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9. National Histories and World Systems: Writing
Japan, France, and the United States

Christopher L. Hill

Cultural historians typically term the late nineteenth century the age of
nationalism. Historians of historiography, when they have been sensitive to
the eras in which historical works have been produced, no less typically see
the eftlorescence of “national history” during this period as a reflection of the
nationalistic climate of the age. In such a view, the writing of history at this
political and intellectual turning point served mainly to create a past for a
new thing called the nation-state, to make this new thing old. Thus the
argument is that the writing of national history naturalizes the “nation” as a
form of community and thereby naturalizes the nation-state as a political
organization.

The contention of this paper is that such interpretations of the practice
of national history take the nation-state out of the world.! Certainly the argu-
ment that national history naturalizes the nation-state by giving it a history
is a great advance over the perspective of national history itself, which pre-
tends to write the history of something that exists from time immemorial.
This level of critique brings into question the apparently natural status of the
nation and thus also that of the nation-state, the nation’s apparently organic
political manifestation. The critique gives a history not to the nation and the
nation-state, but to the #deas of nation and nation-state: they lose their sta-
tus as fixed categories and are thrust into time. A question remains, howev-
er: what about the space that the nation-state claims for itself? Does this
claiming, too, have historical determinants? The naturalizing gaze of nation-
al history operates not only in time but also in space. It devises historical
legitimations for the territorial claims of specific nations, but even more
importantly devises legitimations for the territoriality of the nation-state in
general. This form of territoriality, in which juridical, economic, and social
space are made to share the same frontiers, is essential to the temporal oper-
ations of national history. National h1story always is staged in a retrospec-
tively claimed space.

The spatial claims of national history have largely escaped the type of
paradigmatic critique that has revealed so clearly the politics of its operations
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in time. Scholars have examined specific issues, such as the status of areas
around the Rhine in nineteenth century French historiography, but only
since the rise of postcolonial historiography have the spatial operations of
national history emerged as a general problem. These operations are geopo-
litical in naturé, not limited to the political situation in one nation-state but
rather responding to the aggregate of relations within the political and eco-
nomic system of nation-states on a global scale. Indeed, by neglecting the
geopolitical context in which the nation-state was established as the univer-
sal political and economic form of modernity—that is, by examining the
writing of national history only in national context—the critique of nation-
al history risks unwittingly re-naturalizing what it sets out to study. It risks
naturalizing the nation as the universal category of historical writing by
accepting the nation-state’s claims to space.

If we examine the practice of national history in the late nineteenth cen-
tury in its global geopolitical context, we can sce that “national history”
served not only the nation-state but more broadly served the ideological
articulation of world capitalism, at a time when the market rapidly was being
consolidated through the division of the world into discrete nation-states and
colonies. During this period the writing of national history did naturalize the
nation-state as a political and economic form. It did not do so, however, sim-
ply by creating a past for the nation. The practice of national history also
articulated the relationship of that new form of territory, the nation-state, to
the world. It did so by establishing a particular sort of epistemological space
that I call the space of national history. This space, inside of which national
history unfolds, exists in apposite relation to other such spaces: defined by
ts difference from them, a difference that is established through the media-
tion of the matrix of national-historical spaces as a whole. According to the
totalizing gesture of this perspective, no territory is without its national his-
tory, If it lacks such a history then the territory properly belongs to another
nation that can give it one. In this view, geopolitics thus can be understood
as the sum of all separate national histories. The territory of the nation-state
emerges as the common-sense division of space, not only in the present but
also in the past, where the latent unity of national space awaits the national
subject that will make it manifest.

Even such a cursory analysis of the spatial operations of “national histo-
ry” suggests that the major challenge national history faces is to manage the
relationship of national space to that of the world. The further critique of the
writing of national history thus requires that we adopt a perspective broad-
er than that of single nation-states, in order to account for the ways in which
national space always is embedded in supra-national systems. In what fol-
lows, I examine the articulation of the space of national history through
examples drawn from three countries that experienced what could be called
spatial “upheavals” in the latter half of the nineteenth century, Japan, the
United States, and France. While other examples would be possible (notably
that of Germany), these three countries offer a range of positions in the
world and thus suggest the ways in which the writing of national history wa:
punctuated by global asymmetries even as it responded to the general gram

National Histories and World Systems 165

mar of the system of nation-states. In the case of Japan, I examine a periph-
cral state that only had been integrated into the capitalist market in }t)he
1850s; in the United States, an expanding settler colony, no less peripheral
at the time, that was commencing rapid industrialization, and in France a
metropolitan power that just had suffered a great setback on the Continent
but which soon began pouring resources into the development of an empire

My entry into the problem is the intersection in the late nineteenth cen-
tury between liberal economic thought—which in its treatment of interna-
tional trade offered widely accepted arguments on the relation of one nation-
al space to another—and the rhetoric that historians and social theorists used
to describe the process of national development. From this point of view, the
names of my examples are Fukuzawa Yukichi, Frederick Jackson Turner. ’and
Paul Leroy-Beaulieu. The interplay between economic liberalism and the
rhetoric of national history is only one way into the issue. Considering that
the period with which I am concerned saw not only the rise of nationalism
and the efflux of national history but also a shift in world political econom
from free-trade imperialism to formal empires, however, it seems an appro}-/
priate approach. My examples in fact indicate that the latter transition was as
important a turning point in historiography as the two former.

One methodological point needs to be clarified before proceeding. The
perspective of what follows is not “comparative” if comparison means juxta-
posing two or more objects considered to exist prior to the comparison itself.
This sort of comparison would seek general conclusions about the writing of
2at10nal history by observing parallels and divergences among native

Japanese,” “American,” and “French” traditions, each assumed to have some
sort of organic relationship to local religion, literature, philosophy, and the
other things usually subsumed under the category of “culture.” If one accepts
that national history emerged to articulate the relationship of the nation-state
to a supra-national system (whether or not one agrees with the details of
Immanuel Wallerstein’s theory, for example) then such a comparative
approach clearly is inappropriate to the issue at hand. The reason is that it
reproduces a central tenet of national ideology itself, namely that cultural
unities called nations objectively exist and exert a determining sway over the
mental lives of the subjects of nation-states. To avoid this pitfall we must
cxamine the writing of national history in these three cases in the context of
their relationship to one another, a relationship that we must recognize as
mediated through geopolitics as a whole. In other words, we must approach
the practice of national history from a systemic as well as a local perspective
The influence of local textual genealogies, while important, must be consid-
ered subordinate to the common problems faced by the intellectuals involved
in the production of ideology, and these problems stem from the reorgani-
zation of the world into a system of nation-states. To avoid the grandiose
adjective “global,” I would call this approach international or transnational.

