatsuki cites Articles 43 and 46 of the Hague Con-
vention, which was concluded in 1907 among the major imperial powers of
Europe, the United States, and Japan.”® The Soviets, Wakatsuki claims,
failed to protect the honor, rights, and lives of Japanese civilians, ignoring
their safety by creating chaos; as a result, many Japanese women were raped
and killed by Soviet soldiers in Manchuria (ibid.:327-328).

Victims of Rape

On July 17, 1946, Nishi Nippon shinbun (Western Japan news) published
“a public notice” that encouraged repatriated women who suspected that
they had been impregnated by any of Japan’s enemies to report to nearby
clinics at the ports of entry. The notice portrayed these women as the frag-
ile victims of empire who had survived by giving up their bodies to Japan’s
enemies but who dared not confess their “secrets” to their parents or hus-
bands (article quoted in Kamitsubo 1979:181-183). According to Kamit-
subo Takashi, the Japanese state called such pregnancies “illegal
pregnancies” (fuho ninshin); if children were born of such pregnancies,
they would harm the national (and therefore legal) integrity of Japan.
Thus women who had been illegally impregnated underwent painful abor-
tion procedures without anesthesia (ibid.:167-209; Jin'no 1992:188-191;
Watt 2002:82-96)." Here “enemies” mean “Manchurian bandits” and
“Russian soldiers.” Yet I have found that the Japanese nation collectively
remembers only the latter as “the enemy (rapist)” of its women. For this
reason Goto admires the Chinese, who did not rape even the nearly naked
Japanese women in his settlement of Sihetun, and Wakatsuki views the
Russians as the ultimate victimizers of the Japanese. After Japan’s capitula-
tion, however, many Chinese men “bought” Japanese women as their
wives. Postwar Japan does not remember these men as “rapists” but as “sav-
iors,” making us wonder what differentiates “rape” from the sexual inter-
course sanctioned by a marriage that is forced upon a Japanese refugee
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woman (see Furukubo 1999; Ogawa 1995; Suzuki 1992). Hence, in the re-
patriate memoirs, the perpetrators of rape are the Russians; in one single
case, the perpetrator is a Chinese (Yasui 1978:187), and in another single
case, a Japanese (Kuriwaki 1981).

To my knowledge, none of the victims of rape committed by Rus-
sians has ever written a memoir, but the authors of memoirs often write
about such victims. In such cases, the author’s gender determines the
narrative style. Female authors stress that they used their own resource-
fulness to avoid rapists. At a refugee camp for Japanese, Sumiko writes,
“hairy men” destroyed the gate to the refugee camp in search of young
women. They came to the camp almost every night, and stories of women
who had been dragooned, raped, and killed by Russian soldiers spread
quickly. Sumiko also heard the screams of one such woman. To protect
herself, Sumiko hid in the attic every night after dark. Since she took a
large bucket—a portable toilet—with her, she could spend many hours
in the attic without going downstairs. One day, when a group of women
made a commotion at the sight of Russian soldiers, one soldier fired his
gun through the ceiling, the bullet nearly striking Sumiko as it passed
through her hair and scalp. Although half of her hair fell out, her life
and honor were luckily saved (Takayama 1987:154-155).

Another female author who succeeded in guarding her honor is Yasui
Tomoko. At the time of the Soviet invasion, she was alone in Xinjing
(Changchun) with her four children, as her husband had already been
drafted. Anticipating an onslaught by Russian soldiers, she built a barri-
cade at the entrance to her apartment. One day, when her children were
away playing, “a huge Soviet soldier” charged through the barricade and
chased her upstairs. Using her wits, she invited him in while remaining
outside and immediately locked the door behind him. She then ran to a
neighbor’s house and stayed there for several days. Fortunately, she did not
see this soldier again (Yasui 1978:103). On yet another occasion of an unex-
pected visit by Russian soldiers, Yasui was with several other women in her
apartment. All the other women were childless. “When we realized [the
soldiers] were coming, I placed one of my children on my lap and held him
fast. Others did the same, each holding one of my other children. A child
was indeed the best shield. I pinched my child’s buttocks to make him cry.
One soldier, apparently irritated by the child’s crying, exclaimed [in Rus-
sian, something like], “Shut up; give him candy.” I pointed to his tummy,
pretending that he had a tummy ache and that he would not eat any thing.
I then pinched his buttocks harder. The soldiers, all disgruntled, soon left
my place” (ibid.:176-177). In these passages, the reader is able to see the
faces of the assailants and learn that they offered the women space and
time to come up with a way to protect themselves from attack.

In contrast, male authors are invariably observers of the aftermath of
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an alleged rape. Thus, Hiramoto Noriyuki, a Japanese demilitarized sol-
dier who happened to be at the hospital to which the victims were brought,
writes the following: “About ten women, whose ages ranged from twelve or
thirteen to about twenty, were brought to the hospital on stretchers. I did
not dare look at them. They were all stark naked. The girls who had not yet
developed pubic hair had vaginas swollen and purple. Their thighs were
smeared in their own blood. They were groaning in agony, but I could not
understand what they were saying” (quoted in Wakatsuki 1995:126). An-
other male author estimates the number of raped women at 30,000-40,000
(Takeda Shigetaro, quoted in Watt 2002:47).

