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British Perspectives on Southeast Asia and Continental European Comparisons: the Making of a Region
Victor T. King

Although the contexts and institutional formats of area studies are in the process of being reconfigured, area studies remains crucial. The study of Southeast Asia is part of a broader issue. Its very existence should neither be hampered by profit-making nor political considerations. Its motivation lies in the central tenet of the pursuit and propagation of knowledge (Chou and Houben 2006a, p. 19).
Introduction

In this chapter I shall identify the origins of the making of Southeast Asia and Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom* (with some comparative references to continental European activities) and attempt to establish those factors which encouraged the development of this enterprise and those which stood in its way.  In this regard it is important to indicate the main moments, events and persons in this process of construction and provide some evaluation of the contribution which British scholarship has made to this field of studies. A most significant and preliminary observation is that not only is it problematical to define Southeast Asia but it is equally problematical to define precisely what constitutes British scholarship on Southeast Asia in that it was not confined to the shores of the United Kingdom. Of course, scholarship is seldom restricted
*I mainly render the name of the region as ‘Southeast Asia’, but in institutional and other titles in the United Kingdom and in some quotations and bibliographical references it appears variously as ‘South-East Asia’, ‘South East Asia’ and ‘South-east Asia’. I use these other renderings where appropriate.

Some of the materials for this essay have been taken, mainly in revised form, from my recent history of the Association of Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom (ASEASUK), published by the Association (King 2009) and from King (1990).

 by national boundaries, but in  the particular case  of British  academic  engagement  with  Southeast Asia we have to take into account the contribution which was made by expatriate researchers and teachers in centres of higher education in the colonies and dependencies. Prior to the 1940s Britain was not entirely dependent on the development of expertise on the Southeast Asian region in the home country. An important training ground for British academics and scholar-administrators was the University of Rangoon and Raffles College in Singapore (Selth 2010; and see Cowan 1980). Following the Pacific War an interesting shift in the locus of scholarship also took place. The British no longer had a base in Burma and the University of Rangoon after 1948, but they continued to have a presence in Singapore and Malaya and also Hong Kong during the 1950s and 1960s when we witnessed the making and consolidation of Southeast Asia as an internationally defined region for scholarly enquiry. Expatriate academics were appointed to the University of Malaya, which was established in Singapore in October 1949 from the merger of Raffles College and the King Edward VII College of Medicine, and then expanded to its Kuala Lumpur campus in 1959. We should also note the important contribution which expatriate scholars at the University of Hong Kong, formally established in 1911, made to the study of Southeast Asia. 

It would be foolish to claim a greater role for the United Kingdom in making Southeast Asia than it deserves, but I would venture to suggest that the British and the wider Commonwealth contribution was crucial (particularly from Australia and New Zealand).  It was crucial (and even more crucial than London) because Singapore and Kuala Lumpur, and to a degree Hong Kong became training grounds for local scholars in the study of Southeast Asia. More importantly the two universities which emerged after the partition of the University of Malaya in 1962 (to become the University of Malaya in Kuala Lumpur and in Singapore, the National University of Singapore) subsequently established successful Southeast Asian Studies programmes.  The Singapore government also went further in setting up the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies in 1968 which has become one of the most prominent global research centres on the region for both Asian and non-Asian scholars alike. From the University of Malaya in its early days came a stream of publications not only focused on Malaya and Singapore but also on the wider region which repeatedly set down the case for the integrity and coherence of Southeast Asia as a subject of study in its own right. In addition, Singapore and Kuala Lumpur, and again to some extent Hong Kong became part of international networks of scholarship on the region, and many prominent scholars in the UK in the heyday of Southeast Asian Studies up to the 1970s had had the great good fortune to spend a period of their career engaged in teaching and research there. It might be worth emphasising at this point that, although the USA was the prime mover in establishing Southeast Asian Studies outside Southeast Asia, I suggest that the British were the pioneers of this project within the region, though I shall want to acknowledge shortly (see below) some key contributions from continental European scholars.
Unfortunately I have not had the time to construct an academic pedigree of the development of the study of the region from a British perspective, although I trust that readers will begin to see one emerging in what I have to say about the development of British scholarship. Anthony Reid has already provided us with a relatively comprehensive list of scholars who contributed to the making of Southeast Asia in Singapore and Kuala Lumpur in his ‘saucer model’ of Southeast Asian identity (1999, pp. 9-10, 14-15).  It is immediately obvious what a closely interconnected academic network it was and how the career paths of individuals constantly crossed. This is unsurprising when a subject or field of study is being created because the numbers of researchers are small and in the early years they were mainly supervised and trained by a few senior scholars. The field was also dominated by a small number of core academic subjects which examined the region not from a multidisciplinary perspective but from a firm base in a particular discipline: language and literature, geography, history, political science, anthropology, economics and economic history (ibid., p. 9). 

I would suggest that there were three generations of scholars who had a formative influence on the development of the field of British-generated Southeast Asian Studies (though the division between the generations is somewhat rough and ready). Some of them contributed very directly to the making of the region through their writings and the training of the next generation of specialists (Daniel G.E. Hall, C.D. [Jeremy] Cowan and Charles A. Fisher are outstanding examples of them), whilst others kept to their academic disciplines but through their research on the region and their knowledge of it were involved in developing the infrastructure of Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom (among them the anthropologists Raymond Firth, Maurice Freedman, Edmund Leach and Rodney Needham). 

The first generation emerged in the interwar years and the late colonial period among a handful of expatriates who were teaching in Rangoon or occupied official positions in Burma, or were involved in administration and research in Malaya and the Straits Settlements (ibid., p. 15). This was the generation of Charles Otto Blagden, Ernest H. G. Dobby, Firth, John S. Furnivall, Hall, Gordon H. Luce, Victor Purcell, John Alexander Stewart, and Sir Richard Winstedt. The second was forged during the Pacific War and during the first couple of decades thereafter. Some saw military service in the Far East and some of them had benefited from the growth of interest in area studies following the publication of the Scarbrough Report in 1947; this generation included such scholars as Cowan, Fisher, Freedman, John Gullick, Brian Harrison, Leach, Harry Leonard Shorto, E.H.S. (Stuart) Simmonds and Oliver W. Wolters. The third generation emerged during the 1950s and 1960s. Some also played important roles in the developments which followed the publication of the so-called Hayter Report in 1962. This generation included John Bastin, Ian Brown, Dennis Duncanson, Denis Dwyer, Ian Glover, M. B. (Barry) Hooker, James C. Jackson, Mervyn Jaspan, T. (Terry) G. McGee, David K. Bassett, John Bastin, Michael Leifer, Leslie Palmier, Ralph Smith, Anthony (Tony) Stockwell, Robert Taylor, and Wang Gungwu.  I count myself among the fourth generation which emerged in the late 1960s and into the 1970s, and included, among many others, Peter Ayre, Peter Carey, Clive J. Christie, Mark Hobart, Jeremy Kemp, Roger Kershaw, Andrew Turton, Ric Vokes and C.W. (Bill) Watson.

What I shall also propose in this chapter, and the proposal takes its lead from Anthony Reid’s ‘saucer model’, is that British perspectives on the concept of a Southeast Asian region were privileged because of the strategic location of a British imperial presence in the Straits Settlements of Penang (Pulau Pinang), Malacca (Melaka) and most importantly Singapore, and the close connections of these ‘nodal points’ with neighbouring territories in what was to become the region which we now know as ‘Southeast Asia’. There was an obvious tension in this locational advantage to which I have just referred, given British interests in other Asian areas outside Southeast Asia,  but the British, and particularly those based in Singapore from the first part of the nineteenth century, also enjoyed the advantage of seeing those territories around the Straits of Malacca as connected, historically, culturally, politically and economically, with those in the mainly Muslim world of island Southeast Asia and the predominantly Buddhist world of the mainland.  It seems that an early emerging British vision of a Southeast Asian region in the first half of the nineteenth century, unhindered at that time by territorial imperatives, was then overtaken by colonial preoccupations and the need to focus on the administration of those British territories which were acquired progressively from the mid-nineteenth century. Instead it was those Europeans, principally the Germans and Austrians, who were not encumbered by the blinkers imposed by discrete and defined empires, who began to discern a Southeast Asian region from the turn of the twentieth century. . Two German-speaking scholars in particular, Robert von Heine-Geldern and Karl Pelzer, were to develop a strong scholarly presence in the United States and they were crucial in the promotion of the concept of a culturally and historically defined region separate from India and China in the post-war American academic world (Reid 1999, pp. 10-11).

However, interestingly these wider regional visions resurfaced and began to have resonance with some British scholars, who were working in Burma in the interwar years, and who had become disaffected with the notion that Burma was merely part of a ‘Greater  India’. Furnivall and Hall, both of whom had lived and worked in colonial Burma and who were also aware of the emerging scholarship on the region (both in English and other languages), were prime-movers in the project to define Southeast Asia in the post-war development of British university research and teaching on the newly emerging nations of Asia. Hall played this role from his base in the School of Oriental and African Studies SOAS) in London and Furnivall from Cambridge.
What must be emphasised as well is that of all the colonial powers Britain was the only one to have possessions in both mainland and island Southeast Asia (with the minor exception of Portugal) and it is my contention that the mainland-island divide, which the British to some extent bridged, has been one of the major obstacles in conceiving Southeast Asia as a region.  The French were preoccupied with their Indochinese mainland; the Dutch with their maritime East Indies territories; and the Americans, and before them the Spanish, with their Philippines outlier, which until recently was seen only rather equivocally as part of Southeast Asia and in historical, cultural and economic terms connected more to a trans-Pacific rather than an Asian world. 

Another preoccupation of this chapter is to plot the institutional development of the study of Southeast Asia in the United Kingdom from the early twentieth century to the present. What  is abundantly clear is that having eventually identified Southeast Asia as a region which deserved at least some coordinated attention the British government and its agencies had neither a clear idea whether and how best to fund its study and at what level nor a consistent and sustained national policy of support. Yet in the first two decades after the Second World War British strategic and commercial interests in Southeast Asia were substantial, following the loss of its Indian possessions: in the port city of Singapore and its military facilities, in the vitally important rubber and tin production of the Malay States and in the oil reserves of Brunei.  Not only were these  matters of  vital concern to  Britain but the Straits of Malacca and the South China Sea, which at the high point of nineteenth-century European imperialism had been turned into ‘a British lake’, also provided the British with their gateway to Hong Kong and East Asia. 
It is therefore somewhat surprising that more was not done before the Second World War to support these interests and develop a strong base of scholarship and training in the languages, cultures, geographies, histories and economies of the region.  As we shall see the British approach in contrast to that of some of its European neighbours, particularly the French, Dutch and Germans, was fitful and indecisive. Nevertheless, although it is true that British government support for the study of Southeast Asia was not as ambitious as it might have been, there was modest development in the 1920s and 1930s and some funds were forthcoming in the early post-war period. In the event, a handful of outstanding scholars were appointed who contributed significantly to ‘the making of a region’. This national effort was primarily located in London, at the School of Oriental and African Studies (Braginsky 2002, pp. 1-48). Nevertheless, we should not forget that there was the important presence of senior scholars at the London School of Economics (LSE) including Raymond Firth and Maurice Freedman; they were not in area studies programmes, though they had a scholarly interest in the region and played their part in developing a language-based area studies infrastructure. There was also a scatter of researchers in Oxford and Cambridge, in particular Rodney Needham who trained considerable numbers of Oxford anthropologists who conducted field research in Indonesia and Malaysia and Edmund Leach in Cambridge (Scarbrough 1947, p. 114; King 1989, pp. 19-20). 
In order to provide an institutional framework for this history I shall also refer selectively to the major national reports and initiatives which were to shape area studies more generally and Southeast Asian Studies in the UK in particular from the 1940s through to the 1980s (and see King 1990). Three key national reports, which were usually referred to using the names of those who led the enquiries, were commissioned: Scarbrough (1947), Hayter (1961) and Parker (1986).  All three provided some funding support but this was never administered in a sustained way and each report bemoaned the low level of provision in comparison with national needs which had preceded it, and the absence of a national policy, even when there had been some previous investment. 