_Before examining the role of the rhetoric of economic liberalism in his-
torical writing in my three countries I want to look briefly at the use of this
rhetoric within liberalism itself. The rhetorical techniques that become essen-
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tial to historical writing in the late nineteenth century emerge from a style of
talking about social development that proposes something called the division
of labor as a model of social relations. The division of labor in turn has
exchange as its basis. In this method of representing society, exchange is more
than an economic activity. It is both the condition for the institution of soci-
ety and the means by which it develops. As such, it becomes the fundamen-
tal mode of intersubjective relations. Consequently, anything that aids
exchange between individuals (in the typical example, roads) aids the consti-
ration and advancement of society as a whole. By the same token anything
that impedes exchange (tolls) threatens society at the most fundamental
level.

Such a promotion of free exchange as a social good—the idea of
exchange being essential to the notion of “society” itself—appeared before
liberalism in mercantilism’s treatment of domestic economic policy and was
prominent in the work of the physiocrats.” T take Adam Smith, however, as
my example of this problematic for several reasons. One is the simple fact of
Smith’s prominence as a point of reference in economic discourse in the late
nineteenth century. Another whose import will be clear later is the funda-
mental departure in Book One of The Wealth of Nations from previous con-
siderations of the causes of economic specialization. As Pierre Rosanvallon
has pointed out, Smith’s innovation in this area was to posit the division of
labor as the consequence of exchange, rather than the reverse.’ Instead of see-
ing exchange as a necessity created by specialization—by a guild system, for
example—Smith argued that specialization resulted from the opportunities
offered by what he famously called “the propensity to truck, barter, and
exchange one thing for another.”™

With exchange thus established as the founding social act, the division
of labor becomes a thoroughly dynamic way of conceiving social relations.
Anything that aids intersubjective exchange decpens the division of labor,
and the structural composition of society therefore is subject to positive
change from moment to moment. At this point a theory of social develop-
ment appears in Smith’s thought—the unacknowledged philosophy of his-
tory of liberal and aeoliberal economics, which could be called the “market
imaginary of history.” Smith observes on the one hand that the division of
labor is limited by the extent of the market, and on the other that improve-
ment and extension of networks of transportation and communication allow
markets, and thus the division of labor, and thus society itself, to expand.® In
this way Smith presents expanding trade, aided by improvements in trans-
portation, as a mechanism for the integration of new territory into society.
Smith calls such integration “civilization.” We should note that in Smith’s
explicit statements, society inherently is something that expands. It does so
by integrating new territory into its networks. The only limits to such expan-
sion are the limitations of transportation and communication.

I would like to make clear that what is at stake here is not a straightfor-
ward “recognition” on Smith’s part of the importance of the division of labor
in social structures, but rather Smith’s use of the division of labor as a philo-
sophical concept for organizing social phenomena as knowledge.* Such an
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epistemological function of the division of labor is clear in Smith’s famous
initial proposition in The Wealth of Nations of a factory—specifically a pin fac-
tory—as a model for “the general business of society” The advanlt)a e of
cxanining a small and trivial example of the division of labor, Smith sag s, 1s
that it may be “placed . . . under the view of the spectator” in its cnti}r,c, 7
Smith proposes the factory as a social metaphor. The value of the meta }fc}:r
for him is that it allows observation. In turn it allows represmmtz’owpit is
through metaphors such as the factory, the division of labor, and exchange
that Smith renders representable the thing called society. It is such an undégr-
standing of economic liberalism as a system of rhetoric, rather than as sim-

| . :
51 };1 ?S tt(k)xs;ry of economics, that I want to apply to representations of nation-

I would like to consider now the use of this sort of rhetoric i
called Bunmesron no gasryaku (Outline of a Theory of Civilization) pubﬁ;l?eéeﬁ
Japan in 1875 by Fukuzawa. The appearance of Owtline of a Theory of
Civilization marked a decisive shift in Japanese historical writing Which@},md
been dominated by Neo-Confucianism for more than two ccntur,ies, and the
?lli)giir)?ce of a new genre of historical practice, bunmeishi or history of civ-
_ The genre emerged as an attempt to create a Japane 3
katka, a slogan usually translated af “civilization gm% enﬁgﬁizgénizngi
designated a diffuse project among intellectuals in the 1870s to use educa-
tion to make modern worker-citizens out of a populace they regarded as
ignorant and dominated by custom. At the time, optimism about the possi-
bility of rapid social change and enthusiasm for Buropean and Amgrican
learning—which had been widespread among intellectuals since the last years
of the Tokugawa shogunate in the 1860s—were giving way to pessimism
2bout the force of social habit and to concern that a vogue for superficial
Westernization” would have malign effects on the people. In the face of
these changing sentiments, the genre of history of civilization elaborated a
view of social change as a long-term process extending into the future and
beginning in the Japanese past. After the publication of Outline of & Theory of
Civilization in 1875, the genre continued with Nihon kaska shoshi (Short
History of Japanese Civilization), published from 1877 to 1882 by Taguchi
Ulgghg a lalsscz-falye economist and one-time translator for the Finance
Ministry. The following years saw the appearance of a host of histories of civ-
ilization, but the genre began to wane with the anti-liberal reaction of the
mid-1880s and was displaced decisively by Rankean academic historiogra-
phy in the 1890s. Histories of civilization now are regarded dubious] asgthe
obso%ctc ﬁogndatio?h of modern Japanese historiography. ’
To claborate their view of civilization as a process of
national social change, the writers of histories of civﬁ)ization appregsgfferzlogfc’
work of several liberal European historians, in particular Frangois Guizot and
Thomas Buckle, of liberal political economists including J. S. Mill and
Franas.Wayland, apd of the laissez-faire social theorist Herbert Spencer. The
theoretical borrowing has been documented at great length.* What I am con-
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cerned with here is not the theory but the rhetoric that Fukuzawa and other
intellectuals took from these Western sources. It is in the rhetoric of the
genre that the liberal historical imaginary that I have associated with Adam
Smith emerges as an important technique of representation.