Among the male authors of repatriate memiors, Goto came closest to
actually witnessing incidents of rape. These incidents took place in the vil-
lage of Sihetun on September 8, 1945, when a group of Russian soldiers
came to confiscate weapons that the settlers still possessed. Pairs of Soviet
soldiers began inspecting the settlers’ houses. Almost all the colonists had
already vacated their houses and gathered in an open field, quietly watch-
ing the soldiers steal weapons and valuable household items. Two house-
wives, however, were late coming out of their houses, and they were trapped
inside during the inspection. Itis these women who were allegedly raped by
the soldiers. Although Goto did not witness a crime, he tries to protect the
honor of these two women, but he does so by making them eventually “dis-
appear” in his memoir. One of the husbands, he writes, tried to kill one of
the attackers. Goto’s job was to prevent him from doing so in order to save
everyone else in the colony: “I told him, ‘I know you are eager to kill him,
but this time only, please be patient. If you go into the house and kill him,
you may feel better, but what will happen to your wife and us? If you kill
him, his army will kill us all. So, please, please, do not move from here.” I
bowed to him again and again but felt really sick inside, having nothing
else to tell him” (Goto 1978:106). The couple in question apparently left the
group soon after this incident; they do not reappear in Goto’s memoir.

Goto later gives voice to another woman, whose husband was absent at
the time of the above-mentioned incident as he had already been mobilized
by the military. This woman later confided her “secret” to Goto’s wife at a
refugee camp for the Japanese in Fushun. Goto apparently overheard the
dialogue between the two women and recorded it in his autobiography:

WomMaN: I am so afraid of returning home.

Got0’s wife: Why?

Woman: Well, you know what happened. . . .

‘WIFE: What was that?

WomMmaN: Something that happened in our settlement of Shigoton (J),
don’t you remember? Soviet soldiers came and [silence]. When I
think of what happened to me then, I cannot go on with my life.
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Even if I manage to return to Japan, I dreadfully fear facing my
husband again.
WIFE: I truly understand you, but you kept you honor, didn’t you?
WoMAN: Yes, I sort of. . . .

At this moment, Goto, who knew that she had indeed been raped, inter-
vened and told the woman the following: “You could not help it. No one
could help it. It was a battlefield. What happened to you is just the same as
what happened to any soldier in the battlefield—a wound he would sus-
tain for the rest of his life. I am sure your husband will understand” (Goto
1978:227-228). Goto writes that this woman died a few months later of an
epidemic disease. Her husband is found nowhere in his memoir.

Some authors of repatriate memoirs suggest that there were Japa-
nese “professional women” in Manchuria who were “willing” to protect
the “innocent” Japanese women. For example, Yamamoto Kiyoko writes
the following: “Since [we heard that] the Russian soldiers would attack
and rape us, all of us women shaved our heads and wore men’s work
clothes. Even so, we heard, they would rape us. Hence those who were
willing to sacrifice their bodies for us, such as former geisha or women
who used to work at bars, ended up going with the Soviet soldiers. Be-
hind their backs, we clasped our hands in prayer and called them tok-
kotai (kamikaze, or suicide pilots)” (1981:550).

Another narrative of this sort comes from the memoir of Komiya Ki-
yoshi. At the time described, Komiya, then an eleven-year-old boy, was
living in the city of Liaoyang with his mother. “A group of Soviet military
officers came to visit our neighborhood with a Chinese interpreter. These
officers then asked the head of our neighborhood to provide them with
several Japanese women. Of course, our neighborhood head was against
the idea of offering them war widows or young single women, so he man-
aged to gather some ‘professional women’ and sent them to the house
where these officers were staying. My mother told me, ‘Because of those
women, we can sleep without worry.” She also said that those women be-
came breakwaters for us” (1990:145-146). These authors equate the “pro-
fessional women” with suicide pilots and breakwaters and believe that
they went willingly to serve the Russian soldiers. Yet these “professional
women,” as far as I know, have never penned their own memoirs.