Moreover, in terms of the national centres of Southeast Asian Studies, the situation today has deteriorated considerably from the position which had been attained in the 1970s. In his survey of Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom in 1977, Bassett counted almost 50 staff in the then three universities where there were designated programmes (SOAS, Hull and Kent) and when staff in other London colleges and in other departments at Hull were included the total reached almost 60 out of about 80 members of the Association of South-East Asian Studies (1981, p. 58). Since then two of the Centres have disappeared – Hull and Kent – and the only designated Centre now is that at SOAS which counts just under 30 members, with a modest programme of activity at the University of Leeds (with seven staff), which resulted from the transfer of five posts from Hull between 2003 and 2005. Currently the Association of South-East Asian Studies in the United Kingdom (ASEASUK) continues to be active with up to 200 members but the character of the constituency is rather different from what it was during the heyday of British Southeast Asian Studies in the 1960s and 1970s (see below).
These institutional developments have been amply covered and considered in the paper from which this current chapter has emerged (see King 2010). What I shall do here is extract some of the salient points to illustrate my main theme of what we might characterise as British ‘vacillation’ with regard to the importance of Southeast for British national and global interests and the inability of the British government and its higher education funding agencies to develop and sustain a coherent and considered national policy and the necessary funding to support research and teaching on the region.
Southeast Asia as Region: a Constant Headache
First I want  to say something about the problem of regional definition and then take up the theme of the apparent advantages that a small number of British scholars enjoyed from the first half of the nineteenth century in beginning to realise Southeast Asia as an historically and geographically interconnected  set of territories separate from India and China. A considerable amount of time and energy has been devoted to debating and deliberating on the problems and prospects of defining Southeast Asia (see, for example, Acharya and Rajah 1999; Braginsky 2002; Chou and Houben 2006a, 2006b; King, 2005, 2006; Kratoska, Nordholt and Raben 2005). When we thought that we had exhausted ourselves in attempts to grasp what constitutes Southeast Asia (exemplified, amongst many others, in the detailed and nuanced study of Oliver Wolters [1999]), we have recently witnessed a resurgence of scholarly interest in addressing issues of regional definition and the rationale of area studies (see King 2001a, 2005, 2006; and see Braginsky 2002). This is not only in response to what has been identified as ‘the crisis’ in area studies and specifically Asian Studies (Jackson 2003a, 2003b), a crisis which is mainly located in the Western academy (in terms of the decline in government priorities, funding, intellectual commitment and student interest) (see Anderson 1978, 1992; McVey 1995, 1998), but is also an attempt to counter charges that: (1) area studies lacks a disciplinary spine, theoretical sophistication and a robust methodology; (2) that in the era of globalisation it continues to present a parochial, inward-looking, boundary-obsessed perspective;  and (3) that there was an uneasy indeed unhealthy relationship between Western governments (anxious about the spread of Asian Communism) and their promotion of area studies during the Cold War.  Of course the defence of area studies also has to address its origins in Western imperialism in that the academic project of Asian Studies in particular still carries residues of ‘Orientalism’ and Western ethnocentrism. In my account in this chapter of the development in the United Kingdom and other parts of Europe of the study of Southeast Asia as a region, the colonial-imperial origin of area studies in the West and its prejudices are plain to see, but even at its most Orientalist, I am prepared to argue that there was a genuine attempt  by what are seen to be the scholarly agents of imperialism to do more than simply shore up Western cultural, political and economic hegemony and give it intellectual justification (and see King 1990, 2001b; Braginsky 2002, pp. 11-12). 
There are several major problems in defining Southeast Asia and there is no point in covering these in detail other than to note that, in any attempt to devise a region, there will always be problems of drawing boundaries and somehow reconciling or at least explaining the diversities within the boundaries so drawn, and the cultural, historical and other connections beyond the boundaries  But I want to place emphasis in this introduction on two issues, and relate these firstly to the comparative history of colonialism in the region and where the interests of the colonial powers were focused, and secondly to the recent Southeast Asian diasporas and especially the relocation of various Southeast Asian ethnic groups in the West.  On the first point I accept that my argument has to be qualified but I think it helps explain why some observers in the distant past tended to view matters in regional terms and others did not. In my view (not a new one) much of the difficulty which we experience in defining the region turns on the divisions, broadly speaking, between island and mainland Southeast Asia. Secondly, the more recent dispersal of populations out of Southeast Asia has led not to a reinforcement of the idea of Southeast Asia but to narrower nation-state-based perspectives.
Firstly the division between the island and mainland worlds is strong and continues to have resonance (King 2001a). This has not been the result of intellectual construction and artifice, but has emerged from processes of migration, ethno-linguistic dispersal, external influences and cultural differentiation. Therefore it is not surprising that linguists of the mainland and island ethno-linguistic groups have usually formed their own scholarly organisations: based either on the Austronesian language family (which connects with cultures in Madagascar, Taiwan and the majority of the Pacific Islands, though it extends to a few outliers in Vietnam, Thailand and Cambodia), or on the Austro-Asiatic, Tai-Kadai or Sino-Tibetan families (which spill over into southern China and the north-eastern regions of the Indian subcontinent). More generally rather than coming together as Southeast Asianists, scholars have usually felt more comfortable in Malay-Indonesian gatherings or Thai Studies, or Vietnamese Studies meetings and so on (King 2001a). 
It is interesting that just after an Association of Southeast Asian Studies was established in the United Kingdom in 1969 by senior academics at SOAS, which was designed to unite Southeast Asianists across the nation, some scholars at the same School founded Indonesia Circle Society in March 1973 with its own association newsletter (later to become the journal Indonesia and the Malay World). This development was also accompanied by the setting up of the Malay-Indonesia Etymological Project with British, French and Italian collaboration in Paris in July 1973 (Carey 1986, pp. 12-13; Lombard 1981, p. 56). European scholars with interests in Austronesian languages and literatures also came together to found the European Colloquium on Indonesian-Malay Studies which has held conferences since 1978 in universities across Europe and has been very active in promoting an island or maritime perspective on the languages and cultures of Southeast Asia (King 2009, pp. 10-11). In France too scholars committed to the Austronesian world founded the journal Archipel in 1971 in part to complement the emphasis on mainland Southeast Asia in the journal L’Asie du Sud-Est and le monde insulindien launched in 1970 (Lombard 1981, p. 57). Not to be outdone the major academic multidisciplinary constituency of mainland Southeast Asia which focuses on Thailand and culturally related populations beyond the Thai nation-state (that is, the Tai-speaking communities) and which includes British scholars came together to organise a regular biennial International Conference on Thai Studies which was inaugurated in 1981. 
On my second point it is well established that the colonial powers and the learned societies which emerged within the colonies and dependencies organised their scholarly activities within defined territorial units. Journals were established which usually focused on a particular colonial dependency (sometimes with some attention to the near neighbouring countries) and not on the region, and were managed by learned societies, either located in the mother country or in the colony or both, whose members frequently comprised scholars and those involved professionally in colonial administrative, educational and commercial affairs. For example, the Dutch established  journals devoted exclusively to their colonial possessions in the East; the most well known was Bijdragen tot de Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde van Nederlandsch Indie which first appeared as long ago as 1853. In French Indochina, l’École Française d’Extrême-Orient (EFEO) was founded in 1898 in Saigon and moved to Hanoi in 1901; it launched its journal Le Bulletin de l’École Française d’Extrême-Orient in 1901. In the British territories the Burma Research Society was founded on 29 March 1910 at a meeting in the Bernard Free Library in Rangoon and the Journal of the Burma Research Society commenced publication in 1911. The Journal of the Straits Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society which was first published in 1878 in Singapore, under the auspices of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland (RAS) (est. 1823) focused primarily on the British port settlements of Penang, Malacca and Singapore which until 1867 were administered from India, and then widened its interests more firmly to the neighbouring Malay States, later becoming the Malayan Branch of the RAS in 1923 and the Malaysian Branch in 1964. With expatriate, particularly British involvement, The Siam Society with its Journal of the Siam Society was established under royal patronage in 1904. A flurry of activity in the Philippines in the early 1950s in which prominent American academics were involved led to the inauguration of the journal Philippine Studies at the Ateneo de Manila in 1953, and the Philippine Sociological Society was founded in 1952 with its own journal, Philippine Sociological Review. Numerous specialist journals published by colonial museums and other educational and research institutions, which usually focused on a particular colony or territory, were also founded.
This national orientation has continued and has been strengthened especially by the Southeast Asian diaspora following the Indochinese wars and the debacle of Burma. Given the prominent position which the USA has in the global media and educational agendas and its capacity to organise and support scholarly activities then it is worth noting that the settlement of refugees from Indochina in the USA, the intense Western interest in and criticism of the activities of the military junta in Burma, and the very substantial and continued interest of American academics in that region have led to the development of nationally-focused associations and study groups in the USA. Ironically the post-war American-promoted construction of Southeast Asia and its central role in globalisation now seems to be working against regional definition.  It is no longer Southeast Asian Studies that command centre stage but increasingly the nationally and ethnically based organisations. The national Center for Burma Studies was established at Northern Illinois University in 1986 associated with the Burma Foundation and the Burma Studies Group, as a Sub-committee of the Southeast Asia Council (SEAC) of the Association for Asian Studies (AAS); it publishes The Journal of Burma Studies and Bulletin of the Burma Studies Group. The Center for Lao Studies was established in San Francisco with its own Journal of Lao Studies launched in 2010 and edited at Cornell University; an International Conference on Lao Studies was also inaugurated at Northern Illinois University. A Thailand, Laos, Cambodia Studies Group has also been established as an affiliate of the SEAC within the American Association for Asian Studies. At Ohio University a Cambodian Studies Forum was set up with a Journal of Cambodian Studies. Finally in 2006 a Journal of Vietnamese Studies was launched by the University of California Press through the Vietnam Studies Group again within the Southeast Asia Council of the Association for Asian Studies.
Yet this merely returns to the principles of American scholarship on Southeast Asia which emerged in the 1940s.  In the anti-imperialist stance which the Americans adopted in relation to Southeast Asia, it was the nationalist agenda which was of utmost importance, and, though the United States was vitally important in the creation of Southeast Asia as a region, there has always been a tension between the wider regional perspective and the view that expertise should be developed on particular countries. This in turn arose primarily from the nation-state based preoccupations of American political science. As Smith observes in relation to the early years of the development of Southeast Asian expertise in the United States
Language was combined with specialisation in one or other discipline, on the assumption that a group of scholars working on a single country would then be able to share one another’s expertise. The countries which received most emphasis, at Cornell and in the United States as a whole, were Thailand, Indonesia and the Philippines (1986, p. 16). 
Of course, American attempts to define the region tended to divide between those who were mainland specialists of Thailand especially, but also to some extent Vietnam and Burma, and those who focused on the island world, particularly Indonesia and the Philippines. In this connection we should now turn to a major scholarly attempt at regional definition, which again evokes the division between mainland Southeast Asia and the islands. One of the most significant and outstanding contributions to regional historical scholarship and to the work of bringing Southeast Asian history into an integrated and coherent regional framework is Anthony Reid’s Southeast Asia in the Age of Commerce: 1400-1680 (in two volumes, 1988/1993). As we shall see Reid, a New Zealander who pursued his doctoral studies at Cambridge, was especially drawn into the historical study of Southeast Asia in regional terms during his time at the University of Malaya. Yet interestingly his magnum opus resulted in a debate which served to demonstrate more sharply the different trajectories of mainland and island Southeast Asian history. Victor B. Lieberman, who undertook his doctoral studies at SOAS, in his critical appreciation of Reid’s work, forcefully separated mainland Southeast Asian experiences and brought them into relationship with Indo-European history and especially the administrative histories of France and Russia (1993, 1995).  Again not to be outdone by a regional rival from the island world Lieberman has produced his own two-volume magnum opus which shows us that it is problematical to seek  a unity in Southeast Asian history on the basis of the open commercial and international character of island Southeast Asia (2003, 2009). I shall return to Reid’s contribution to regional definition later.
As I have already indicated, the division between mainland and island Southeast Asia was to some extent cemented by the colonial experience. The Dutch, Spanish, Portuguese and American focus was on island Southeast Asia, the French on the Indochinese mainland. The only major European colonial power which bridged the mainland-island divide in territorial terms was the British, and this bridge provided, to some extent at least, a route along which some scholars travelled in their attempt to find regional coherence. However, it is also true that this potentially broader vision was compromised by the British preoccupation with the Indian subcontinent. For much of the late colonial period the British saw their Southeast Asian dependencies as an extension of the Indian empire in the concept of ‘Further’ or ‘Farther India’, in that Burma and for a time the Straits Settlements were merely eastward administrative and provincial extensions of India. The perception of Southeast Asia as a region was also rendered problematical because of British East Asian interests, and though subordinate to India, the Straits Settlements in particular, whilst also an extension of the Indian subcontinent, were part of a commercial maritime perspective which brought Britain into relationship with  China (particularly the ‘Treaty Ports’) and Hong Kong as well. 
Nevertheless, the British presence and their wider experiences and encounters in the region resulted in the nineteenth century in a relatively expansive and growing knowledge not only of Burma, the Malay States, the Straits Settlements and the northern Borneo territories, but also Thailand (Siam) especially following the Bowring Treaty of 1855, Sumatra, Java and even parts of the Philippine islands. Very gradually the British presence led to some administrators and scholars who had lived and worked in the region looking beyond a given European-administered territorial unit and beginning to see wider parallels and similarities. Burma and the University of Rangoon in particular, despite the close relations with India, was a training ground for some of these ideas, and as far back as the early to mid-nineteenth century the outward-looking perspectives of some British residents of the Straits Settlements, especially Singapore, also contributed to changing ideas about regional geography, culture and history. I must also emphasise that these visions of a wider Southeast Asian region were not confined to the British sphere; we also witness them among some French, Dutch, German and Austrian scholars, though, in my view, these perspectives on region were not nearly as widespread and embedded into university research as those of the British, nor did they embrace decisively a ‘modern’ definition of Southeast Asia rather than one based on prehistory and ethnology.
The Colonial Dimension and the Need to Train Those who Govern
It is impossible to separate the creation of Southeast Asia from Britain’s colonial past and its expanding international interests (and indeed those of the French and Dutch) and for that reason the kinds of regional studies that developed during the interwar years and more importantly during the immediate post-war period have often been the subject of severe criticism.  The task of assisting in the training of colonial officers in the cultures, languages, histories and geographies of distant Asian dependencies and the Western interests and perspectives which were developed to understand them came to be criticised as ‘Orientalism’. The ideological construction and domination and the continued economic exploitation of other peoples in the context of imperialism, came in for harsh criticism, particularly among post-war European activists, Asian nationalist leaders and scholars and social scientists of radical Marxist and political economy persuasions. 
Yet, if the need to support colonialism was one of the main reasons for the foundation of appropriate programmes of regional study and training in the languages of the dependent and other territories of strategic, commercial and administrative interest, it is surprising how long it took the British government to establish a coordinated programme of academic training. If British imperialism had depended on an academically supported and sustained rationale then it was doomed from the start.  Professor Sir Cyril Phillips, a former Director of the School of Oriental and African Studies, lamented the fact that the period during which the British established a colonial empire, when they were engaged in the ‘political and administrative reconstruction of India’, and had expanded their economic and political interests in Southeast Asia, Africa, East Asia and the Pacific Islands, passed by without ‘the formation in London of an Imperial training centre’ (1967, p.11; and see 2003). As with much else in the UK the provision of expertise and training in area studies and languages was generally ad hoc and lagged behind the development of the study of Asia in other European countries: at the École Spéciale des Langues Orientales founded in 1795 in Paris (eventually to become l’Institut National des Langues et Civilisations Orientales [l’INALCO] in 1971], the School of Oriental Studies in Berlin and the Asiatic Museum in St Petersburg which was founded in 1818 (with the subsequent founding of the Institute for Oriental Studies there in 1930). On the publication of the Reay Report in London in 1909 not only had France, Germany and Russia already established institutions for the study of ‘living’ Oriental languages and cultures but so too had Austria-Hungary, Italy and Holland (Scarbrough 1947, p. 22). In 1922, and with no significant political and economic interests in Asia, an Oriental Institute was also established in Prague shortly after the founding of SOAS.
As one might anticipate the perceived need to establish institutions and programmes to impart knowledge of Asia and to ensure some facility in Asian languages was tied very closely to Britain’s presence in India. The call for the creation of a  centre for Asian (or in those days ‘Oriental’) Studies goes back at least to 1798 just after the French foundation of an Oriental Institute in Paris, when the newly appointed Governor-General of India, Richard Wellesley emphasised the need to educate civil servants of the East India Company not only in the basic knowledge and skills to enable them to discharge their professional administrative duties but also to be acquainted with ‘the history, languages, customs and manners of the people of India’ (Phillips, 1967: 9). Prior to this Sir William Jones had founded the Asiatic Society of Bengal in 1784 for the study of Sanskrit and Indo-Aryan philology (Scarbrough 1947, pp. 8-9). There were also short-lived attempts to establish an Oriental Institution in London from 1818 (Hartog 1917, p. 5).
Given this early British interest in India it is therefore surprising that by the end of the nineteenth century there was still no such British Asia centre, although professorships in Sanskrit and Chinese had been established in Oxford and Cambridge in the second half of the nineteenth century and chairs in Arabic had been founded in the two universities as long ago as the 1630s (ibid., p. 8). The study of Asian literatures and languages, including Hindustani and Chinese, had also been established in University College London (UCL) from the 1820s and soon after at neighbouring King’s College (Hartog 1917, p. 5). There was also some training provided in Oxford, Cambridge and UCL for probationers in the Indian Civil Service (Phillips 1967, p. 11). Yet this was not provided and coordinated in a single institution where expertise could be concentrated and sustained.
Above all it was the growth of German commercial and imperial ambitions in Asia and Africa in the early twentieth century which re-awakened British interest in founding a special institute for the study of Asia (ibid., p. 12). A Committee of Enquiry, chaired by Lord Reay, a former Governor of Bombay and President of the Royal Asiatic Society, was set up in 1907 by His Majesty’s Treasury to examine the proposal for a School of Oriental Studies in the University of London (and see Carey 1986, p. 5; Hartog 1917, p. 11). The Committee was guided by political, strategic, administrative and economic needs and recommended strongly the establishment of a specialist School to cover the major languages of the Middle East, India, Malaya and Burma, China and Japan, as well as East and West Africa (Reay 1909; Phillips 1967, p. 12). But there were further delays occasioned by the need to find financial support and suitable premises, and obviously by the severe disruption caused by the First World War. Eventually the School of Oriental Studies (which included the study of Africa) was granted its Royal Charter in 1916 and was officially opened on 23 February 1917 (Hartog 1917, p. 21). Its name was changed to the School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS) in 1938 (Scarbrough 1947, p. 10). 
With regard to Southeast Asia two posts were established in 1917, a Readership in Malay and a Lectureship in Burmese, and briefly a Lectureship in the Oceanic (Pacific) Languages. However, over two decades later and on the eve of the Second World War SOAS could still only muster a Reader in Malay (Sir Richard Winstedt) and a Reader in Burmese (John Alexander Stewart), who had been appointed to a lectureship in 1933. There were, however, several external lecturers, usually from the military or Christian missions, who were brought in from 1936 to teach some of the languages of the upland minorities of Assam-Burma (Khasi, Chin, Shan, and Kachin). For the first time an additional lecturer in Siamese was appointed in 1936 and provision in Polynesian languages was also re-introduced with extra support for Malay and Burmese. Although the British did not anticipate that their empire would disintegrate as rapidly as it did, it is salutary to note that the major institution for the study of Asia (and Africa) in the capital city was established less than 30 years before one of its major reasons for coming into existence, which was ‘to provide practical training for those about to proceed overseas’ (Phillips 1967, p. 17), began to be removed. 
What is noteworthy is that in the interwar years there was a lack of student interest in degree programmes offered by the School, though there was recruitment to short elementary courses and sub-degree instruction; there was also a constant struggle to fund the School’s activities (ibid., pp. 19-22, 24-5). In any case many students who went for training and study were from overseas (ibid., p. 25; Scarbrough 1947, p. 13). Nevertheless, it is important to note that in the restructuring of the School’s programmes in 1932 (and even before the term Southeast Asia came into much more regular use) six departments devoted to the study of regional languages and cultures were established. One of these was “South East Asia and the Islands” which, given the long-standing British interest in the Malay-Indonesian world, recognised the Austronesian diaspora into the Pacific Ocean as well. But the emergence of a clearly defined Southeast Asia programme was short-lived; it was discontinued in 1936 and absorbed into other departments (Phillips 1967, p. 23). 
Although the School had made considerable progress, on the eve of war Phillips noted “the scantiness of the School’s resources, the fragility of its academic structure, and the lack of British national policy”.  More than this he concluded that “compared even with the Reay proposals of 1909 [the School’s] teaching establishment was still deficient in every department” (ibid., p. 29). With the obvious deficiencies in language training during the War and the lack of preparation for the great changes which would take place after it in the colonies and dependencies, the British government was eventually spurred into action. In June 1944 the then Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Mr Anthony Eden announced the setting up of a Commission under the chairmanship of the Earl of Scarbrough to examine the facilities offered by universities and other educational institutions in Great Britain for the study of Oriental, Slavonic, East European and African languages and cultures (ibid., p. 38). 
The Scarbrough Report (1947): the Way Forward
The Earl of Scarbrough’s Report was a vital watershed in the development of Asian and other area studies and languages in post-war Britain. The context for the establishment of an Inter-departmental Commission of Enquiry on 15 December 1944 can be gleaned from the representation on the Commission which comprised 16 members, nearly all senior figures from the Ministry of Defence, the Air Ministry, Foreign Office, War Office, Colonial Office, India Office, Burma Office along with The British Council, Ministry of Education, Department of Overseas Trade and the University Grants Committee. The Earl of Scarbrough had been Governor of Bombay from 1937 to 1943 and served as Under-Secretary of State for India and Burma in 1945.
In spite of Britain’s global interests at that time the Scarbrough Commission observed that the engagement in a World War had led to the realisation that Britain’s understanding and knowledge of the peoples (and economy) of Africa and “the East” were “under-developed” and the nation “ill-equipped” to provide the necessary expertise and training (1947, p. 7). Even more strongly the Commission concluded that in the mid-1940s the provision in these studies was “unworthy of our country and people” and that “it would be harmful to the national interest to allow the present state of affairs to continue or even to deteriorate” (ibid., p. 8). The argument of course, given the composition of the Commission, was designed to address British political, strategic and economic interests but it was also based on the rationale of cultural understanding and the importance of encouraging “mutual interest in our respective ways of life and thought and in our cultural achievements” (ibid., p. 25; Phillips 1967, p. 39). 
Even at that time Scarbrough made reference to “a revolution in communications”, the crucial importance of knowing and understanding other peoples and cultures in order to discharge imperial responsibilities in the colonies, to the task of carrying forward relationships in the Dominions, some of which were also near neighbours of various African and Asian colonies and protectorates, and perhaps even more importantly to “the need to prepare for new relationships with India, Burma and Ceylon” (1947, p. 6). It has already been remarked upon amply elsewhere but the experience of the Japanese occupation of large parts of Southeast Asia played a major role in the development of British perceptions of the region and scholarship on it. As Cowan states the experience of war brought large numbers of young men who would not otherwise have known anything about Southeast Asia into contact with the peoples and cultures of the region and some of them returned to take up further studies (1963, pp. 8, 12). Key figures in the shaping of post-war Southeast Asian Studies in the UK had also served in the military in the Pacific War. Therefore, the war was a key turning point in British perspectives on the region, made more directly relevant with the independence of India, Pakistan, Ceylon (Sri Lanka) and Burma and then the emerging threat, from a Western viewpoint, of communist governments and movements in the Cold War era in Asia (Chou and Houben 2006a, p. 4; Stockwell 1986, pp. 79-83).