The rhetoric of histories of civilization is dominated by a constellation
of related words that appear throughout the genre. The words include kdtss,
communication or concourse; #si#ko, transit, passage; koeki, trade or barter;
kohan, exchange or swap, and most importantly, kdsaz, relations, communi-
cation, or intercourse. All of these terms include a Chinese character (read as
hi—majiwarn in a Japanese reading) whose most basic meaning is mixing or
association, and a second character signifying circulation or exchange in
some form. What defines histories of civilization as a genre of historical
knowledge is an evangelical desire to explain all aspects of society, from the
economic to the intellectual and political, as manifestations of circulation,
exchange, and intercourse. Fukuzawa writes in Outline of a Theory of
Civilization:

The nature of humankind inherently is to associate with others. .
. As those in the world associate together and people come into
contact with each other, their intercourse gradually widening and
their laws gradually becoming regular, human sentiment gradual-
ly moderates and knowledge gradually unfolds. In English, fun-
mei is “civilization.” It derives from the Latn civitas and thus
means “country.” Hence the word “civilization” describes the ten-
dency toward successive improvement of human intercourse for
the better, and in contrast to the independence of barbarian anar-
chy, means the formation of a country [skkoku]’

While this passage clearly presents intercourse as an indiscriminate
mechanism of civilization, the thetoric of Outline of a Theory of Civilization
and other histories of civilization in fact breaks down into two different
“tropes™—on the one hand, an integrative trope of intercourse within 2
nation that recalls Adam Smith, and on the other, a differentiating trope of
intercourse between nations. The distinction between the tropes is implicit:
the texts offer no theoretical justification for the two quite different ways that
they use the same constellation of words.

The first trope of integration within a nation already has raised its head
in Fukuzawa’s declaration that human nature s to associate in ever-widening
circles. Fukuzawa also uses this trope to describe the formation of shion,
popular opinion, in Western countries. He writes, “Even in a remote village,
people form circles and discuss public and private affairs. With these circles
formed, each inevitably will have its own views. . . . This view and that view
converge and change slightly, gradually merging and including more until
finally the public opinion of the country is decided. . . .7 The state of unity
that Fukuzawa describes here is achieved by overcoming barriers to commu-
nication in order to create an ever-widening space for the circulation of opin-
ion. His insistence that a unified opinion necessarily results indicates that this
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trope of intercourse also implies a converging self-recognition in which one
recognizes one’s interest in the interests of others.

In contrast, the second differentiating trope of intercourse in the repre-
sentation of history in the genre implies the recognition of sharp distinctions
between self and other. Nations, not citizens, are the agents here. The shift
is clear in remarks that Fukuzawa makes on international relations in the
glosmg chapter of Outline of a Theory of Civilization. Fukuzawa warns that

there are only two sorts of intercourse between country and country. In
peacetime, buying and selling things and fighting cach other over the p'rof-
it; or when it comes to it, killing each other with weapons. In other words
today’s world could be called one of trade and war.”*" Fukuzawa’s phrasing’
shows that the nature of intercourse changes entirely when it takes place
between states. The expansive integration that in Fukuzawa’s general theory
of social development is unlimited never proceeds beyond the territory of the
nation-state and is superseded by an intercourse that by definition is antag-
onistic.

That the nation-state provides the frontier that literally lies between
these tropes is clear in Fukuzawa’s explanation of the existence of kokutai, a
word that he uses to translate J. S. MilPs term “nationality” “Nationali W
Fukuzawa says, ¥

means that a race [isshuzokn]" of people gather together and share
SOLTOWS and joys, create differences between themselves and other
nations, regard each other more warmly than they regard people
of other nations, strive to expend their energies for each other
rathcr than for people of other nations, govern themselves under
a single government, resent suffering the control of other govern-

ments, [and] bear their calamities and happiness themselves in
independence.®

Such rhetoric of self and other should leave little doubt that in the lib-
eral theory of history propounded by histories of civilization, the two irrec-
oncilable tropes of intercourse limn a figurative national spac’e within which
nations form and achieve independence. The boundary of this space is main-
tained simultaneously by the activities of integrative and differentiating inter-
course. The fundamental activity of exchange thus institutes society, as it
does in Smith, but in Fukuzawa’s text it institutes society as national. ,Social
development, which it is Fukuzawa’s main concern to describe, takes place in
a national space that is strictly separate from other national spaces existing in
differential relationship to it. Here history is solely the history of national
intercourse, an inherenty unifying activity, while national subjects are the
universal subjects of liberal political economy given a national purpose: the
realization of independence.™ ‘

What the market imaginary of history finally accomplishes in the
Japanese genre of history of civilization, then, is the establishment on the
global periphery of the type of internal theory of social change that had played
an essential legitimating role in the expansion of the economic and political
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power of Europe since the sixteenth century. Scholars such as Samir Amin
and Enrique Dussel have argued convincingly that the assertion in such the-
ories that the power and wealth of Europe arose because of internal factors
(such as Protestantism) which were “lacking” in other regions not only gave
the imprimatur of history to metropolitan domination, but also served to
justify the forcible imposition of European models of development on colo-
nial (and more recently neocolonial) possessions. The key legitimating func-
tion of such internal paradigms was to efface the systemic factors that made
European domination not only possible but at a certain point inevitable (in
particular, the accumulation of capital at the metropole) and instead to blame
the periphery for its own subjugation.” In appropriating such internal theo-
ries of social change, Fukuzawa and other writers of histories of civilization
accepted what Dussel calls the “developmentalist fallacy.” At the same time,
however, they rearticulated these theories to represent development as a
national project, relativizing the dominant position of Europe by insisting
that the universalist pretensions of European social thought be taken at face
value: Japan could and would achieve “civilization.”

Two consequences must be observed before moving on to American and
French examples. First, the interplay of tropes of intercourse in the genre for-
malizes in epistemology the organization of the world as a system of politi-
cal-economic subjects known as nation-states that was being implemented at
the time through the consolidation of the world market and the internation-
al state system. The nation-state becomes the universal political-economic
form and the zelos of all separate national histories. The insertion of Japan as
a full, independent partner in this global political economy was to be accom-
plished by the project of “civilization and enlightenment.” But as an exten-
sion of the same logic, histories of civilization situated enlightened Japanese
intellectuals in the same relationship to the inhabitants of the archipelago as
colonial administrators to their subjects. The agents of a coercive transfor-
mation of daily life to suit the needs of the nation-state, such intellectuals
nonetheless were able to claim for themselves the legitimation of history and
to maintain that they acted on behalf of the “nation.”