In 2006, however, I read an article by Furukubo Sakura (1999) that
alerted me to a memoir written by Kuriwaki Tatsu (1981). Tatsu was not an
agrarian settler but had lived in Xinjing as a young single woman at the
time of the Soviet invasion. After the war’s end, she left the city, joined the
Japanese refugees, and fled to Yizhou, where she lived in a school dormi-
tory with hundreds of other Japanese. Here she was raped. In her case,
however, she was raped by the Japanese head of the refugee camp.
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One day, I went to an outdoor toilet as usual. Someone was following me,
but it was pitch dark. I then realized that it was the head of the dormitory,
Mr. Hirayama. He grabbed my right arm and took me to a remote place.
My protests were in vain. I knew I had to follow him [as our leader], but I
had never dreamt of following him in this particular manner. I was locked
in a small room afterward. I was nothing but a doll for this man’s sexual
desire. Since he brought me food every day, I did not have to work. But
when I thought of my sister and her two children [who were with her in the
dormitory at this time], I did not know what to do. (1981:645-646)

While Tatsu was raped by a Japanese man, her sister was brutally attacked
and raped by a Russian soldier. In this case, the rapist’s superior sent her
to a hospital, where she received ample treatment. Nevertheless, she died
in June 1946. Her children died of malnutrition soon after their mother’s
death (Kuriwaki 1981:646-647). Tatsu herself tried to flee from Hirayama
several times, firstin Manchuria and then back in Japan, but in vain. Even-
tually she agreed to marry him, gave birth to four children, and led a life
surrounded by offspring who “were all born out of a loveless marriage”
(ibid.:654). But in the end, Tatsu survived while her sister vanished.

Epidemics

Itis now a historical truism that epidemics killed the largest number
of Japanese stranded in Manchuria. In this respect, epidemics were far
worse than Manchurian bandits or Russian soldiers. At every shelter for
the Japanese, typhoid, measles, dysentery, diphtheria, cholera, and tu-
berculosis spread like wildfire. The victims were predominantly the
young and the old. Even those who survived an epidemic suffered after-
ward from malnutrition, and often died anyway. Sumiko notes that of
about 4,500 Japanese refugees at one shelter about 3,000 had died of
epidemic diseases by the spring of 1946 (Takayama 1987:164). Goto also
writes that measles was rampant among the Japanese refugees in Har-
bin, where his daughter succumbed to the disease. He then moved to
Fushun with his wife and son to join another group of about 3,700 Japa-
nese refugees. This time, typhoid spread quickly among them. Between
November 1945 and June 1946, about 2,000 refugees died of the disease
(1978:215-225). Goto himself remained relatively healthy, largely be-
cause he had already suffered from typhoid and was immune to it. Thus,
his job was to take care of the dead:

A team of two, one being myself, went around to every room at the shel-
ter. Standing at the entrance of each room, we would ask, “Has anyone
died today?” In a few seconds, someone would raise his arm—an arm of
only bones covered with darkened skin—and point to the dead. We
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would then walk over a couple of bodies [of sick men and women] and
reach a corpse. Since the body was already cold, we saw thousands of
lice moving over the body of someone else, someone who was still alive
and warm. We repeated the same task every day. Still, it was extremely
difficult to distinguish the dead from those who were alive. (ibid.: 222)

Goto6 and several other men who had the energy to move around buried
about thirty corpses every day. During the winter, however, they could
not dig deep enough for burial, but the snow that had fallen upon the
bodies froze them anyway. When the snow melted, it became a major
task for them to deal with the corpses again. With the help of Chinese
soldiers, Goto writes, they transported thousands of dead bodies to the
riverbank and burned them (ibid.: 242-243).

Since epidemics attacked the young in particular, mothers vividly re-
member their children’s suffering. In her memoir, Yasui records the voice
of a woman whom she met on her journey of escape. This woman’s child
died in an epidemic on board a packed train: “Holding my child tightly, I
cried and cried. I wanted to hold him forever. All the other mothers, how-
ever, were afraid that their children would contract the same disease. Hence
when the train was about to pass the bridge, they asked me to throw the
body into the river” (1978:165). In one of the collections of essays compiled
by the Fujimi women’s group, Hisayo writes, “I covered the face of my son
with ascarf. As the soil was completely frozen, my neighbors could not prop-
erly bury him. But later I wondered, and I still wonder, whether he might
have still been alive then and whether he is still alive today somewhere in
China (Fujimi-cho Fujinkai 1984:88). While it is quite unlikely that Hisayo’s
son survived in post-colonial China, many mothers who gave up their chil-
dren to Chinese families still think that they will someday find them alive.

The Sale of Japanese Children

My husband came home one day and told me, “Go and see what is going
on at the Kamo (J) elementary school. The Japanese refugees are selling
their children to the Chinese.” I could not believe his story but went to
the school anyway half out of curiosity. Indeed, I saw the Chinese buyers,
wearing backpacks, wandering among the Japanese refugees. The refu-
gees, all women and children who had fled from their colonies, had no-
where to sleep and nothing to wear. No one was helping them. . .. One
woman, who was carrying a small child on her back while holding the
hand of another child, was in the midst of negotiations with a Chinese
buyer. She sold her son, who was probably two or three years old, for
about five hundred yen and her daughter for about two or three hundred
yen. The buyer then handed the money to her and took the children
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away from her. The mother patted the shoulder of the older child, telling
him, “Make sure to be well taken care of.” The other child, who was ap-
parently suffering from malnutrition, walked away while looking back at
her again and again. (Yamamoto 1981:553-554).

While showing sympathy for the 