The Scarbrough Commission, in imperialist mode, divided Asia into the sub-regions which were destined to persist throughout the post-war period. Within the general term “Oriental” were (1) Near and Middle Eastern; (2) Indian and Sinhalese (later to become South Asian); (3) Far Eastern (or East Asian); and (4) South-East Asian and Oceanic (comprising Burma, the Malay Peninsula, Siam, French Indo-China, the Netherlands East Indies and the Islands of the South Pacific) (1947, p. 79). Scarbrough’s enquiry found that, although there was some coverage of Southeast Asia at Oxford and Cambridge in the fields of colonial administration, anthropology and applied economics, the study of the region was confined largely to London (at SOAS and the LSE) and primarily to language and linguistics. There were insignificant numbers of degree students, though “a number took limited courses, mainly in Burmese and Malay” (Phillips 1967, p. 13). The main focus was on Indian and Chinese Studies, though overall non-linguistic subjects were poorly represented, and there was some training of service students in Chinese and Japanese language at SOAS.
In contrast with other European countries the number of teaching posts in Oriental Studies in the UK compared unfavourably and the government had not established any scholarly institution in Asia of the stature of L’École Française d’Extrême-Orient in Hanoi or the Netherlands Indian Institute in Batavia (Jakarta) (Scarbrough 1947, pp. 22, 119). The reasons Scarbrough gave for this British neglect were damning: “traditional exclusiveness which tends to disregard and even to look down upon culture which has little in common with our own” (ibid., p. 23). It is quite astonishing to read that, in a country with a large empire, apart from those who served it overseas, “an insignificant proportion of our population has visited or interested itself in countries which form the subject of our survey” (ibid: 24). But the experience of a World War did begin to open up other parts of the world to a much larger proportion of the British population and this was an additional argument mustered by the Scarbrough Commission in favour of an expansion in area studies provision (ibid., p. 25).
All the recommendations on behalf of area studies which Scarbrough made in the 1940s have been repeated ever since: the need for the development of a base of scholarship and research with supporting resources, the importance of language training but with the parallel expansion of non-linguistic subjects, the increase in attention to “the living present”, increasing interaction between the humanities and social sciences and across disciplines, regular contact with the peoples and countries under study and disseminating knowledge to and engaging the wider public  (ibid., pp. 28-35, 69-77). 
For the purposes of my essay we should note that the Scarbrough Commission established six regional sub-committees to assist it in data gathering and in devising recommendations; one of these covered “South-East Asian Studies”. It had a membership of four including two academic members who were Raymond Firth (an anthropologist at the LSE who had undertaken research in Malaya and the Polynesian island of Tikopia, and was an external lecturer in Polynesian languages at SOAS from 1942) and John Sydenham Furnivall (who had been a colonial official in Burma, one of the founding members of the Burma Research Society, and associated with the University of Rangoon where he was later to be awarded an Honorary Degree in 1957, and from 1936-41 Lecturer in Burmese Language, History and Law at Cambridge University). 
Nevertheless, even with the plan to re-establish a focus for Southeast Asian Studies at SOAS, the Scarbrough Commission noted that it “would still leave wide fields of research untouched”, in some of the important language groups, the archaeology and history of Indo-China, Buddhist philosophy, and the pre-history of “Farther India” (1947, p. 118). One important recommendation of the Commission was that the study of Southeast Asian languages should be concentrated in London. However, Scarbrough also proposed that, whilst other subjects in Oriental and African Studies should be more dispersed, this should still not go beyond a few major universities which already had some provision, including London, Oxford and Cambridge (ibid., p. 70). It was this last recommendation from which the Hayter Sub-committee was to depart some years later.
Following Scarbrough there was expansion at SOAS on the basis of earmarked grants.  The Department of South East Asia and the Islands was re-established under John Stewart in 1946.  He had been appointed to the Indian Civil Service in 1904 and served in Burma from 1905; for a time he worked with Furnivall. Following his return from Burma he was appointed as Lecturer in Burmese at SOAS from 1933 to 1935, a Senior Lecturer 1936-37, and then Reader and Head of the Department of India, Burma and Ceylon from 1937 to 1946, before serving as Professor of Burmese and Head of the Department of South East Asia and the Islands from 1946 until his death in 1948 (Dunn and Firth 1949, p. 264). Stewart was succeeded by Daniel (DGE) Hall who was to serve as Acting Head of the Department from 1949 to 1959. Hall, following his academic career in Burma where he was Professor of History at the University of Rangoon in the 1920s and early 30s, returned to his homeland to a teaching career in Surrey, and was subsequently appointed to the newly created Chair in South East Asian History at SOAS in 1949 (Cowan 1980, pp. 149-54). 
Under Stewart and Hall the department increased its range and depth of language provision. Even before Scarbrough there had been some developments. The first established Lectureship in Siamese had been introduced in 1941. From 1942 an additional external lecturer had been appointed in Tibeto-Burman, Old Burmese, Mon and Pyu (in the shape of the distinguished scholar of Burma Gordon Luce), and in Malay. From 1946 to the early 1950s language provision was further strengthened in Burmese, Mon, Malay, Tai/Siamese and Oceanic/Austronesian languages. New posts were also created in Old Javanese, Vietnamese (Annamese), Cambodian and Art and Archaeology. Outside the language and area studies programmes the new Departments of Law and (Cultural) Anthropology were established, and there was expansion in the Departments of Phonetics and Linguistics, and in History (Carey 1986, p. 6; Phillips 1967, p. 44).

The Study of Southeast Asia in Southeast Asia
As I have indicated it is important not to confine our attention to the British contribution to Southeast Asian Studies in the home country. We have seen how important expatriate officialdom from Burma and the University of Rangoon were to the development of the study of Southeast Asia at SOAS and Cambridge (through Furnivall, Hall and Luce) (and see Selth 2010, pp. 404-8). Furnivall founded the Burma Research Society in 1910 in which scholars such as Blagden, Luce and Stewart, who were later to play significant roles at SOAS, held membership (Dunn and Firth 1949, p. 261). It is also worth remembering that Rangoon College, which was established as an affiliated college of the University of Calcutta as long ago as 1878, was founded, on the merger with Judson College (American Baptist College) as an independent university in 1920 (Cowan 1980, p. 149). In the 1940s and 1950s it was also one of the most prestigious universities in Asia. However, with the political developments in Burma after independence it was the University of Malaya rather than Rangoon which was to carry forward the Southeast Asian project in Singapore, Kuala Lumpur and by extension the UK. Very notably Professor Cyril Northcote Parkinson as Raffles Professor of History in Singapore in the 1950s did much to promote the study of Southeast Asia at the University (see, for example, 1937) and to develop links with American academia as Visiting Professor at Berkeley, Harvard and Illinois. Professor Ernest HG Dobby, as Professor in the Department of Geography in the 1950s, enjoyed a similar high profile bringing young lecturers like Donald Fryer, B.W.Hodder and Paul Wheatley into the department. Dobby had also taught in Raffles College before and immediately after the war (see, for example, 1950). Interestingly, it was the Scarbrough Report which recommended that SOAS and the LSE should develop partnerships with Rangoon University and Raffles College, Singapore, to bring Burmese and Malay(an) graduates to London and to send young British scholars to Burma and Singapore (1947, p. 43). A further suggestion was to establish a Department of Malay Studies in Singapore to help facilitate co-operation between British, Australian and Dutch scholars (ibid.). 
The importance of the study of Southeast Asia in Southeast Asia is attested to by Anthony Reid in his re-evaluation of the respective American and non-American contributions “in defining what Southeast Asian Studies was about” (1999, p. 9).  He points out that his introduction to the study of Southeast Asia did not emerge from any contact with the major programmes of study in such places as Cornell.  Instead, he tells us, that, as a newly appointed Lecturer in History fresh from Cambridge, he turned up at the University of Malaya in Kuala Lumpur with little knowledge of the region, and “was asked to teach the early modern history of Southeast Asia”. He continues “I hardly knew what it was, but the process of finding out was unquestionably the formative experience for me in my subsequent writing” (ibid.).  He like many others who played a vital role in the creation and development of Southeast Asia as a subject of scholarly contemplation served “their apprenticeships in the universities of Malaysia and Singapore” (ibid.). 
Yet just at the time that enormous energy was being devoted to the study of Southeast Asia in Singapore and from 1959 in Kuala Lumpur the efforts in the UK had almost come to a standstill. A flurry of post-Scarbrough activity in the late 1940s and early 1950s rather petered out in the late 1950s. Obviously the expansion at SOAS was beyond anything that had been seen before and in that sense could be seen as a “heyday”. But the momentum was in the region not in the UK. Academic posts were available in Singapore and Kuala Lumpur and from the 1950s not so much in London. This unsatisfactory national situation needed a remedy, and it was found in Hayter.