The emergence of such a historiographical problematic therefore is not
only an issue of the legitimation of inequities in “{nternational” relations. It
also is an issue of the production and reproduction of epistemological cate-
gories that support the enclosure and administration by nation-states of geo-
graphical areas and their populations. In the new nation-state of Japan, the
genre of history of civilization was instrumental in the establishment of these
categories. National history from this point of view is a category for enclos-
ing a populace that henceforth will be the object of a civilizing process whose
seeming subject is the nation rather than intellectuals and bureaucrats. Yet for
all the apparent confidence of Fukuzawa and his confederates that the steam-
roller progress of civilization was unstoppable, the very premises of such a
project dictate that any persistent internal division or heterogeneity be
regarded as threatening the entire national endeavor.

Such heterogeneity in fact is the focus of the deployment of liberal eco-
nomic rhetoric in the historical writing of Frederick Jackson Tarner. Turner’s
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famous 1893 essay “The Significance of the Frontier in Ameri 1 ”
was one of the founding texts of Progressive history, the curfglcta Ehlilggr;}li-
nated the practice of history in the United States from the turn of the twen-
tieth century to the Second World War.* While the name given to the move-
ment was meant to indicate its political stance, not simply its enthusiasm for
progress in the abstract, the national character that Turner and others attrib-
uted to progress was fundamental to their representation of history. On this
point Turner had much in common with his contemporary Fukuzawa: as in
Fukuzawa, Turner’s early work seizes on exchange as a fundamental trope for
representing social relations. The ideological challenge that Tarner faceg was
needless to say, greatly different. From the point of view of white intellectu-
?clfnmf;hifl so;}clallepidm Gilded Agt,cgl, the unity of the people was the major prob-
cing the American settler colony. Li
aPPfE?‘lCh‘}d this problem as one of spacz. e Fulkazawa, howeves, Tarner
' ike Japanese theories of civilization, social thought in the Uni
in Turner’s era was concerned with the position of t%le UnitchS[tl;iec;1 islfattgz
world and with the relationship of national history to world history. The
inquiry took place in the context of a long history of exceptionahs‘m in
American social thought, and specifically had to contend with the failure in
the late nineteenth century of the strongly exceptionalist Jacksonian view of
U.S. history. According to this view, current since the 1830s, the United
States was exempt from the social ills observable in Europe because its abun-
dance of land made possible a perpetual democracy based on a polity of small
agrarian frecholders.”” The United States would be exempt from the forces of
5,831511 1cbange fccause of the unique conditions that prevailed there.
nismeio};t’r;% dSlZlCm ; conception of U.S. society, then, was a profound antago-
Since the 1870s this antihistorical view of the United States increasing-
ly had been undermined by the appearance of what intellectuals eglp}rlz?rsllilslg-
cally referred to as “complexity.” By this they meant a host of phenomena
that threatened the idealized Jacksonian nation, including industrialization—
which brought with it a working class—and the influx of immigrants from
Eastern and Southern Europe and Asia who loolked and acted differentl
from the so-called “pative stock” of Anglo-Germans. “Complexity” thu}s:
essentially meant social heterogeneity. Its persistence brought grudgin
acknowledgement that the United States was subject to the same forces thagc
were changing Europe, and prompted cfforts to view U.S. history in the
light of universalistic theories based on the histories of European societies
Turner, for one, enthusiastically embraced liberal theories such as those of
Achille Loria that postulated universal stages of social change.” Turner
employed such theories to argue that the particular conditions prevailing in
the expanding American settler colony were reflections of the universal.
According to the universalism that Turner espoused, all societies pass
through successive economic stages as they evolve. The peculiarity of the
United States was that a new instance of the universal process of social evo-
lution began each time the frontier of settlement shifted west. Each of these
separate processes of social evolution—he counted five—had a division of
labor appropriate to its stage, while all were linked by the national system of
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circulation that pushed the frontier westward as the system expanded. Social
change in the nation as a whole thus moved in step with the extension of the
networks through which intercourse took place. The prominence of these
networks in Turner’s representation of history is clear, for example, in his

declaration that

. civilization in American has followed the arteries made by
geology, pouring an ever richer tide through them, until at last the
slender paths of aboriginal intercourse have been broadened and
interwoven into the complex maze of modern commercial lines;
the wilderness has been interpenetrated by lines of civilization
growing ever more numerous. It is like the steady growth of a
complex netvous system for the originally simple, inert continent.
If one would understand why we are ro-day one nation, rather
than a collection of isolated states, he must study this economic
and social consolidation of the country.*’

For Turner the penetration of the territory of the nation by highways,
railroads, and so forth simply makes manifest a territorial unity that up to
now has been latent: the integral territory of the nation exists prior to net-
works that ealize it rather than create it

The extension of the pathways of intercourse plays a more active role in
the advent of the people in Turner’s representation of history. According to
Tarner the extension of the networks of circulation constantly put imumi-
grants in contact with the frontier, which itself was renewed without cease as
settlement pushed westward. Discussions of Turner’s “frontier thesis” typi-
cally stop with Turner’s observations on the movement of the frontier, which
he considered to have “closed” in 1890. Turner’s description of what hap-
pens at the frontier, however, deserves a closer reading. He writes in “The

Significance of the Frontier” that

The frontier is the line of most rapid and effective
Americanization. The wilderness masters the colonist. It finds him
a Buropean in dress, industries, tools, modes of travel, and
thought. . . . It strips off the garments of civilization and arrays
him in the hunting shirt and moccasin. . . . Before long he has
gone to planting Indian corn and plowing with a sharp stick; he
shouts the war cry and takes the scalp in orthodox fashion.?