The Hayter Report (1961): the Golden Years
In spite of Scarbrough’s eloquent and detailed case for the enhancement of provision and improved coordination in area studies, the financial strictures of the immediate post-war period meant that any increase in staff and facilities was to be relatively modest. Nevertheless, with earmarked grants between 1947 and 1952 staff numbers did increase across Oriental Studies from 95 to 220 with modest gains in Southeast Asian Studies, though the number of students increased very little (Hayter 1961, p. 3).
However, after 1952 increase in staff slowed dramatically with the ending of earmarked grants, although SOAS managed to keep up some momentum in the decade from 1952 to 1962 (ibid., pp. 11-33; Phillips 1967, pp. 48-57).  It was no surprise, therefore, that looking across the Atlantic Ocean to the enormous expansion in area studies in the USA and their dynamic and modern character, the University Grants Committee (UGC) decided in 1959 to set up another Enquiry, which was charged with the review of developments in Oriental, Slavonic, East European and African Studies since Scarbrough. An important part of the review was the examination of the American area studies model during a visit to North America in April 1960; the Sub-committee visited 10 US universities (including Cornell, California and Stanford) and two in Canada. It did not look to continental Europe for inspiration, though we shall see that the concept of an overseas institute, like that which had been developed in the colonial period in Hanoi and Batavia (Jakarta) was on the agenda of the British Academy in the 1950s and 1960s. It is an interesting element of the history of Southeast Asian Studies in the UK that it also reflects wider tensions between the British orientation to a trans-Atlantic agenda with the USA and an attempt to address its relations with continental Europe. This tension is expressed very directly in Ralph Smith’s attempt to discover “a British tradition” in Southeast Asian Studies where he refers to the continental European contribution but gives most attention to the American development of area studies.
The UGC Sub-committee of seven members chaired by Sir William Hayter, a former British Ambassador to Moscow (1953-57) and Warden of New College, Oxford, was a more streamlined affair than the Scarbrough Commission with its 16 members and seven special sub-committees, involving an additional 18 advisers. The Hayter Sub-committee began its work in January 1960 and presented its report in May 1961 (1961, p. v). The context of the Sub-committee’s deliberations was the gathering pace of decolonisation and Britain’s withdrawal from its overseas possessions. Hayter indicated the need for Britain to meet these challenges by forging new kinds of relations with the new nations, in a considerably more fluid and unpredictable world (ibid., pp. 34ff). 
The Sub-committee concluded that “the overall pattern of development” of Oriental Studies in the 1950s was “disappointing”. With regard to Southeast Asia, as well as Eastern Europe, the Middle East and the Far East, “[t]he study of these regions barely enters into the work of the non-language departments”. In language departments the amount of work “devoted to modern studies is small” and at undergraduate and postgraduate level there was “little attention to these countries ‘as living societies’” (ibid., p. 3). Over a decade after Scarbrough’s criticisms of British parochialism, Hayter remarked that “the total amount of knowledge” of these other parts of the world was “inadequate” (ibid., p. 4).  Even a half century ago the Sub-committee had already emphasised that the global “political centre of gravity” had moved from Western Europe but British education had not responded to this change in world affairs (ibid., p. 3). A major shift in the Hayter Report’s recommendations was the importance of expansion not in language departments but in modern studies and specifically in history, geography, law, economics, anthropology and other social sciences. According to the Report the provision lacked vitality and relevance to the modern world (and see Carey 1986, pp.  8-9). 
The Hayter Report recommended the establishment of 125 new university posts and 100 postgraduate awards over 10 years, travel grants to visit the areas under study, intensive language training, and the creation of six to eight new multidisciplinary area studies’ centres “on lines similar to those in America” spread between several universities, some of them outside the traditional heartlands of London and Oxbridge (ibid., p. 4).  It was from this initiative that a Centre for South-East Asian Studies was established in Hull in 1962-63 emphasising politics, geography, economics, history, sociology and anthropology. The Southeast Asian programmes at SOAS were strengthened in modern studies, with the establishment of a Department of Economic and Political Studies and a Department of Geography and the study of Southeast Asia was given coordination at the research and postgraduate level with the founding of a Centre there in 1966. Language study also continued to be concentrated in London (Phillips 1967, pp. 58-9). Later in 1969 additional funds became available after the Hayter initiative, and staff in Southeast Asian Studies began to be appointed at the University of Kent and a Centre established there in 1978. Developments also took place in several other British universities which strengthened the study of Southeast Asia. The 1960s and 1970s were, as Peter Carey states, “a golden age” in British Southeast Asian Studies (1986, pp. 9-14, 16). 
By the early 1980s there were some 50 staff across the three established Centres with a further 50 or so individuals with a professional interest in the region spread across other universities, museums and libraries. Nevertheless, from 1975 there was some retrenchment followed by severe cuts in the early 1980s. Many of the gains of the Hayter years were soon lost with about one-third of the staff in Southeast Asian Studies retiring or leaving for other posts from the three designated Centres (King 1990, p. 13; Carey 1986, pp. 17-20). For example, in the Department of South East Asia at SOAS the staff base of 16 in 1976-77 had halved to eight by 1986-87 (Shackle 2003, p. 73).
Confidence Breeds Success

The Association of South-East Asian Studies in the United Kingdom (ASEASUK)
Let us now look at other developments from the 1960s. The academic expansion following Hayter gave a new found confidence to the senior figures in Southeast Asian Studies and they felt that the time was ripe to begin to coordinate this developing scholarly enterprise and raise its national profile. A proposal was agreed to found an Association to represent those professionally involved in the study of Southeast Asia. Even so the Southeast Asian Studies constituency was still relatively small and residentially concentrated in the 1970s in the three main Centres of Southeast Asian Studies. The major role played by senior academics of the Centre of South East Asian Studies at SOAS in the early years of the Association was to be expected. 

The Association of South-East Asian Studies (recently its title was modified from “South-East” to “Southeast”) was initially promulgated and administered by a primarily London-based professoriate comprising three Professors from SOAS: Jeremy Cowan, Charles Fisher, Stuart Simmonds, and one from the LSE, Maurice Freedman, joined by Dr David Bassett from Hull (King 2009, pp. 3-11). The reason for the Association’s formation was stated in the brief circular of May 1969 which was intended to obtain expressions of interest from potential members.  It stated “In view of the growth of South-East Asian Studies in the United Kingdom, and the need for co-operation and co-ordination in the development of these studies and in the advancement of our mutual interests, the Association for [sic] South-East Asian Studies has been formed”. 

At this juncture it is interesting to note with regard to Southeast Asian Studies at the national level that parallel developments were taking place elsewhere since it was in 1969 that senior members of The British Academy began to discuss the possibility of founding a British Institute in Singapore and encouraging the formation of an associated Society of Friends to coordinate and facilitate the development of British-based research in the region. This was another expression of the momentum that had been generated by Hayter and the more general “feel-good factor” in area studies. These Academy discussions achieved a real momentum in 1970 and 1971 just at the time that the ASEASUK was taking its first tentative steps and they involved prominent academics who were to play a role both in the early years of the Association and in the planning for a British Institute, particularly Maurice Freedman and Jeremy Cowan. The first Committee comprised all the members of the ad hoc Committee (with the exception of David Bassett), in addition to Professor Mervyn Aubrey Jaspan from Hull, (John) Dennis Duncanson from Kent and Dr Leslie Hugh Palmier from Bath. With the exception of Maurice Freedman, who served as the first elected Chair, and Leslie Palmier, the officers of the Association were drawn from the three Centres of Southeast Asian Studies.  The first list of members compiled in 1971 totalled 64, almost half (31) of whom came from SOAS, nine from Hull and four from Kent. Therefore, just over two-thirds of the membership came from the three recognised Centres. 

The British Institute in South-East Asia: the Academy in the Region
As we have seen Britain had never established a scholarly institute in Southeast Asia along the lines of the EFEO in Hanoi and the Netherlands Indian Institute in Batavia. However, the British Academy began to take steps to establish a British Institute in South-East Asia (BISEA) in Singapore in the 1960s (see King 2009, pp. 12-20; and Carey 1986, p. 16). Discussions in the Academy and with The British Council and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office about the need to found an Institute in Asia go back to at least the mid-1950s, prompted by the Scarbrough Report (1947). Initially coordinated by a Committee of the Universities of Oxford, Cambridge and London the discussions focused on the possibility of establishing an Institute in Far Eastern or East Asian Studies, concentrating primarily on China and Japan. The preferred location was Tokyo. Largely for financial reasons the plans for an Institute which originally was to share premises with The British Council in Tokyo eventually fell through, though other locations in Kobe, Kyoto and Yokohama were considered.

Given the long drawn out negotiations over locations in Japan and the eventual collapse of British plans, it was not until mid-1969 that the Academy began to entertain the idea of either an Institute of East Asian or South-East Asian Studies in Singapore. The Singapore government had established its own Institute of Southeast Asian Studies in 1968; possible accommodation for a British scholarly presence was identified with the planned departure of British military forces; positive support from the Singapore government was forthcoming, and facilities and communications were excellent. It was also felt that prospects for local donations and the cooperation of Australian and New Zealand academies would be much more likely in Singapore. The Academy proceeded to organise an exploratory meeting in March 1970 and a follow up meeting in December, both chaired by Professor Grahame Clark FBA to which prominent scholars in the fields in which the Institute was to operate (archaeology, art history, history, social and cultural anthropology, and languages and literatures) were invited. Grahame Clark was to go on to serve as the first Chair of the Institute’s Management Committee in London from August 1975, to be succeeded by Professor William Watson. 

There were wide-ranging debates in these exploratory meetings in 1970 but two major issues surfaced: the regional scope of the Institute and whether or not it should include East Asia, especially China, and whether Singapore was the most appropriate location to support the Academy’s efforts to promote archaeological work in a diverse region. There was also some concern whether Singapore’s own Institute might present difficulties for the development of a British Institute covering the same region. Following the first meeting the Chair, Grahame Clark, wrote a brief paper for the Academy which began: 

As a meeting-ground of Indian and Chinese culture, the home of a number of indigenous peoples of outstanding interest and the source of great wealth, South-East Asia, comprising Burmah (sic), Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, Vietnam, Indonesia and the Phillipines (sic) [the former British dependencies were omitted from this statement and presumably taken for granted], has strong claims to the serious attention of scholars from a broad range of disciplines. The exploratory meeting held on 19th March 1970 in the Academy’s rooms showed that British universities are becoming increasingly aware of the potentialities of this region both for teaching and research. Indeed studies in the geography, archaeology, art, history, economics, sociology and politics of South-East Asia promise to be one of the more significant areas of growth in a number of British universities. If this growing interest – and investment – is to be as productive as it might be, there is an obvious need for some coordination both in this country and in the field.  The time is ripe while the situation is still fluid for the Academy to take a lead in this promising field (cited in King 2009, pp. 14-15).
Clarke’s paper proposed that a “Society for South-East Asian Studies” be formed and an Institute or School “at some central point in the area” be established. Finally, it was suggested that there seemed to be “a strong case for seeking to coordinate United Kingdom and Australian and New Zealand endeavours in South-East Asia”.

It was Edmund Leach who pressed for Maurice Freedman, his former colleague at the LSE and a fellow senior anthropologist, to be fully involved in the deliberations. Freedman was both a Southeast Asianist who had undertaken field research among the Chinese in Singapore and a Sinologist who had published extensively on Chinese society in mainland China, and was at that time involved in the setting up of the Association of South-East Asian Studies which he was then to Chair. The possibility of combining Southeast and East Asian interests was therefore left open. Freedman was appointed to undertake a visit to the region on behalf of the Academy between 6 September and 9 October 1971 taking in Singapore, Jakarta, Kuala Lumpur, Bangkok, Manila, Hong Kong, Taipei and Canberra. He submitted his report soon after his return entitled Proposed British Institute for and in South-East Asia (November 1971). Given the diversity of the region, Freedman recommended that serious attention be turned to establishing a multi-site Institute with an administrative centre in Singapore and two bases with library resources to support field research in Bangkok (to cover mainland Southeast Asia) and Jakarta (for the island world); the mainland-island divide surfaced yet again. He also suggested that Manila might have its attractions if a single site Institute was established and he pointed to strong links between the Philippines and Hong Kong scholarship on Southeast Asia. Above all Freedman argued for the vigorous pursuit of a joint Australian-British Institute.

A third meeting, again chaired by Grahame Clark, was organised for February 1972 to consider the Freedman report. The decision was taken to recommend to the Council of the Academy that a British Institute be established. Proposals went to the Council at its meeting on 26 October 1972 and approval was given to proceed to found an Institute to be located in Singapore, for an initial period of three years. Its purpose was to promote joint endeavours with local scholars on research objectives of mutual interest in Southeast Asia (particularly in the fields of archaeology, history, art history and anthropology); to keep British scholars informed of needs and priorities in regard to research work in the region; and to arrange for collaboration and secure the necessary permits for British scholars to work there (see Carey 1986, p. 16; and Villiers 1980, p.1). 

The Institute Directorship was advertised in 1974. Dr Milton Osborne, an Australian citizen who was then in the Department of History at Yale, with experience in the Australian Foreign Service and good relations with French academe, and a distinguished historian of Indochina, was appointed to the post in October of that year. The link to Australia was confirmed. A Management Committee chaired by Grahame Clark was also established. Although Milton Osborne commenced his duties from August 1975 it was not until February 1976 that the Institute was finally registered in Singapore under the Societies Act; it took up a small office suite in the International Building in Orchard Road. For Southeast Asianists in the UK who were undertaking research in the region the Institute provided valuable support, connections and facilities. It served to demonstrate forcefully that Britain was firm in its commitment to the development of scholarly activities in and on the area. The Institute also introduced Travelling Fellowships for British researchers from 1976, a welcome support for field research in the region. 

To round off this brief excursion into the history of the Institute, Milton Osborne resigned as Director in February 1979 to be succeeded by Dr John Villiers from 1 October 1979, again an historian and someone with considerable administrative and diplomatic experience who was a leading scholar of the early European (Portuguese and Spanish) mercantile period in Southeast Asia. Under John Villiers the Institute embarked on a broad range of activities. It provided research funds through its own and Leverhulme-funded Fellowships and travel grants; it organised symposia, conferences and seminars, launched its own newsletter and developed a small library. In July 1982 it also appointed an Assistant Director, Dr Gregory Forth, an Oxford-trained anthropologist who had worked in eastern Indonesia and who took up his post in Singapore from January 1983.  

In 1982 the Management Committee in London, under William Watson’s tutelage, extended its membership to include the then Chair of ASEASUK, David Bassett. Ian Glover, a leading archaeologist of Southeast Asia, was also appointed. In addition, Victor King, then Honorary Secretary of ASEASUK, took up the newly created post of Honorary Secretary of the Management Committee from 1 August 1982. Thus the relationship between the Academy, the Institute and ASEASUK increased immeasurably from this time. Prior to this and with the exception of Jeremy Cowan, a founding member of ASEASUK, the Management Committee had comprised Fellows of the Academy, who, though they possessed Asian experience and expertise, had no direct links to or membership in the Association. 

Unfortunately during the first part of the 1980s the Institute then began to suffer from the increasing costs of operating in Singapore (to economise it moved from Orchard Road to cheaper rented premises on Beach Road), the need to continue to support the wider range of activities it had developed and to fund its increased staff base. There was also a more general squeeze on public finances. To that end the decision was taken to close the office in Singapore and move to premises in Bangkok where it was hoped that costs would be considerably reduced. The Institute moved in mid-1984 and was formally registered in Bangkok in October 1984. Yet the financial situation did not improve and the decision was taken to close the Institute officially in December 1985. Its operations were gradually run down and the library sold off, and sadly the Institute, just over a decade after its foundation, ceased operations in Bangkok in June 1986.

The British Academy Committee for South-East Asian Studies: the Academy Returns Home
Very fortunately for Southeast Asian scholarship in the UK the Academy sustained its firm commitment to the support of advanced research on the region. It decided to establish a London-based Committee for South-East Asian Studies in 1986, on a very modest budget, whose main responsibilities were to approve and sponsor research projects and activities, and to keep the Academy informed about the needs of British-based researchers in Southeast Asia and the opportunities for research there. The Committee, under the chairmanship of Professor William Beasley, received its first grant in 1987 and began the task of developing a programme of work, which was continued by Professor Jeremy Cowan as chair from 1990 to 1998.  Victor King continued as Honorary Secretary and then took over as Chair in 1998. Links between the Academy through its Committee for South-East Asian Studies and ASEASUK became even closer from 1986, particularly because several members of the Association served on the Committee and funds were provided to support various Association activities and the research of many of its members. However, in this ever closer relationship between the Association and the Academy, ASEASUK did not develop into a “Society of Friends” of an Academy-funded Learned Society. Indeed, it was not until 2005 that the Academy’s Committee was eventually incorporated (officially and constitutionally) into the Association as its Research Committee. This followed discussions with the Academy conducted on ASEASUK’s behalf by the then Chair of the Academy Committee, Professor Robert Taylor and the Secretary, Professor Jonathan Rigg and his successor Dr Tim Harper. 

ASEASUK was also successful in securing continuing research funding for a five-year period from 2005-06 from the Academy and is recognised currently as an Academy-funded Learned Society with the responsibility of disbursing grants for field research and for the support of conference panels, publications, and related outreach activities. Unfortunately, recent reductions in the Academy’s budget will see this support discontinued in 2012. 

The Parker Report (1986): a Brief Respite
Let us now return to the mid-1980s at a time when the British Institute was in process of winding down and the severe cuts in university staffing had also impacted on area studies provision (Carey 1986, p. 17-20). The situation had become so difficult for area studies from the second half of the 1970s that even in 1981 the Vice-Chancellor of London, supported by the Vice-Chancellors of Oxford and Cambridge, called for a new enquiry into area studies to review national provision 20 years after Hayter. Eventually Sir James Craig, former British Ambassador to Syria (1976-79) and Saudi Arabia (1979-84) was appointed to undertake the enquiry in 1984. Sadly he retired from it in May 1985 because of the pressure of other commitments and was succeeded by Sir Peter Parker, a businessman and former Chairman of British Rail, who had wide-ranging international experience and a particular interest and expertise in East Asia (Carey 1986, p. 19-20). The Parker Review was done on a shoestring budget, in a short space of time, with no committee and little administrative support; it also concentrated much more narrowly on national needs in diplomacy and commerce which required expertise in Asian and African languages and area studies (King 1990, p. 4). Parker’s conclusions expressed the same disappointments and anxieties as the previous reports. In his letter which accompanied his report delivered to the UGC, he says “We have to face the fact that since at least the early 70s there has existed no national policy for Oriental and African Studies, nor any effective system of coordination between those institutions engaged in them” (1986, p. 2). Again the reference point is primarily the USA and not other European neighbours when Parker emphasises that this predicament was “in sharp and shaming contrast with the United States” (ibid., p.1). In his international comparisons he devotes some time to considering the American funding system for area studies (ibid. pp. 79-83), with brief reference to the French Institute in Paris, Oriental Studies at Leiden and Utrecht in the Netherlands (ibid., p. 84), and the fact that in Germany “no government policy on Asian and African Studies has been formulated” (ibid., p. 85).

In his view the UK had seen “an unwitting retreat from the Scarbrough-Hayter principles” (ibid., p. 4) and the national system developed in response to them is “already gradually breaking down” (ibid., p. 11). For Parker this was happening because “there has been no monitoring of the national stock of expertise in studies of Africa and Asia…Nor has there been any systematic planning of provision” (ibid.). In his observations on national foreign language capability he contrasts Britain’s weaker commitment to language training with the approach of its main European partners and competitors (ibid., pp. 1-18). Following the submission of the Parker Report there was a brief respite in that some funds were forthcoming for a limited number of posts, studentships and training fellowships in Asian and African Studies (some funds were provided for Southeast Asian Studies at SOAS and Hull, but not Kent). In some cases they enabled the position to be retrieved somewhat  from the 1970s and early 1980s but with no real prospect of expansion. 
The Aftermath of Parker: ‘Petering Out’
The Gold Report (1989)

Four years after the Parker Report doubts were already being raised about the effectiveness and scale of the measures which had been introduced. In a Report by the National Council for Modern Languages in Higher and Further Education (NCML), Dr Peter Gold, its author, presented a rather pessimistic picture of the provision in those languages which Parker had reviewed (1989). The NCML survey was not comprehensive but it pointed to particular areas of concern and that the ambitions which Parker had set down clearly had not been fulfilled (and see King 2001b, pp. vii-viii). Although some language provision had maintained a steady state, including Japanese and Chinese, other languages including those in Southeast Asia had “struggled for survival”. Gold also noted that “there remain gaps in some areas which a nation with Britain’s wide interests cannot leave indefinitely unfilled without damage to its diplomatic credibility or commercial capacity” (1989, p. 9). This national demise continued to worsen.

The Area Studies Monitoring Group and the Hodder-Williams Report (1993)
Parker had also proposed strongly that national provision in Oriental and African Studies and Languages be monitored and to this end in the early 1990s an Area Studies Monitoring Group was established, chaired by HRH The Prince of Wales (King 2001b, p. xi). The Group commissioned a Report and the compilation of a database of Area Studies in the United Kingdom under the auspices of the Coordinating Council of Area Studies Associations (CCASA) and funded by the Economic and Social Science Research Council (ESRC) (Hodder-Williams 1993).  The Report noted that the Parker Report’s proposal for “on-going monitoring” of national provision had not been implemented. With regard to provision in Southeast Asian languages, the Executive Summary concluded that this was “relatively weak” (Taylor 1994, p. 4). Overall the Report concluded that though area studies in the UK was not in a critical condition, “it is a cause for concern” and that a national approach and monitoring was essential (1993, p. 60).  
Continuing Decline in the 1990s

In the event much of what Parker and others proposed has not been implemented and there has been no further national review of provision and future needs, although there have been ad hoc national exercises and reviews covering particular areas, such as the HEFCE provision for ‘minority subjects’ (see, for example, 2000) and the British Academy’s reviews of its learned societies (see, for example, 1996). More generally the efforts at national monitoring, following Parker, deteriorated dramatically. The Area Studies Monitoring Group ceased to operate after a few years and the Coordinating Council of Area Studies Associations seemed to slip into oblivion, though the Council produced another report on “area studies monitoring” in the late 1990s (Werbner 1999), and an Area Studies Directory was launched in 1998 at the University of Manchester, though now apparently no longer active (CCASA 1998).  In his Report Professor Richard Werbner drew attention to the lack of representation of Area Studies and non-Western academic interests on the Boards of the ESRC and the Research Committee and Board of the HEFCE, which, for him, in turn helped explain ‘the almost complete lack of substantial funds for major fields of research in many disciplines of the Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences throughout whole regions of the world’ (1999, pp. 3-4). But following the disappearance of CCASA it was not until 2003 that a new body emerged to replace it: the United Kingdom Council for Area Studies Associations (UKCASA), operating through the Subject Centre for Languages, Linguistics and Area Studies at the University of Southampton and embracing all the major professional area studies associations. But even with the more recent reconstitution of area studies in the UK no new national review has been commissioned and no active monitoring of provision is currently taking place. In this regard the future looks bleak. 
Into the 21st Century (with Trepidation)
It has now been over 20 years since the last major review of area studies and since then Southeast Asian Studies specifically has continued to decline with the closure of the Kent Centre in 1991 and Hull’s phasing out of its Southeast Asian programmes from 2002 to 2005. Invariably it is noted in public documents that the state of Southeast Asian Studies has decreased further from the level which was envisaged in the 1960s and 1970s (see, for example Asian Studies Panel, RAE2008 2009).  This decline is not the case with some other regional studies in the Asian context with more recent injections of funding of the order of £25 million under the joint HEFCE/ESRC/AHRC Language Based Area Studies initiative from 2006-2011 for Chinese and Japanese Studies, along with Arabic and Middle Eastern Studies and Russian and East European Studies. There were also reviews following Parker: the UGC Review of Soviet and East European Studies (Wooding 1989) and the Higher Education Funding Council for England Review of Chinese Studies (1999). These provided some funding in areas considered to be vulnerable and of strategic importance to the UK.

However, Southeast Asia, which is clearly not considered to be of sufficient strategic importance by government and other agencies in the UK, has failed to secure any substantial additional funding since the 1980s. The study of its language and cultures has continued to lose ground, more recently with the announcement that ASEASUK’s modest annual research grant from the British Academy, which it has enjoyed since 1986, will cease by 2012. 
But it should be noted that the current national landscape is a mixed one. The decline in the main area centres has pushed provision back to what was available in the 1960s when the UK was beginning to gain momentum from Hayter funding.  However, the ASEASUK remains buoyant with some 190 members and a survey undertaken in the year 2000 identified about 220 individuals who had a professional interest in the region (King 2001b, 2009, pp. 27-8; Khng and King 2001); currently the register is being updated and over 100 individuals have been listed so far (King 2009, p. 36). ASEASUK is the longest established professional association focusing on Southeast Asia in Europe along with the South-East Asia Library Group (SEALG) which was founded in the UK in 1968 and which then extended its membership to other parts of Europe. The only comparable professional national body in continental Europe is  L’Association Française pour la Recherche sur l’Asie du Sud-Est (l’AFRASE), established in 1984. Germany has always emphasised Asian Studies rather than the sub-regions and it set up an Association for Asian Studies in 1967. At the European level the European Association for South East Asian Studies (EUROSEAS) was launched in 1992; the specialist European Association of Southeast Asian Archaeologists (EurASEAA) emerged in the 1980s and held its first conference in London in 1986, and the European Colloquium on Indonesian and Malay Studies came into being in 1977.  
Aside from its longevity ASEASUK also continues to produce its biannual newsletter, which is the longest standing national newsletter of its kind on the region in Europe; it maintains a website and continues to hold an annual conference (other than in every third year when the European Association of Southeast Asian Studies [EUROSEAS] holds its conference). An important development in the UK, which began to gather pace from the 1980s was the increasing geographical spread of those professionally involved in Southeast Asian Studies and the decline in concentration in the three main centres (King 2005, pp. 20, 23-4). Now the majority of ASEASUK members are scattered in ones and twos, sometimes threes in some 40 institutions when in the 1970s they were heavily concentrated in just three centres. There has also been a movement away from area studies and the traditional disciplinary interests of Southeast Asian Studies into the multi- and inter-disciplinary fields of development, environment, media and communication, business and management, drama and performance, museum and library studies. 
Interestingly some twenty years ago Bernard Dahm perceived an important difference between Asian Studies in Germany which he indicated was a much more dispersed enterprise with over thirty universities involved, including 18 institutes with some interest in Southeast Asia, and the UK which at that time concentrated its work on Southeast Asia in three centres of study (nd., p. 2). As he noted this was a product of the “cultural autonomy of the various German states” which has resulted in the absence of any notable national approach or policy for Asian Studies, apart from the coordinating function performed by the Institute of Asian Studies in Hamburg (ibid., p. 3).  However, much has changed since then and the UK, with the demise of two of its centres, has become increasingly like Germany in its disparate Southeast Asian Studies constituency, notwithstanding the continued dominance of SOAS. Of course, in contrast Southeast Asian expertise in France is heavily focused in Paris.  Nevertheless, in an attempt to decentralise some of this activity, a Southeast Asian programme was established at the University of Provence (Maison Asia Pacifique).
We might see these developments in the UK as a welcome means of spreading risks, but there may be very little synergy between research undertaken by the solitary academic or academics working on Southeast Asia in  widely scattered institutions, and with staff turnover expertise can disappear from an institution as suddenly as it appears.  Another problem occasioned by the decline in the centres is the difficulty of accessing language training for researchers, and this in spite of the availability of e-based and distance learning. The current financial difficulties experienced by universities in the UK also suggests that we shall go  through a similar process of retrenchment as in the 1980s and this at a time when a significant number of scholars in Southeast Asian Studies are within retirement range with probably no prospect of replacement (King 2009, p. 35). 
An interesting recent development in the UK is the closer collaboration between researchers on those sub-regions of Asia which, for mainly Western colonial considerations, were separated, particularly between East and Southeast Asia. We have already seen that in the 1960s and 1970s the British Academy’s deliberations on the establishment of an overseas institute in Asia wavered between a location in Japan and Singapore and between a focus on either East Asia or Southeast Asia. Recently the Academy has set up several international advisory panels, one of them an East Asian panel which includes Southeast Asia. Following the closure of the Hull Centre for South-East Asian Studies the remaining staff members were absorbed into the Department of East Asian Studies at Leeds University. For a time SOAS brought its South East Asia department into a coalition with that on South Asia. Oxford with its Faculty of Oriental Studies and Cambridge with its Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies have long combined the sub-regions of Asia into an all-embracing field of study. 
In this respect the character of and developments in the study of Southeast Asia in the UK are now following those in other European countries where the emphasis has generally been on the integrated study of Asia, exemplified particularly in the French EFEO which covers all the major regions of Asia and other programmes of study in the Parisian Écoles, the founding by the Scandinavian countries of the Nordic Institute of Asian Studies (NIAS) in Copenhagen in 1968, the Dutch establishment of the International Institute for Asian Studies (IIAS) (Leiden and Amsterdam) in 1993 and the Institute of Asian Studies within the German Institute of Global and Area Studies (GIGA) in Hamburg established in 1956. These three institutes along with SOAS, the Centre for International Studies and Research (CERI- Sciences Po) in Paris, the Centro de Estudios de Asia Oriental at the Universidad Autonoma de Madrid, the European Institute for Asian Studies in Brussels and the Swedish School of Advanced Asia-Pacific Studies have also come together to form the European Alliance for Asian Studies which was established in 1997. Interestingly even when Southeast Asia is designated as a region in University programmes in other parts of Europe they are often brought together with the study of East Asia as in Lund and Gothenburg. Nevertheless, there are separate centres of research and teaching in Southeast Asian Studies elsewhere in Europe, but as in the UK they are few and far between, though they are in well recognised departments and programmes in such places as Leiden, Passau  and Provence. 
British and other European Traditions: Are we Alike?
Let us finally consider some of the academic contributions of British-based scholars in creating a region. It was the late Professor Ralph Smith, in what I still consider to be a key paper on British intellectual efforts and perspectives on Southeast Asia, who posed the question back in the mid-1980s of whether or not we are able to discern a “British tradition in Southeast Asian Studies”? (1985). So far as I know it was one of the first, if not the first attempt to pose such a question. It came at a time when Southeast Asian Studies programmes were under threat from the financial stringencies of the early Thatcher years. Smith’s proposals need to be considered in relation to Southeast Asian Studies programmes elsewhere in Europe and in the USA.
The German-Austrian Contribution

I have already touched on the advantages which British sojourners and travellers in Southeast Asia enjoyed in the attempts to look beyond a particular colonial territory.  However, this did not ensure that Southeast Asia would emerge as a region in much of British scholarship until we reach the 1930s.  Indeed, as Reid has argued the term “Southeast Asia” had “a much longer pedigree” in German language scholarship on the Far East. It was to be two German-speaking émigrés to the USA who were to play a very significant role in the development of the concept of Southeast Asia in the period from the late 1930s into the 1940s. Reid suggests that the reason for this wider regional perspective of German and Austrian scholars, who interestingly were all working in the field of prehistory and ethnology, apart from Karl Pelzer who was a geographer, is that

Germany and Austria had no Asian colonies [and] their scholars were free of obligations or restrictions in any one of the colonial traditions which had divided the region. They appear thereby to have perceived its unities (1999, p. 10).

I think it is more than this in that their perspectives were also influenced by their interest in specific areas of pre-classical ethnology and the occurrence across the region of certain cultural artefacts whose distribution they wished to explain. It was Robert Baron van Heine-Geldern, the Austrian ethnologist and prehistorian, who came to have an enormous early influence on the popularisation of the term “Southeast Asia” (Südostasien) in his work in prehistory and material culture and on the contacts and exchanges between the people who settled the region (see, for example 1923, 1927). He wrote a number of publications in German in the 1920s and 30s using the term “Southeast Asia” whilst working at the Natural History Museum in Vienna and then at the University of Vienna, where he held a Chair  from 1931. But it was not until his later work, which he published in English during his temporary residence in the United States that his influence became much more significant (Heine-Geldern 1942/1956). He had left Austria for the sanctuary of the USA in 1938 where he worked at the American Museum of Natural History in New York. He also took a leading role in establishing the East Indies Institute in New York in July 1941 which was to become the Southeast Asia Institute, the first organisation in America to carry the name “Southeast Asia” (see Heine-Geldern 1943).  He returned to Vienna in 1950.