The label “Americanization” that Turner applies to the costume pageant
that he describes taking place at the frontier was the common phrase of the
era for the assimilation of immigrants. It therefore should be clear that in
contrast to the common view of Turner as a historian concerned with the
process of western settlement, the frontier thesis was closely engaged with
contemporary alarm about the rise of so-called “complexity” In Turner’s

view the constant extension of networks of exchange, which transport the
immigrant to an ever-fresh frontier and simultaneously knit the nation
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together, is essential to the reversal of such complexity. As the foundation of

society, intercourse thus becomes inseparable from the genests of tl people

WthIh takes place not in the past but in the present. 1€ people
; .

it o sl sy o, £ ol P st it she fon

prophesy and indeed the thesis on which it w;Cs lgaesoe% iaidrt;nlgl E:\lerlﬁ)c'f o

dation because even setting aside objections to Turner’s exclusive focu(SDHOHI;

izgcrigs agcl);ai?grlltzl;sst agrllc)ultu‘rler, the rapid industrialization of the East. the
rgapization pace by railroads, to wit, the vast cconomic change of the
: € 1 ILs entirety, as a movement of “Americanization” in which the
g@igsog rihahzes 1ts true character. Despite the fact that the phenomena Turner
g ;: frslisrei)(;raiglzc.onorﬁnc ones, 'cilonomlcs drops into the background
1n what essentially is a drama i i
Although ostensibly concerned Withythe formatio(ilfgfii tclgfzzlxliwx?;zlflc:ﬁugge
b

drama of Americanizati ’ i
I anization in Turner’s early work naturalizes is the move-

but rather the prese imi immi
nce of unassimilated immigr immi '
emerges as 3 e por U nigrants. The immigrant, indeed,
. o cbresmtancc to capitalism typified at the time by the
ementand labor agitation. Tarner’s nati i i
. vement . ational history, in contrast

posits the ehmmampn of all such resistance as part of a positiv?narrative of
unification and national rising.*!
o rﬁ; ggmallx?gsoln to Fukuzawa helps o illustrate what Turner accomplishes

. onal 1deology in the United States. The genre of history of civiliza-

gf;ttl;ln danndbenlightemnen’t.” Tarner, in contrast, wrote in a settler colony
that a ways had been populated by immigrants, whose borders had not been
: since 1ts establishment, and whose regions had deeply differing politi-
cal and economic interests, In his case the ideological problem Waég Eot
create a history that explained the relationship of the nation to the “civﬂizecti(’)’
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states of Burope but to create a history that posited the conditions for the
unification of the nation itself in both territory and populace. The frontier,
as an ur-site of intercourse, served this purpose. In the United States the
thetoric of economic liberalism deployed in historical writing thus served
greatly different ideological needs, even if the ultimate goal remained to rep-
resent national history as the genesis and growth of the people.”

Domestic politics and geopolitical position simitarly inflected the ways
in which the general tactic of representation that I call the market imaginary
of history was used in debates on the state of the French nation in the 1870s,
the third of my examples. Here at the industrialized center of the world econ-
omy tropes of intercourse, exchange, and circulation became privileged
means for advancing arguments not on national genesis but on national
regeneration. The preeminent work of colonialist propaganda in the carly
decades of the French Third Republic, De I colonisation chez les peuples mod-
ernes (On Colonization among Modern Peoples) illustrates such a local focus on
rebirth at the same time that it allows us to further examine the problem of
frontiers in the establishment of national-historical space. Published in 1874
by Paul Leroy-Beaulicu, a young man soon to become the era’s foremost lib-
eral economist, this massive study of European colonialism was the touch-
stone of Jules Ferry’s program for colonial expansion.” Analysis of the nar-
rative of social development that Leroy-Beaulieu offers in it suggests an
essential instability in the spatial suppositions of national history that is
remedied only by the proposition of colonies as a type of supplemental his-
torical space.

On Colonization was written in the wake of the founding traumas of the
Third Republic, the defeat to Prussia in 1870 and the rise and suppression of
the Commune in 1871. As a namber of cultural historians have shown, the
double shock of defeat abroad and civil war at home fostered a widespread
meditation on national decadence and a reassessment of the course of French
history since 1789.* A concern to find the means of national renewal sur-
faced at the same time. While statements of the diagnosis and the cure
ranged widely, including jeremiads that France was suffering divine retribu-
tion, a strong current of opinion held that the Defeat and the loss of Alsace
and part of Lorraine had created a problem of closed space: blocked and dis-
membered on its eastern frontier, France had been thrown back on itself and
was degenerating as a result. Essentially, the source of French ills in this view
was a deficiency in national space. Revanchisme, the determination to retake
Alsace-Lorraine and punish Bismarclcs Empire, was one respopse to such a
conclusion. Another proposed remedy, disputed by Continentalists but
embraced by many others with enthusiasm, was colonization. Thus Leroy-
Beaulieu wrote in the preface to the second edition of On Colonization, “Our

Continental politics, lest they bring us nothing but setbacks, henceforth must
be essentially defensive. It is outside of Europe that we can satisfy our legit-
imate instinct for expansion. . . . [Colonization] is the only great undertak-
ing that destiny allows us.”®

Such an intertwined relationship between national destiny and national
space is the foundation of Leroy-Beaulieu’s most famous pronouncement in
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On Colonization, Fhat “the people that colonizes most is the first people. If i

is not so today, it will be tomorrow.” The orientation towarc% thcP ?{1 .
implicit in such a statement presents the conquest of foreign lands not .
ply as an index of greatness—i.e., size matters—but as an essential quali sml_f
the development of nations. Put another way, this view of histo %cldtt}:rho

fora mature nation 70f to colonize—following the typical lexicalr}cliichoto Ny
between “mature” colonizers and “childish” colonized—was for it to risk }1111l d
tory coming to a halt. Upon predicting alarming growth in the An lo-Szix .
German, Russian, and Chinese populations of the world Lcrog-Be ul(i) o
thus warns that a small France will have no hope of rank’ing a.n}l/onga susﬁ

COlOlllZC. IIC adds.