Heine-Geldern was predated and had been influenced by the research of Franz Heger, another Austrian ethnologist who also worked at the Natural History Museum in Vienna, and who published an influential paper on Dongson drums, also using the term “Southeast Asia” in the title of the publication (1902). Indeed Reid traces German scholarship back still further, again in work on bronze drums in Southeast Asia by Adolf Bernard Meyer and Wilhelm Foy, who published Bronze-Pauken aus Sudost-Asien in the Dresden Ethnographic Museum’s series in 1897. Yet another German-speaking scholar, Karl Josef Pelzer, similarly wrote his early work on Southeast Asia in German (1935), but in moving to the USA and becoming a central figure in the development of Southeast Asian Studies at Yale University he, like Heine-Geldern, made several important contributions not just to the popularisation of the term “Southeast Asia” in English-speaking scholarly circles but also to the creation of a region (1945).
French Classical Studies and the British Shift to Modern Studies

On the other hand colonial French scholarship primarily confined itself to Indochina, although Denys Lombard makes the important point that, even from the sixteenth century, and especially from the seventeenth century French observers made important contributions to our understanding of other parts of Southeast Asia, particularly the island world (1981, p. 53). However, from the nineteenth century, when territories began to be claimed exclusively by one or another colonial power, French scholarship became increasingly focused on France’s Indochinese possessions. Even then there were a few French scholars who realised that there were important cultural and historical links between mainland and island populations. The main contributor to this wider perspective was Georges Coedès, Director of the EFEO in Hanoi before the Second World War, who examined the common experiences and character of the “Hinduised” states of Indochina and Indonesia. The work of Coedès and indeed Lombard and many other French scholars also demonstrates the very significant commitment of the French to the study of what we might term “classical studies” in archaeology, material culture, philology, literature, art history and ethnology rather than in what Hayter and others in the UK came to refer to as ‘modern studies’ (see, for example, Lombard 1981, p.  55-6; and see Braginsky 2002). 
In fact, it was the major shift in emphasis effected by  Hayter in 1960-61 that began to move the focus of earlier British scholarship, which at that time was located mainly at SOAS, but also at Oxford and Cambridge, from what Braginsky has called the study of “classical civilisations” (in early history and prehistory, philology, anthropology, archaeology, linguistics, languages, literatures, religion, art and more broadly culture) towards the study of modern history, politics, geography, economics and sociology. However, I think we need to qualify this observation to some degree. British attention to modern Southeast Asian politics and economics and to the problems of late colonialism and the issues posed by the newly emerging nations of the region were certainly not insignificant in the pre-Hayter period. An important source of inspiration in these fields was John Furnivall who produced several important studies from the late 1930s on the political economy of British Burma and the Dutch East Indies and on more general issues of social and economic welfare, education and progress in the region (1931, 1939a, 1939b, 1941, 1943, 1945, 1948) (see below). Furthermore, if attention is confined to research and teaching within the UK in the immediate years after Scarbrough, as Braginsky does, then again the emphasis on classical studies is understandable.  However, if our vision is widened to include British scholarship in Malaya and Singapore in the 1950s and early 1960s, then a rather different picture emerges.  It was precisely within the region that the study of current issues by expatriate British and Commonwealth researchers was nurtured. In this respect the often assumed contrast between post-war American studies of development, change and nation-building and the classical traditions of Asian Studies in Europe, conducted mainly by scholar-administrators and colonial servants, does require qualification (see, for example, Braginsky 2002, pp.11-23). 
Asian Studies in Europe: Colonialism, Orientalism, Classical Studies and All That
Before returning to examine British scholarship on the region it is instructive to consider briefly Bernard Dahm’s attempt to identify the distinctive differences between “Asian Studies [including Southeast Asian Studies] in Europe” and other parts of the world as well as those between German and other traditions (nd., pp. 1-5). He identifies three important features of European Asian Studies. First, there is the long-established European scholarly interest in Asia (nd., p. 1). As we have seen, if we include studies of the Near and Middle East, within the scope of what was referred to in Europe as “Oriental Studies” this scholarly interest within universities goes back almost  400 years. This longevity is also supported by extensive library, archival, manuscript and museum collections. 
Secondly, there is the fact that this field of study was “designed and practised as part and parcel of colonial expansion” (ibid.). This has given a particular edge and anxiety to the contemplation of the history of European scholarship on Asia, in the debates which have been engaged in about the European construction of the Orient, and in the European attempts to rethink that contribution and to reposition themselves in relation to scholarship from within Southeast Asia itself. It was of course also a focus for debates with American scholars about the need to move away from imperialist assumptions about the post-war development of Southeast Asia to one which, from an American perspective, recognised “national” aspirations and priorities and the need to promote social, economic and political development (Smith 1986, p. 16). 
Thirdly, Dahm, argues for the “high quality” of European philological studies on Asia, “unparalleled up to the end of the colonial period which continued to make deep imprints on Asian Studies in Europe thereafter” and which were also “appreciated” by “the emerging new elite in the various colonies” (nd., p. 2). In this respect he refers to the work in classical studies by Krom, Stutterheim, Coedès, Luce and Harvey among others. This tradition is also emphasised by Martin Platt who, in comparing Southeast Asian Studies between the United States and Europe, suggests that in European universities “the study of language and literature is taken more seriously”, an approach which is in turn based on their long-established “textual and philological tradition” (2006, pp. 91-5). 
However, in his rather stern judgement of British classical scholarship, Smith suggests that “the scholarly achievement of the Dutch and the French in South-East Asia was on a far higher level than that of the British” (1986, p. 4). According to Smith the possible reasons for this were two-fold: first, “the more systematic approach of ‘continental’ scholarship; by the side of which the British approach was often said to be ‘amateurish’”; it was above all the “thoroughness of French and Dutch scholars” which impressed Smith, and he states categorically that “no British scholar could compete with the erudition and achievements of Georges Coedès” (ibid., p. 5); second, there was the important fact that “the principal territorial possessions of both the Dutch and the French in Asia lay in our region [i.e. Southeast Asia]” (ibid., pp. 4, 15). 
In this latter respect Smith’s argument turns on the preoccupation which the British had with the Indian subcontinent and the fact that the major centres of British scholarship were located in Bombay, Calcutta and Madras, with Rangoon and Singapore as distant outliers of scholarly activity. Of course the British also had scholarly interests in Hong Kong and the Shanghai Concession and more generally in China which may help explain an important focus of British Sinologists on the Chinese in Southeast Asia (see, for example, Freedman 1957; Purcell 1951, 1956). On the other hand, the French and Dutch founded research centres for the coordination and support of scholarly work in Southeast Asia itself, in their institutes in Hanoi and Batavia and the quantity and quality of their work in prehistory, history, culture and language was undoubtedly enhanced by virtue of this more intense focus on and within the region. Nonetheless, it is my argument that the breadth of British interest, despite the preoccupation with India and China, did provide a view of Southeast Asia which was more expansive than other colonial powers, though it did not compete with the early vision of European scholars, German and Austrian in particular, who were citizens of countries which had no colonial preoccupations in Asia.
In this connection Dahm proposes that the European focus on classical studies and on the past and its understanding, appreciation and construction rather than on new political developments tended to endure longer “in countries with no colonial past in Asia such as Germany or the Scandinavian countries” (ibid.). In contrast, he suggests that in France, the Netherlands and the UK, in response to decolonisation problems, and following “some initial hesitations here or there” the former colonial institutes came to focus increasingly on modern Asia (and Southeast Asia). 

Of course, the study of modern Southeast Asia has advanced considerably in Germany and Scandinavia since Dahm wrote his paper. But even he drew attention to the increasing interest on the part of German scholars in modern developments in the region (ibid., pp. 2-3), through studies undertaken particularly at the Institute of Asian Affairs in Hamburg. There was also the work undertaken, among others, in Dahm’s own Southeast Asia programme at Passau University and in Southeast Asian sociology under Professor Hans-Dieter Evers at Bielefeld. In Scandinavia Dahm also referred to the establishment of the Nordic Institute of Asian Studies in Copenhagen whose mission was to focus increasingly on modern issues (ibid., p. 2). 
I concur with Dahm that there was clear evidence of increasing post-war interest in modern developments in Southeast Asia among the former colonial powers.  Yet I think that this did not go as far in France as it did in the UK in that the French, through such well established institutions as the EFEO, have maintained a strong commitment to classical scholarship. On the other hand the case of the Netherlands seems to me to come closest to that of post-war British scholarship in that, in spite of the continuation of the classical tradition in Southeast Asian Studies at Leiden University and the Koninklijk Instituut voor Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde (now called the Royal Netherlands Institute of Southeast Asian and Caribbean Studies), there was a strong development of modern studies at the University of Amsterdam. This was particularly so in the field of studies associated with Professor Wim F. Wertheim and usually referred to as ‘Non-Western Sociology’. As for the British there was some wavering for a time because the British Academy and SOAS ensured that pre-war and early post-war traditions would continue for a time (Braginsky 2002, pp.  8-27).  But the considerable influence of the American model of area studies, which so impressed the Hayter Sub-committee, resulted in a substantial shift towards modern studies in the UK from the 1960s. 
A British Tradition? Yes and No
Although there were certain broadly common features of European scholarship on Asia and Southeast Asia, there were also differences in emphasis, focus and development between various European countries. What then were the distinctive features which Smith identified in his attempt to demonstrate a British tradition? He draws attention to (1) a focus on colonial possessions but with a pronounced regional vision; (2) a commitment to discipline despite the post-war move towards inter-disciplinary studies; and (3) the background of early scholars of Southeast Asia in colonial administration (and one might add military service) which helps explain their more pragmatic and empirical approach. Importantly, in his attempt to delineate a British tradition he makes comparisons specifically with Southeast Asian Studies in the United States and not with continental Europe. In my own later work I have been unable in the same fashion to resist the temptation to draw out differences between European and American approaches and interests in the fields of Southeast Asian anthropology and sociology (King and Wilder 2006, pp. 68-155, 308-19; King 2000, pp. 24-35, 246-8).
First Smith makes the obvious point that the colonial powers focused on those peoples, cultures and places which fell within their colonial domains. This is true to a point, but in the British case it needs to be qualified not simply because of the spread of territories administered by the British which bridged mainland and island Southeast Asia, but also because of the extensive commercial interests which Britain had along the sea routes between India and China. The British presence in Singapore in particular which became a cosmopolitan, outward-looking entrepot encouraged some expatriate residents to take a wider view of the region, and the early commercial involvement of the British in the Indonesian archipelago and beyond to Siam and those places along the trade routes to Hong Kong and China gave some observers an appreciation of some of the connections between these far-flung territories. Smith is correct when he points to the nineteenth century and especially from the beginning of the British presence in Singapore in 1819 as ‘a truly formative period’ in British scholarship on the region (1986: 1).  
Smith is also correct that the geographical extent of British writing on the region, reflected “diplomatic, commercial and colonial interests”; yet he seems to imply that this was in some way limiting.  However, even in his own survey, we find that British interests not only focused on Burma, Singapore and what is now Malaysia (including Borneo), but also the western regions of the Indonesian archipelago (especially Sumatra and Java), “with some extension northwards to include Thailand (and more occasionally Indochina)”; furthermore, as extensions to their presence in Singapore, northern Borneo, Labuan and Brunei we should also include parts of the Philippines (ibid., p. 2). This already embraces much of the region which came to be known as Southeast Asia. Therefore, from a “heavy concentration of detailed research in the Malaysia-Singapore area” as a feature of the “British approach” Smith then proposes that, in spite of this focus, British scholarship demonstrates “the desire….for a broad understanding of the region as a whole” (ibid., p. 18). In demonstrating this Smith concentrates mainly on post-war scholarship, but several other observers, including Reid and Harrison, have drawn attention to long-standing British regional interests which go back some 200 years.  
In the late eighteenth and the first half of the nineteenth century British writers began to establish themselves as major contributors to our understanding not only of the Malay-speaking regions of the Indonesian-Malay archipelago including the Philippines but also to the wider Southeast Asian region embracing the mainland areas of Siam and Indo-China; in this connection the work of John Crawfurd, John Leyden, J.R.Logan, William Marsden, J.H.Moor, and Thomas Stamford Raffles come to mind, and the papers contained in the 12 volumes edited by Logan of the Journal of the Indian Archipelago and Eastern Asia published in Singapore between 1847 and 1862 (see Braginsky 2002, p. 9; Harrison 1961, pp. 245-54; Reid 1999, p. 12). Although the terms used expressed British preoccupations with India and China, including “Indian Archipelago”, “Indian Islands and Adjacent Countries” and “Indo-Chinese Nations” these early studies, primarily by writers based in Singapore, gave evidence of a much wider vision of a distinctive region. 
However, as Cowan has indicated these contributions were usually seen “as an obscure and unimportant branch of colonial history” (1963, p.  7), falling outside the mainstream of British academic circles, and certainly outside of what was considered to be more significant and advanced British scholarship on Indian and Chinese civilisation. Nevertheless, for the “realists” who consider Southeast Asia to be “a coherent empirical reality” rather than a “constructed artefact” this early British scholarship, prior to the emergence of clearly defined colonial territories and the later nationalist movements which went with them, was “explicitly regional…..drawing particular sustenance from the central location of the Straits Settlements in the 19th century and earlier” (Reid 1999, p. 12). Therefore, Ralph Smith’s defining feature of British scholarship as geographically constrained should be modified and more boldly replaced by the defining principle, at least in certain periods of history, of a significantly developed regional consciousness.
This regional awareness tended to become dimmed as the colonial powers consolidated their hold on particular territories and focused their attention increasingly upon them. It was not until the 1940s and into the early 1960s that we begin to witness again the development of a strong British stream of regional scholarship, as strong in this period, I would venture to suggest as that which emerged from the United States, and culminating in the publication of Charles Fisher’s geography of Southeast Asia in 1964. Along with Fisher, Smith singles out Hall’s general history and Victor Purcell’s study of the Chinese in Southeast Asia as publications which became “standard works” (1986, p. 12); to these I would add the body of work by Furnivall.  In my view there is a cluster of studies which mark British scholarship out for special consideration and for their contribution to the creation of Southeast Asia as a field of study.  These comprise:  EHG Dobby’s South-East Asia (1950); Charles A. Fisher’s South-East Asia: a Social, Economic and Political Geography (1964), J.S. Furnivall’s Progress and Welfare in Southeast Asia: a Comparison of Colonial Policy and Practice (1941), Problems of Education in Southeast Asia (1943), and Colonial Policy and Practice: a Comparative Study of Burma and Netherlands India (1948);  DGE Hall’s A History of South-East Asia (1955) and his edited volume Historians of South-East Asia (1961), Brian Harrison’s South-East Asia: a Short History (1954), Reginald S. Le May’s The Culture of South-East Asia: The Heritage of India (1954), and Victor Purcell’s The Chinese in Southeast Asia (1951). 
Of these scholars there are three who stand out for me in their contribution to a field of study: John Sydenham Furnivall (1878-1960) because he predated post-war modern studies of the political economy and national development of Southeast Asia; Daniel George Edward Hall  (1891-1979) because he was instrumental, not only in marking out the field of Southeast Asian history, but also because he was the driving force behind the creation of a multidisciplinary programme of work on Southeast Asia at SOAS during the 1950s, focused on the classical tradition of British scholarship, and the building of a world class Department of History; and finally Charles A. Fisher (1916-1982) because he was an eloquent exponent of both the unity and diversity of Southeast Asia in geographical terms and a major international force in regional geography from the 1950s through to the 1970s.  
Firstly, let me say something about Furnivall. In the English literature on the area it was most certainly Furnivall’s work on the political economy of British Burma and Netherlands India and on the comparative study of colonial policy and practice which had a significant impact on the development of our thinking. He revealed and examined common themes uniting different colonial dependencies which hitherto had been thought of as separate and as tied to other parts of colonial empires and not interlinked within an identifiable regional context. Furnivall’s work has been celebrated in many publications particularly with regard to his concept of the plural society (Evers 1980), but above all he began to conceptualise Southeast Asia as both incorporated into wider systems of economic and political control which had different consequences for the colonised peoples and territories, but which also resulted in them sharing certain common experiences in the emerging era of globalisation (Furnivall 1941, 1943).

By the late 1930s Furnivall had already grasped the importance of studying Southeast Asia as a regional unit, though he preferred to use the term “Tropical Far East” or “Tropical Asia” (1941, 1943, 1945). It may be that his American publishers decided to introduce the term “Southeast Asia” in the titles of his two general books published in 1941 and 1943. Nevertheless, he had already captured what Southeast Asia comprised and, despite the intervention of different Western powers, he argued that there were common experiences in the encounter between West and East which needed to be compared in that the West had based its colonial dominion and the social and economic relations so formed “on reason, impersonal law and individual rights” (1948, p. 3).  Furnivall says, in his study of “progress and welfare” that
Few regions are so fertile in material for the study of colonial policy and practice as the Tropical Far East, the region extending from Burma across Thailand (Siam) and Indo-China to the Philippines, and including Malaya and Indonesia. Within this region many peoples, with much in common in their racial character and cultural history, have come at different times and in different ways under the influence of Western nations – Spain and Portugal, Holland, England, France and the United States – which, for all their diversity of traditions and colonial objectives, yet have in common a fundamental unity of culture (1941, p. 3).  
Secondly there was Hall who was appointed to the Chair of History at the University of Rangoon in 1920 and took up his position in 1921. He returned to the UK in 1934 to become Headmaster at Caterham School in Surrey until 1949. During the 1930s he had already expanded his interests in British relations with “Further India” into Dutch trade and commerce and more general European commercial relations with Burma. Not only did he have a reading knowledge of Dutch but also French and German which provided him with the basis for a history of the whole of Southeast Asia (Cowan 1980, pp. 152-3). After the war and the expansion occasioned by the Scarbrough Report he was appointed to the Chair of South East Asian History at SOAS in 1949. During the early 1950s he travelled to many parts of Southeast Asia, and following his retirement in 1959 he was appointed to a Visiting Professorship of Southeast Asian History in the American heartland of Southeast Asian Studies, at Cornell, which he held until 1973. The close links between Anglo-American Southeast Asian Studies, particularly after the Hayter Enquiry, was also forged by Hall and others through the London-Cornell Project (1962-1972). Not only did Hall bring together an outstanding team of historians including Charles Boxer, Jeremy Cowan, Hugh Tinker, Oliver Wolters and Merle Ricklefs, but he also presided over the development and expansion of the Department of South East Asia and the Islands (Braginsky 2002, p. 16). The staff involved in the study of the languages, literatures and art of Southeast Asia during the 1950s reads like a “Who’s Who of British Southeast Asian Studies”: Anna Allott, Johannes de Casparis, Anthony Christie, Patrick Honey, Christiaan Hooykaas, Judith Jacob, Gordon Luce, Gordon Milner, Harry Shorto, Stuart Simmonds and Cyril Skinner (ibid.).
Hall, in the “Preface to the Fourth Edition” of his tour de force, A History of South-East Asia (1955/1981) re-emphasises the point that he made in the 1955 edition, that his objective has been “to present South-East Asia as an area worthy of consideration in its own right” and to understand its history in terms of local rather than external perspectives, and not just as a part of the world which in much previous scholarship has been depicted as being influenced, shaped, understood and given meaning from Indian, Chinese and Euro-American activities and perspectives (1981, p. xvi). As Smith notes, Hall was also “rebelling, above all, against the idea that Burma (of which he had most experience) was merely a part of ‘greater India’” (1986, p. 18). Also of great importance in understanding Hall’s approach to regional history was the influence which other European scholars had on his work including such Dutch writers as Jacob van Leur, Bernard Schrieke and Wim Wertheim and, from the French academy, Georges Coedes’ whose study of the Hinduised states of Indo-China and Indonesia Hall regarded as “a work of rare scholarship”, but more than this “for presenting for the first time the early history of South-East Asia as a whole” (1981, p. xxviii). What also interests me in Hall’s prefatory statements is the broad experience that he had of the region; located primarily in Burma for much of his Asian career, his book was also based on university lecture courses delivered in London, Rangoon and Singapore, and papers delivered in Jakarta and Bangkok (1981, p. xxix). 
Hall also makes reference to the work of his colleague, Charles Fisher at SOAS to the effect that for both of them Southeast Asia has an integrity, distinctiveness and personality of its own in historical, geographical and cultural terms (1981, pp. xvi-xvii). In his introductory chapter he also refers approvingly to the contributions of Purcell and Dobby to our understanding of the region (ibid., p. 3).  Hall, in his History sets the grounds for the debate about the integrity of Southeast Asia as a region in uncompromising terms. Here the argument for the newly created post-war Southeast Asian programmes at SOAS was given its scholarly justification. As I have argued elsewhere historians were vitally important in the delimitation of a field of study and Hall was the pioneer (King 2005a, 2006).  Hall says
The use of such terms as ‘Further India’, ‘Greater India’ or ‘Little China’ is to be highly deprecated. Even such well-worn terms as ‘Indo-China’ and ‘Indonesia’ are open to serious objections, since they obscure the fact that the areas involved are not merely cultural appendages of India or China but have their own strongly-marked individuality. The art and architecture which blossomed so gorgeously in Angkor, Pagan, central Java and the old kingdom of Champa are strangely different from that of Hindu and Buddhist India. For the key to its understanding one has to study the indigenous cultures of the peoples who produced it. And all of them, it must be realized, have developed on markedly individualistic lines (ibid., p. 4). 

Nevertheless, and as has been pointed out on numerous occasions, in the first edition of his History Hall did not include an examination of the Philippines, which was seen to be part of an American-oriented Pacific sphere and not properly part of the Indian-influenced sphere of the largest part of Southeast Asia (Smith 1986, p. 12). In this regard Hall was still conforming to an Indian-centric perspective on the region shared by the French and Dutch. Nor had the Philippines been included in Lord Louis Mountbatten’s South East Asia Command (SEAS) based in Ceylon during the Pacific War.  However, Hall remedied this omission in his second edition. Furthermore, given the rather fluid character of British Southeast Asian Studies, when Hall was later to address an audience in British Hong Kong in May 1959 on the subject of “East Asian History”, he sometimes had the tendency to bring Southeast Asia under the umbrella of East Asian or Far Eastern Studies (1959).  Nevertheless, what he did do in that address, referring admiringly to the work of van Leur (1955) among others, was to return to one of his favourite Southeast Asian themes, and argued decisively for the understanding of Southeast Asian history “from within” and in terms of local categories and perspectives (ibid., pp. 7-9, 14-15).
In this connection Brian Harrison, who had been Senior Lecturer in History in the University of Malaya before taking up the Chair in History in Hong Kong, and who hosted Hall’s visit there in 1959, had managed to beat Hall to the finishing line in the publication of a general history of Southeast Asia, though Harrison’s book was intended only as “a short history” (1954/1966) and it did not compare with the depth and breadth of Hall’s study. Harrison was somewhat equivocal in putting his case on behalf of Southeast Asia, reminiscent of the later “constructivist” position when he tells us that the regional designation “South-east Asia ….is a convenient one”. For him “the area to which it refers does not form either a political or a cultural entity” (1966, p. ix). Though, on the other hand, he suggests, that the region comprises “a group of countries whose social structures have much in common”, and what is most important for him is that their “past history and present politics show many similarities” (ibid.). 

Finally, my third major figure in British Southeast Asian Studies was Charles Alfred Fisher. He joined SOAS in 1964 on the creation of a new Department of Geography there, having held posts in Leicester, Aberystwyth, Oxford and Sheffield, and was appointed as Professor of Geography with reference to Asia in the University of London. In the introduction to his monumental study of Southeast Asian geography he says “I certainly regard South-east Asia as a major part of the world, possessing a sufficient measure of overall unity to justify its being viewed first as a single entity” (1964, p. v). Moreover his military experience in Southeast Asia with the Survey Service of the Royal Engineers and in the Japanese POW camp at Changi in Singapore and then on the Burma-Siam Railway in Thailand where he endured enormous privation and hardship, helped him, he says, learn “in some degree to look at South-east Asia from within rather than, as I had hitherto done, from without” (ibid., p.  vii). 
Fisher firmly presents the view that it was the encounter with the Japanese that brought the Western colonial powers to the realisation of the region as an entity in its own right (ibid., p. 3). Having said this, as others have done before and since, he sets out to demonstrate in a truly eloquent and compelling fashion, that this military-strategic-political dimension merely served to give belated recognition to “a distinctive region” in geographical, demographic, historical, cultural, racial, and mental-psychological terms (ibid., p.  7). Although one might consider Fisher’s book to be located firmly in the rather old-fashioned tradition of regional geography, Michael Parnwell has argued for the recognition of Fisher as “one of the greatest Southeast Asian geographers” and particularly that “he engaged with, and informed, the issues of the day”. Above all it was his dedication to the study of an area from “a solid disciplinary foundation” which marked him out as a scholar of international standing (1996, pp.  108, 122). In an obituary B.H. Farmer also tells us that “Charles Fisher’s work amply demonstrates that he had the pen of a ready writer perhaps more so than any other geographer of his generation. He deplored opacity and jargon” (1984, p.  252).
The second feature which Smith identifies in his examination of the British tradition has been “the tendency….for individual scholars to remain firmly attached to their own departments and to feel that they are making contributions to a specific ‘discipline’” (1986, p.  19). I am not entirely convinced that this is a sufficiently distinctive feature of the British approach to the study of Southeast Asia. In my view it is found in continental Europe as well. Smith was attempting to draw a contrast between the British and American approaches, but I am not sure that it works in this respect either. However, I do accept that, in spite of the Hayter proposals to establish multi- and inter-disciplinary centres, the major thrust of the scholarly study of regions in the UK has been firmly rooted in academic disciplines. Apart from relatively brief periods in which the British contribution to the study of Southeast Asia was organised across disciplines the overwhelming weight of work has been located in departments. This was a feature of the way in which the University of Malaya organised its teaching and research on the region; it was also the principle on which the academic structures of the three centres of study in the UK were built. It is now, with the demise of two of the three centres, and the fact that the centre at SOAS has never been strongly interdisciplinary, an even more dominant feature of the study of Southeast Asia in the UK.
Finally, Smith refers to the early development of Southeast Asian Studies as primarily dependent on “people whose experience of the region….has been acquired in an official capacity as members of the colonial or the diplomatic services” (ibid., p. 19). We should also include those who worked in higher education in the period of late colonialism in Burma, Malaya and Singapore and draw attention to the involvement of (mainly) young men in the military campaigns in Asia, some of whom subsequently went on to academic careers (among others Fisher, Honey, Shorto and Simmonds at SOAS). In contrast to the American approach this route to scholarly activity seems to be broadly distinctive, but in comparison with the continental European experience it is unexceptional. It is hardly surprising that many of our post-war British scholars in Southeast Asian Studies had seen military action in the East, and taken together with those who had served in the British dependent territories and colonies, then it does mark out a particular cast of mind in approaching the study of a region in which one has been personally involved. In the post-war period this also applies to those who worked in the University of Malaya and lived in Singapore and Kuala Lumpur. 
In this respect Smith’s comments about the more comfortable engagement of British scholars with the region – in that they were familiar with it and less prone to culture shock – and that they were generally working and serving there, explains their “highly pragmatic approach”  (ibid.). Above all, for Smith the British approach, at least in its immediate post-war manifestations, “begins by accepting the discipline of the available source materials and seeking to reconstruct situations or sequences to which they relate: and only afterwards risks a generalisation or two” (ibid., p. 20). Smith contrasts this with the more ‘conceptual orientation of American historians and political scientists’ (ibid., p. 19). There is a measure of truth in this: British academe has not produced a Clifford Geertz or a James Scott.  However, in a special issue of the Singapore journal Sojourn. Journal of Social Issues in Southeast Asia (April, 2009) which compiled a league table of the most influential books on Southeast Asia, whilst American writers were dominant, the UK at least claimed three authors (Furnivall, Leach and Reid), whilst the Netherlands delivered two (van Leur and Wertheim [with two books]). 
Conclusion

In this wide-ranging excursion into the development of the study of Southeast Asia from a British-based and to some extent a European perspective I have emphasised the important, although sometimes contested contribution which Western scholars have made to our understanding of Southeast Asia. Some of my discussion has turned on whether or not there is a distinctive European approach to the study of the region and within that whether or not there is an identifiable British tradition. I have not reached any definite conclusion on these matters; Ralph Smith’s attempt to discover such a British tradition is equivocal.  Nevertheless, I do suggest that there were British scholars and observers in the first half of the nineteenth century and in the interwar years and the immediate post-war period who attempted to conceptualise a Southeast Asian region or at least had a wider regional vision. They played a not insignificant role in the making of Southeast Asia, and for a few senior scholars in the 1950s and 1960s both in the UK and in Malaya and Singapore put down the foundations and developed the academic infrastructure for the advanced study of the region. 
What is very clear from my excursion into the official and institutional history of the development of Southeast Asian Studies in the UK is that it has not been a startling success overall, and to some extent the success that has been enjoyed is in spite of rather than because of government policy. All the official inquiries with their recommendations have, after an initial injection of funds and energy, lost momentum, and, at the time of writing, there is still no integrated and coherent national policy for the study of the major areas of the world including Southeast Asia and the monitoring of national provision. The blame cannot be placed at the door of any one government or public agency, but it reflects a popular indifference, even a public ignorance of the Southeast Asia region, an ignorance which was highlighted by the Scarbrough Commission some 65 years ago. One cannot but feel a degree of sadness and regret that the long tradition that British scholarship has established in its engagement with Southeast Asia is in danger of becoming something of an irrelevance in terms of British national and educational priorities. There does seem to be possible salvation in the coming together of British-based scholars who are working across Asia in that there is strength in numbers; this  trend towards an Asian Studies perspective which has always been much more pronounced in continental Europe, seems to me to be a positive development. But returning to the theme of the historical construction of Southeast Asian Studies (and Southeast Asia) perhaps those of us in the UK who do have a commitment to the study of the region might, as consolation, claim some small credit for the healthy condition of this field of endeavour in Singapore and Malaysia. 
References
Acharya, Amitav and Ananda Rajah (eds).  Reconceptualizing Southeast Asia, special focus, Southeast Asian Journal of Social Science, vol. 27, 1999. 
Anderson, Benedict. “Studies of the Thai State:  the State of Thai Studies”. In The State of Thai Studies: Analyses of Knowledge, Approaches, and Prospects in Anthropology, Art History, Economics, History, and Political Science, edited by E. Ayal. Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Centre for International Studies, Southeast Asia Program, 1978.

……… “The Changing Ecology of Southeast Asian Studies in the United States”. In  Southeast Asian Studies in the Balance: Reflections from America, edited by Charles Hirschman, Charles F. Keyes and Karl Hutterer. Ann Arbor, Michigan: The Association for Asian Studies, 1992. 

Asian Studies Panel. RAE2008, Panel Reports: Panel L, Asian Studies. Bristol: HEFCE, Chair, Victor T. King, 2009.
Bassett, D.K. “Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom”. In A Colloquium on Southeast Asian Studies, edited by Tunku Shamsul Bahrin, Chadran Jeshurun and A. Terry Rambo. Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1981.
[The] British Academy. The British Schools and Institutes Overseas and Sponsored Societies. An Enquiry by a British Academy Review Committee 1994-95. London: The British Academy. Final Report, April 1996.