Cglomzation for France is a question of life or death: either France
will become a great African power, or in one century or two it will
not be more than a secondary power in Europe. In the world it
will count for close to what Greece or Romania count in Europe

‘We aspire to greater destinies for our patrie: may France resolulze:
ly become a colonizing nation, for when it does, great expecta-
tions and vast thoughts will reopen before it.? ’ d

o leed Fukuzawa and Turner, Leroy-Beaulicu considers France to be at a
rossrré)si S 1Cril natlct)}rllal history in which it faces a choice between a path of
gaﬁ% N pgjl_;‘lg, a path leading to the diminution and even dissolution of the
, chrf)y-B_caullfzu’s argument for colonization could be dismissed as a fair-
ly banal nationalism were it not for his striking reliance on the tropes of
intercourse and theories of national development already observed in tklz hi
torical narratives of Fukuzawa and Turner. Beginning with the dia no:s 1S-f
Erancshs national ill itself, the details of Leroy-Beauliew’s argumcﬁt déri\?c
r;%m the m?rkct imaginary of history and its conception of national space far
ore than from simple nationalistic fervor. In the work of late-century colo-
nial propagandists such as Leroy-Beaulieu, liberal arguments on interr};ourse
as the engine of national history became prescriptive: colonization, the
argued, would reverse a national decline that they considered to be the 1 sul};
;:)ef blocked circulation in Continental France. National progress W(C)uld
Coclgggslvence with the liberation of national circulation through trade with
Thus in Leroy-Beauliew’s work liberal faith in the value of the extension
of the division of labor is linked to colonial commerce, through which
Leroy-Beaulieu writes, “exchange is energized and extended, and t}%c division
of labor increases. Industry, having before itself larger outlets, can and must
produce more, and this production on a larger scale leads to new improve-
ments and new progress.”™ In an unusual turn on the treasured notii)on of
transportation in liberal political economy, Leroy-Beaulieu even went so fa
as to compare such an invigorating effect of colonies on the metropole tr
that of provincial canals and roads: if the government was willin tops cn?i
time and money developing the latter, it was folly to beggar cologial ejgaan-
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sion and administration.* The colonies as a whole, his argument went,
would compensate for the blockage of intercourse that hexagonal France suf-
fered from the loss of Alsace-Lorraine and its diminished position on the
Continent.

Leroy-Beaulieu predicted the same beneficial results for the overseas ter-
ritories that were to be the means of metropolitan renewal. The colonial pro-
pagandists of the early Third Republic considered barbarian or semi-civilized
areas (again, following the colonialist lexicon of the day) to suffer, like
France, from blocked circulation. In contrast to France, however, natural
geographical deficiencies in colonized areas were to blame for the sluggish
movement of history. By correcting such deficiencies, colonial administration
would allow intercourse, and thus history, to recommence in these areas. In
keeping with the liberal valorization of transportation, Leroy-Beaulieu called
this process the “acheminement a la civilisation™ of subject peoples, that is
their “transport to civilization” or more literally their being put on the rond to
it.* Subject peoples would be made to circulate whether they liked it or not,
because it was only through imperially administered circulation that their
history could be made to commence.

In this view of colonization colonies become a space in which the prob-
lems of circulation in the national-historical space proper, the space of the
metropole, can be redressed. With the addition of colonies the division of
labor can continue to deepen, networks of exchange can continue to extend
their reach, circulation can continue to quicken: history can continue to
unfold. Leroy-Beaulieu thus represents the entire enterprise of colonial con-
quest and administration, the extraction of resources and the metropolitan
accumulation of capital, as a necessary stage in the development of nations
per se. What results, paradoxically, is a Smithian argument in favor of colo-
nization—paradoxical because Smith, as is well known, opposed colonialism
on economic grounds. We can see how such a prescription for regeneration
would emerge, however, if we recall that in the historical imaginary that we
are examining the movement of history depends on free circulation within

the national-historical space. Any blockage of such circulation, whether by
incomplete realization of national unity (as in Turner) or by its destruction
through the imposition of an unnatural internal border, would threaten to
bring the historical process to a halt. It is precisely such a blockage that
Leroy-Beaulieu foresaw for a France confined to its European frontiers. One
singular advantage of colonial circulation, moreover, was that it would be
subject to rational planning. Unlike the movement of history on the
Continent, history in the colonies would unfold logically under the careful
gaze of administrators. This is to say that national history would be taken out
of the hands of politicians and put into those of technocrats (or in Paul
Rabinow’s phrase, techno-cosmopolitans) who could manage its pathways
with proper care.”” Such a perspective gave rise to grandiose public-works
projects for the development of transportation, including proposals for a
Trans-Saharan railroad and for an inland sea north of the Sahara.

Deeper links between the arguments first observed in The Wealth of
Nations and this variety of imperialist ideology further attest that such a legit-
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imation of colonial expansion follows logically from liberal conceptions of
the nature of society. Recall that in Smith the division of labor exhibits two
essential tendencies: toward increasing specialization, but also toward the
Integration of ever more territory into its dynamic structure, “Society” there-
fore is inherently expansive in Smith’s logic. Such a view of the division of
1abor'undcr.hcs both Fukuzawa’s and Turner’s representations of national his-
tory, in which expansive integration serves as a spatial measure of the tem-
poral movement of history. Leroy-Beaulicu exhibits a similar perspective
when he defines colonization as “the expansive force of a people, its power
of reproduction, its expansion and multiplication across spacc.)”33 Leroy-
Beaulicu’s overt use of liberal tropes to champion colonialism as the mear}lls
to satisfy what he calls above “our legitimate instinct for expansion” thus is
far from an opportunistic rationalization. Rather it is only an amplification
of a position that always had been present in liberalism’s fundamental
notions of society. On this most basic level, Leroy-Beauliew’s work is not
marked by any paradox of “liberal colonialism™ but is fully consistent with
the representations of national history that we have observed elsewhere in
the world at this time.

Despite such a consistency in logic and representation, however, colonial
space has an ambivalent status in On Colonization that indicates basic insta-
bilitics in the way that this system of rhetoric establishes the space of nation-
al history. Such instabilities are clear in the two different ways that Leroy-
Beaulieu characterizes the relationship between colonial and metropolitan
space: on the one hand colonial space is an addition to metropolitan space
as an extension of metropolitan networks of intercourse; on the other it is a
substitute, a self-contained space that is not subject to the setbacks and irra-
tionalities of history on the Continent. In neither case is the nationality of
colonial space clear. Lacking the capacity for social development, this space
can not be host to its own nation, but it nonetheless is not truly a’part of the
national space of France. In a sense, colonial space in such a view of history
s dependent on the colonizer for its nationality. As we have seen, however.
this space is to be the site of metropolitan renewal, and thus its existence
seemingly is necessary for the further progress of history in the metropole
itself: without colonial expansion, national history will stop.