Braginsky. Vladimir I.  “Introduction: Research into Classical Civilisations of South East Asia at SOAS and in BSOAS”.  In Classical Civilisations of South East Asia. An Anthology of Articles Published in The Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, edited by Vladimir Braginsky. London and New York: RoutledgeCurzon, 2002. 
Carey, Peter.  Maritime Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom. A Survey of their Post-war Development and the Current Resources. Oxford: Journal of the Anthropological Society of Oxford, JASO Occasional Papers No. 6, 1986.

Chou, Cynthia and Vincent Houben.  “Introduction”. In Southeast Asian Studies: Debates and New Directions, edited by Cynthia Chou and Vincent Houben. The Netherlands: International Institute for Asian Studies and Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 2006a.

………(eds). Southeast Asian Studies: Debates and New Directions. The Netherlands: International Institute for Asian Studies and Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 2006b.

Coedès, George. Histoire Ancienne des États Hindouisés d’Extrême Orient. Hanoi: Imprimerie d’Extrême Orient 1944.

Coordinating Council of Area Studies Associations (CCASA). Area Studies Database of Expertise in the UK. Manchester: University of Manchester, 1998.

Cowan, C.D. South East Asian History in London. University of London: School of Oriental and African Studies, inaugural lecture, 1963.

…….. “Obituary: Daniel George Edward Hall”. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 43 (1980): 149-54.

Cribb, Robert. “Region, Academic Dynamics, and Promise of Comparativism: Beyond Studying ‘Southeast Asia’?”. In Southeast Asian Studies: Debates and New Directions, edited by Cynthia Chou and Vincent Houben. The Netherlands: International Institute for Asian Studies and Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 2006.

Dahm, Bernard. Asian Studies in Europe with Emphasis on Germany. (http://www.iias.nl/iiasn/iiasn2/emphasis.txt), nd.

Dobby, E. H.G. Southeast Asia. London: University of London Press, 1950.
Dunn, C.W. and J.R. Firth. “Obituary: J.A. Stewart”. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 13 (1949): 259-64.

Evers, Hans-Dieter (ed.).  Sociology of South-East Asia: Readings on Social Change and Development. Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press, Oxford in Asia University Readings, 1980.
Farmer, B.H. (1984), ‘Obituary: Charles Alfred Fisher, 1916-1982’, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, N.S. 9 (1984): 252-4.

Fisher, Charles A. South-East Asia: a Social, Economic and Political Geography. London: Methuen and Co. Ltd. , 1964.
Freedman, Maurice. Chinese Family and Marriage in Singapore. London: HMSO, 1957.

…….. Proposed British Institute for and in South-East Asia. London: The British Academy, typescript, November, 1971.

Furnivall, John S. An Introduction to the Political Economy of Burma. Rangoon: Burma Book Club, 1931.

……..Netherlands India: A Study of Plural Economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1939a.
…….. The Fashioning of Leviathan. Rangoon: Zabu Meitswe Pitaka Press, 1939b.

…….. Progress and Welfare in Southeast Asia: a Comparison of Colonial Policy and Practice. New York: International Secretariat, Institute of Pacific Relations, 1941.
…….. Problems of Education in Southeast Asia. New York: International Secretariat, Institute of  Pacific Relations, 1943.

……..  The Tropical Far East. London: Oxford University Press, 1945.

…….. Colonial Policy and Practice: a Comparative Study of Burma and Netherlands India. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1948. 

Gold, Peter. Post-Parker: the State of Oriental and African Languages Four Years On (with an Addendum of East European Languages). Sheffield: for National Council for modern languages in Higher and Further Education, mimeo., November 1989.
Hall, D.G.E.  A History of South-East Asia. London: Macmillan Press Ltd, fourth edition 1981, 1955.

……..  East Asian History Today. Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press, and Oxford University Press, 1959.

…….. (ed.). Historians of South East Asia, London, New York. Toronto: Oxford University Press, Historical Writing on the People of Asia, 1961a.

…….. “Introduction”. Historians of South East Asia, edited by D.G.E.Hall. London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, Historical Writing on the People of Asia, 1961b.

Harrison, Brian. South-East Asia: a Short History. London: Macmillan and Co Ltd, third edition 1966, 1954.
…….. “English Historians of ‘The Indian Archipelago’: Crawfurd and St. John”. In Historians of South East Asia, edited by D.G.E.Hall. London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, Historical Writing on the People of Asia, 1961. 

Hartog, P.J. “The Origins of the School of Oriental Studies”. Bulletin of the School of Oriental Studies, 1 (1917): 5-22.

Hayter, Sir William. Report of the Sub-committee on Oriental, Slavonic, East European and African Studies. University Grants Committee, London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1961.

HEFCE (Higher Education Funding Council for England). Review of Chinese Studies. Report of a HEFCE Review Group on Chinese Studies. Bristol: HEFCE, Report, February 99/09, 1999.

…….. Minority Subjects. Allocation of Funding. Bristol: HEFCE, Report, April 00/17, 2000.

Heger, Franz.  Alte Metalltrommeln aus Südost-Asien. Leipzig: K. von Heirsemann, 1902.
Heine-Geldern, Robert von. ”Südostasien”. In Illustrierte Völkerkunde, edited by G. Buschan. Vol. II, Stuttgart: Strecker und Schroder, 1923.
…….. “Die Steinzeit Sudostasiens”. Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien, 57 (1927): 47-54. 
…….. “Conceptions of State and Kingship in South East Asia”. Far Eastern Quarterly, 2 (1942): 15-30, reprinted in the Cornell Southeast Asia Program, Data Paper 18, Ithaca, New York, 1956.

…….. A Survey of Studies on Southeast Asia at American Universities and Colleges. New York: East Indies Institute of America, 1943.

Hodder-Williams, Richard. Area Studies in the United Kingdom. A Report to the Area Studies Monitoring Group. Bristol: mimeo., December 1993. 
Jackson, Peter A. “Space, Theory, and Hegemony: the Dual Crises of Asian Area Studies and Cultural Studies”.  Sojourn. Journal of Social Issues in Southeast Asia, 18 (2003a): 1-41.
…….. “Mapping Poststructuralism’s Borders: the Case for Poststructuralist Area Studies”. Sojourn. Journal of Social Issues in Southeast Asia, 18 (2003b): 42-88.

Khng, Pauline and Victor T. King (eds and compls). Register of South-East Asianists in the United Kingdom.  University of Hull: Association of South-East Asian Studies, under the auspices of the British Academy committee for South-East Asian Studies, 2001.

King, Victor T. “Social Anthropology and Sociology”. In Research on South-East Asia in the United Kingdom: a Survey, edited by V.T.King. Centre for South-East Asian Studies, University of Hull, for the Association of South-East Asian Studies in the United Kingdom, 1989.

…….. Between West and East: Policy and Practice in South-East Asian Studies in Britain. Hull: Hull University Press, 1990.
…….. “Southeast Asia: an Anthropological Field of Study”. Moussons. Social Science Research on Southeast Asia, 3 (2001a): 1-31.
…….. “Introduction”. In Register of South-East Asianists in the United Kingdom, edited and compiled by Pauline Khng and Victor T. King. University of Hull: Association of South-East Asian Studies, under the auspices of the British Academy committee for South-East Asian Studies, 2001b.

…….. Defining Southeast Asia and the Crisis in Area Studies: Personal Reflections on a Region. Lund University: Centre for East and South-East Asian Studies, Working Papers in Contemporary Asian Studies, No. 13, 2005a.
……… “Notes on the Current Situation of Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom”.  ASEASUK News, 37 (2205b): 18-26.

…….. “Southeast Asia: Personal Reflections on a Region”. In Southeast Asian Studies: Debates and New Directions, edited by Cynthia Chou and Vincent Houben. The Netherlands: International Institute for Asian Studies and Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 2006.

…….. The Sociology of Southeast Asia: Transformations in a Developing Region. Copenhagen: NIAS Press and Honolulu: University of Hawai’i Press, 2008.

……..”The Development of Southeast Asian Studies in the United Kingdom (and Europe): the Making of a Region”. Seoul: Sogang University, Institute for East Asian Studies, SIEAS International Conference of Research Clusters, The Historical Construction of  Southeast Asia, 2010.
…….. and William D. Wilder. The Modern Anthropology of South-East Asia: An Introduction. London, RoutledgeCurzon and New York: Routledge, reprint, originally published in 2003, 2006.
…….. A History of ASEASUK. On its 40th Anniversary. School of Oriental and African Studies,  London: ASEASUK, 2009.
Kratoska, Paul, Henk Schulte Nordholt and Remco Raben (eds).  Locating Southeast Asia: Geographies of Knowledge and Politics of Space. Singapore: Singapore University Press and Ohio: Ohio University Press, 2005.

Le May, Reginald S.The Culture of South-East Asia: The Heritage of India. London: Allen and Unwin, 1954.

Lieberman, Victor. “Local Integration and Eurasian Analogies: Structuring Southeast Asian History, c.1350-c.1830”. Modern Asian Studies, 27 (1993): 475-572.

…….. “An Age of Commerce in Southeast Asia? Problems of Regional Coherence – A Review Article”.  The Journal of Asian Studies, 54 (1995): 796-807.

…….. Strange Parallels: Southeast Asia in Global Context, c800-1830. Vol. 1: Integration on the Mainland, and Vol.2: Mainland Mirrors: Japan, China, South Asia, and the Islands. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003/2009.

Lombard, Denys. “Southeast Asian Studies in France”. In A Colloquium on Southeast Asian Studies, edited by Tunku Shamsul Bahrin, Chadran Jeshurun and A. Terry Rambo. Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1981.

Macdonald, A.W. “The Application of a South East Asia-centric Conception of History to Mainland South East Asia,” Historians of South East Asia, edited by D.G.E.Hall. London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, Historical Writing on the People of Asia, 1961.
McVey, Ruth. “Change and Continuity in Southeast Asian Studies”. Journal of Southeast Asian Studies, 26 (1995): 1-9.

…….. “Globalization, Marginalization, and the Study of Southeast Asia”. In Southeast Asian Studies: Reorientations, Craig J. Reynolds and Ruth McVey. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University, Southeast Asia Program Publications, 1998.

Malleret, L. “The Position of Historical Studies in the Countries of Former French Indo-China in 1956”. In Historians of South East Asia, edited by D.G.E.Hall.  London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, Historical Writing on the People of Asia, 1961. 
Meyer, A.B. and W. Foy. Bronze-Pauken aus Südost-Asien. Dresden: Königliches Ethnographisches Museum zu Dresden, XI, 1987.
Parker, Sir Peter. Speaking for the Future. A Review of the Requirements of Diplomacy and Commerce for Asian and African Languages and Area Studies. London: University Grants Committee, 1986.
Parkinson, C. Northcote. Trade in the Eastern Seas, 1793-1813. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1937.

Parnwell, Michael J.G. “Geography”. In An Introduction to Southeast Asian Studies, edited by Mohammed Halib and Tim Huxley. London and New York: I. B. Tauris Publishers, Tauris Academic Studies, 1996.
Pelzer, Karl. Die Arbeiterwanderungen in Südost-Asien. Eine Wirtschafts- und Bevölkerungs-geographische Untersuchung. Hamburg: Friederichsen, de Gruyter and Co., 1935.
……..  Pioneer Settlement in the Asiatic Tropics: Studies in Land Utilization and Agricultural Colonization in Southeastern Asia. New York: American Geographical Society, 1945.
Phillips, C.H. The School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London 1917-1967. An Introduction. Winchester: Gabare Ltd., 1967
…….. “A History of SOAS, 1917-67”. In SOAS. Since the Sixties, edited by David Arnold and Christopher Shackle.  London: SOAS, précis of Phillips 1967 by David Arnold, 2003.

Platt, Martin. “The Academic’s New Clothes: The Cult of Theory versus the Cultivation of Language in Southeast Asian Studies”. In Southeast Asian Studies: Debates and New Directions, edited by Cynthia Chou and Vincent Houben The Netherlands: International Institute for Asian Studies and Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 2006.
Purcell, Victor. The Chinese in Southeast Asia. London and New York: Oxford University Press, Geoffrey Cumberlege, new edition 1964, 1951.
…….. The Chinese in Modern Malaya. Singapore: D. Moore, 1956.

Reay, Lord. Report of the Committee appointed by the Lords Commissioners of HM Treasury to Consider the Organisation of Oriental Studies in London. London: HM Treasury, 1909.

Reid, Anthony.  Southeast Asia in the Age of Commerce: 1400-1600, Vol. 1: the Land Below the Winds, and Vol. 2: Expansion and Crisis. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988/1993.

……. “A Saucer Model of Southeast Asian Identity”. In Reconceptualizing Southeast Asia, edited by Acharya, Amitav and Ananda Rajah, special focus, Southeast Asian Journal of Social Science, 27 (1999): 7-23. 

Scarbrough, The Earl of. Report of the Interdepartmental Commission of Enquiry on Oriental, Slavonic, East European and African Studies. Foreign Office, London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1947.
Selth, Andrew. “Modern Burma Studies: a Survey of the Field”. Modern Asian Studies, 44 (2010): 401-440.

Shackle, Christopher. “Language Studies: a Play in Three Acts”. In SOAS. Since the Sixties, edited by Acharya, Amitav and Ananda Rajah. London: SOAS, 2003.

Smith, Ralph. “The Evolution of British Scholarship on South-East Asia 1820-1970: Is there a ‘British Tradition’ in South-East Asian Studies?”. In  Britain and South-East Asia, edited by D.K. Bassett and V.T.King. University of Hull: Centre for South-East Asian Studies, Special Issue, Occasional paper No. 13, 1986.

Stockwell, A.J. “British Imperial Strategy and Decolonization in South-East Asia 1947-1957”. In Britain and South-East Asia, edited by D.K. Bassett and V.T.King. University of Hull: Centre for South-East Asian Studies, Special Issue, Occasional paper No. 13, 1986.
Taylor, R.H. “Executive Summary” of Richard Hodder-Williams, Area Studies in the United Kingdom. A Report to the Area Studies Monitoring Group. Bristol: mimeo., December 1993, March 1994. 

Van Leur, J. C. Indonesian Trade and Society. The Hague: W. van Hoeve, 1955.
Villiers, John. “Editorial”.  South-East Asian Studies Newsletter. Singapore: British Institute in South-East Asia, 1 (1980):1.

Vlekke, Bernard.  Nusantara: a History of the East Indian Archipelago. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1943.
Werbner, Richard. Area Studies Monitoring Report: Public Funding of Research. Coordinating Council of Area Studies Associations, mimeo., November 1999.
Wolters, O.W. History, Culture and Region in Southeast Asian Perspectives, Ithaca, New York: Cornell University, Southeast Asia Program Publications, Studies on Southeast Asia, No. 26, 1999, revised edition in cooperation with the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, originally published by the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, Singapore, 1982.

Wooding, Norman. Review of Soviet and East European Studies. London: University Grants Committee, mimeo, 1989.

Other materials 
These have been consulted in the archives housed at the British Academy in London of the British Institute in South-East Asia, the Management Committee of the Institute, the British Academy Committee for South-East Asian Studies, the Association of South-East Asian Studies in the United Kingdom. Miscellaneous papers of the ASEASUK are also housed in the Wilberforce Building, University of Hull. Annual Reports and Calendars of SOAS, University of Hull and University of Kent at Canterbury have been consulted as well as the Newsletter of the ASEASUK published continuously since November 1984. These have not been referenced in the main text.
PAGE  
1