. The ambivalent status of colonial space in Leroy-Beauliew’s representa-
tion of history suggests that as a category, colonial space emerges in response
to the failure to appear in reality of the perfectly apposite relationship among
national-historical spaces that “national history” supposes to exist. The
appearance of such perfect apposition, along with its corollary of the natural
unity of the people, is blocked by internal divisions, cross-border identitics
and the movement of capital over frontiers. All of these violate the assumpj
tions of national history about the character of physical space; it can account
for none of them. Epistemologically, colonial space therefore serves in the
market imaginary of history to account for the breakdown of historical inte-
riority, of the assertion that the history of the territory claimed by a nation-
state unfolds as the sole result of tendencies within its “nation.” To borrow
a term from Derrida, the space of the colony is a “supplement” to that of the



178 TURNING POINTS IN HISTORIOGRAPHY

nation, serving to account for an excess that cannot be conta%nlcd w1t£1%11 (?1108:
torical interiority. To be clear: I am not asserting that the vio gnieth ©
nialism was the result of fairly obscure problems in hlstonia .ougt i
Rather, I am saying that the particular way that Leroy-Beau eg 'mtseruit
colonialism into a liberal narrative of the life of nations transformed it c(()i Sthe
changing metropolitan ideological needs and at the same time pi)st[i)co;; dthe
disintegration of the narrative itself by shoring up its epistemolog
dam}flsr.oy—Beaulieu’s argument for colonization as an essential Ztla.geal?
national history thus illustrates general problems in liberal kilstquc 1m: itgh
ineries at the same time that it reflects the specific ideologica Cmgg?cf};i w h
which he was faced, that of justifying colonial expansion by establis n%lr-
necessary relationship between colony and metropole. 0111.ce aaglmn, cotrixzfg -
isons to Fukuzawa and Turner suggest reasons that the 1belr) . nlajlrraC o
national history took this specific form in early Third-Repub 1acll .rag (izl.la
we have secen beginning with Fukuzawa, the liberal historic f1m % hsz
served above all to naturalize the establishment and extension oalcapl a ism
and its relations of production as the ordained course of n:mon1 Etré)]g; 5.
In Japan, among the most pressing tasks in such a project was to o; e p "
in the world as a nation among nations, possessing its fown 11s Or{on
progress. In the United States, in contrast, the conditions of a S:fltt Igr Ca?l LZ
made narratives of unity a comparatively more gnportantdgo i 11? yin
France, with a comparatively stable national identity but r:il ica };1 1c a;)nfgth%
boundaries, the problem rather was to naturalize the relations ap of the
nation to newly acquired colonies. Colonization became a ncce;s1 rye ten-
sion of the movement of national history. To a certain degree the nee o
reorient narratives of nation-formation to account for cxpansu_)fl Waf P;.lri nc
ular to Europe: while Japan and the United States Werefbumdy ccgi ;nﬁte;g
border areas, they did not seize formal colonies pn"al a few tt;,ca s later.
Nonetheless the specific strategies of Leroy-Beauliew’s leg.éﬁn%?ﬂ on olo.
nialism followed closely from the rhetoric he shared wi 4 <ulza§R;a an
Turner, and thus from the shared problem of articulating Cdr‘fh ati nioug
between the economic and juridical space of the nation-state and the var

pasts of the territory it claimed.

The concern to rationally administer circulation that I briefly observed
earlier in Leroy-Beauliew’s work points to further coxmnﬁc;nzcllhnes Tﬁ%?i élraly
French, American, and Japanese examples on th; most fundamen | historl
ographical level: that of writing. In light of ;che link between 1?1111t[erc<()1m e and
history in On Colonization, Leroy-Beauliew’s desire to rationally ';1&1 et
circulation so as to protect it from the vicissitudes of C(ljlntmecril ! El% <
finally is a concern to administer national history itself. The l\lJ.ln erta fgdv_
“civilization and enlightenment” that was the foundation 1fo'r tsgorlletsconine_
ilization in Japan and the projects of Amf:ncamzanot?1 in the la Dine
teenth- and early twentieth-century United States share the same pe;spationai
in which the rhetoric of liberalism and indeed the very catctghorc}: oﬁgn” onal
history serve to make representable and thus administrable the “na

social totality.
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If the commonality among my diverse examples can be traced genealog-
ically to early European liberalism and hence to Enlightenment rationalism,
the reasons for the spread of this historical imaginary must be sought in sys-
temic conditions that rendered it particularly valuable in national ideology.
At the late nineteenth-century turning point in historiography and geopoli-
tics, the consolidation of the world market and the establishment of an inter-
national system of states of global reach were the key conditions supporting
the travel of the market imaginary of history. This historiographical prob-
lematic best can be understood as a system of rhetoric that makes possible
specific strategies of representation; in this sense it was a “theory” of history
that took the nation as its privileged scale. Nonetheless those who employed
it always had prawis as their goal: they sought to establish a determinate rep-
resentation of history that legitimated the nation-state’s claim on territory.
Such a method of writing history thus ultimarely supported the enclosure
and administration of the living 1nhabitants of specific spaces, and a thor-
ough critique of its operations finally must confront its representation of
space.

The group of techniques for representing national history that I have
cxamined serves a dual function in historical practice. It nationalizes the past
of the territory that is claimed by the nation-state, and it negotiates the rela-
tionship of this space of history to other such spaces, according to the par-
ticular position of the nation-state in queston. The examples that I have cho-
sen by no means exhaust the range of possibilities. They reveal, however, that
one problem that “national history” must grapple with is the continual shift-
ing of the limits of the territory claimed by the nation-state. Thus in the
United States, the writing of national history had to account for continuous
expansion, while in France it had both to confront the loss of Continental
provinces and to explain the relationship of colonies to the metropole. Late
nineteenth-century Japanese intellectuals faced perhaps an even more diffi-
cult task of creating a representation of an integral national territory from
prior conceptions of political space and inserting that territory into the space
of the world. It is only a slight leap in logic therefore to say that the central
problem in the spatial operations of national history finally was not one of
changing frontiers but of novelty and indeed foreignness: as a rule the terri-

tory over which the nation-state declares sovereignty always is foreign to it,
even if that territory is identical to the territory of a previous regime. The
reason is that the spatial parameters of sovereignty of the nation-state depart
from those of preceding eras by incorporating new ideas of spatial contigui-
ty and of the 1dentity of juridical and economic boundaries, for example.
One great problem that national ideology therefore faces is that of explain-
ing the relationship of the territory of the nation-state to that thing called the
“nation” that is supposed to be sovereign within it. The writing of national
history resolves this problem by establishing a single past for this territory, a
national past. In this kind of historical practice the various pasts of the areas
claimed by the nation-state are annexed to the history of the nation.
Returning to the question of the position of national-historical space in
the world, the rhetoric that these late nineteenth-century historians appro-
priated from economic liberalism made possible the representation of the
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world as an array of apposite national-historical spaces. According to this
perspective there is no space without its national history, with the corollary
assertion that if a space is found to be lacking such a history it may and
indeed must be annexed to the space of a proper nation. In such a spatial
matrix the relative power of nations, political and economic, is explained by
the course of their separate national histories. “National history” thus serves
as a simultaneous explanation of the political and economic formations of
the nation-state and of the geopolitical relations between different nation-
states. The writing of “national history” naturalizes the nation-state as a local
political form and as the basic unit of a differentially defined system. This is
to say that “national history” does not simply naturalize the nation-state by
making it the zelos of history—a point that is well established—but in a more
fundamental sense naturalizes the nation-state by defining the space over
which it claims sovereignty as the space within which history occurs. The
existence of this space is the ground of history. Moreover, to the extent that
“national history” naturalizes the nation-state as a local political form it also
naturalizes the organization of the world into a system of nation-states.

“National history” as a system of rhetoric therefore aspires to totality on
a grand scale: not simply an all-encompassing and coherent representation of
the nation, but rather of the world. The logical problems and inconsistencies
of category of this system result from disjunctures between the totality that
it seeks to construct and the world as it exists. Indeed, the writing of the his-
tory of nations (that is, historiography as an attempt to create representa-
tions rather than as theory or paradigm) exists between this totality and the
world. “National history” was, and indeed still is, a method for rendering
social phenomena intelligible, for apprehending the world. There should be
little doubt that the intellectuals involved in propagating this paradigm
advanced the interests of particular groups such as the colonial lobby of
France or the modernist (that is, nationalist) political-economic vanguard in
Japan. When these intellectuals naturalized the nation-state they legitimated
the forced nationalization of populaces, fed alarm about the presence of
strangers in the land, justified the seizure of territory overseas. Nonetheless
we should acknowledge that intellectuals like Fukuzawa, Turner, and Leroy-
Beaulieu also were observing a world in which territoriality quickly was
being reduced to two types, that of the nation-state and of the colony. Their
work ultimately naturalized these circumstances, but we should acknowledge
that it had the immediate purpose of rendering such circumstances intefligi-
ble by making them representable. These were no politically neutral repre-
sentations—there are no such things—but representation nonetheless was
and is necessary.

I do not say this to try to redeem Fukuzawa, Turner, and Leroy-Beaulieu
on the basis of circumstances, but rather as a caution to myself and other his-
torians at our own geopolitical turning point. I have argued that the rheto-
ric that late nineteenth century historians drew from economic liberalism
helped to articulate the ideology of world capitalism at the time. The same
rhetoric, however, plays an obvious role in #eoliberalism as it strives to legit-
imate the transnational capitalism of our own time, a new form of domina-
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tion that one often hears will make the nation-state obsolete. By making clear
the connection between the writing of history as the history of natior%s and
the world capitalism of the late nineteenth century, a spatial critique of
national history of the sort that I have attempted should temper thél occa-
stonally uncritical enthusiasm of recent years to embark on a stfx)ld of histg
ry proclaimed to be transnational or international. The most ZC&lO}ilS ro o:
nents typically promote this sort of study by arguing that the nation—gtatg i
dead and therefore should be cast out of history. In other words, much of thlz
enthusiasm for writing transnational history has not come from a serious
critical reflection on the history of historiography but appears rather to be
driven by observation of contemporary economic transitions, indeed by an
unskeptical endorsement of them. In the absence of such historio ra l?ical
reflection, which must include a more thorough examination thai Iphave
been able to provide of the relationship between the practice of national his-
tory and the economic circumstances of various eras. I fear that transnation-
al historiography, should it ever become an established pursuit, simpl Wrilll
give substance to the ideology of transnational capitalism as the ’natiolr)lgl his-

tOrlography Of thC latC nlnCtCCnth ce Iy V CCoNno: C
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of the Social Environment

10. China’s Search for National History
Q. Edward Wang’

This essay aims to trace the origin of national historical writing in twentieth-
century China, yet it is clear to the author that this can be a perplexing task,
for the term “national history,” or kuo-shik, in modern Chinese 1s not a neo-
logism; it is rather an old usage that has existed in Chinese historiography
for a number of centuries. Referring to a contemporary account of the his-
tory of the reigning dynasty, “National history,” or Kuo-shih, first appeared in
historical texts as early as the third century. It performed a similar function
as the Shih-lu (veritable records) and Chi-chii-chu (court diary) and offered
a useful basis for a much more comprehensive account to be compiled later
by historians of the succeeding dynasty.’ In China’s long historiographical
tradition, therefore, the writing of national history had been an integral com-
ponent of dynastic historiography, its most celebrated historical practice.
However, towards the beginning of the twentieth century when China was
forced to enter the West-centered “modern” world, the practice of dynastic
historiography came under siege—Chinese intellectuals began to use the
term “national history” again, only to assign it with a different meaning that
heralded a new experience the country was to go through in the years to
come.

This new Kuo-shih, or national history writing, as I would like to argue,
marked a turning point in modern Chinese historiography in the early twen-
tieth century. In order to show its importance, let us take a look at its earli-
est advocates, or Chinese national historians of their very first generation. As
is well known, China’s entrance to the modern world was not a pleasant
experience; it was fraught with defeats and humiliations. These shattering
defeats and shameful losses urged some Chinese to search for means to
regain wealth and power (fit-ch’iang) in the world outside of their own. The
protagonists of my study were such a pioneer group of intellectuals who,
while receiving a classical education when young, relentlessly pursued a new
knowledge oftered by the new world. Most of them sojourned in post-Meiji
Japan at the turn of the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries, where they
were exposed to Western learning through Japanese translation. As national





