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     Preface
    
 
   
     
      Location and History
     
 
   
     
      NICOLAS BARREYRE, MICHAEL HEALE, STEPHEN TUCK, AND CCILE VIDAL
     
 
   
    
     History is all explained by geography.
    
 
   
    
     —Robert Penn Warren
    
 
   
    
     Perhaps the most famous European observer of new worlds—and certainly the most beloved of generations of children—was Lemuel Gulliver, the crotchety old seafarer who returned to England in the early eighteenth century.
     
    
     His fantastical tales of the miniature people of Lilliput and the giants of Brobdingnag, the flying island of Laputa and the savage Houyhnhnms, captured the public imagination then and have never been out of print since.
     
    
     Jonathan Swift’s rather subversive purpose in writing 
     Gulliver’s Travels, of course, was to use the fictional traveler’s consideration of foreign lands to critique the structure and ideological presuppositions of society more generally—an aim so subversive, in fact, that Swift took precautions to ensure that there was no evidence to prove he was the author.
    
 
   
    
     This book is (sadly for the reader) less subversive in its intent and (sadly for the authors) less likely to have such an enduring publication record.
     
    
     Even so, it takes as its departure point what soon became a standard trope after 
     Gulliver: the outsider as privileged observer.
     
    
     In modern times, few countries have been more observed than the United States, and few countries have sent more observers there than those in Europe—Alexis de Tocqueville, James Bryce, Sndor Blni Farkas, Henryk Sienkiewicz, and numerous others have followed in Gulliver’s fictional footsteps to observe a new world that was often as imagined as it was real.
     
    
     Professional historians arrived in the early twentieth century, their ranks swelled dramatically in the mid- and late century, and
      European universities now collectively employ several hundred historians of North America in permanent positions.
     1
    
 
   
    
     No doubt each one has been asked at some point: what difference does your position as an outsider make to your scholarship?
     
    
     Down the years, many answers have been offered, not least by senior American academics—from the inaugural speech by the president of the American Historical Association, in 1884, warning that “disengaged and disentangled” outsiders must, “as a rule, give the maximum of labor to a minimum of result,” to the 1992 call by the editor of the 
     Journal of American History for the incorporation of international scholarship into American historiography, with the prediction that fresh perspectives would reinvigorate the discipline at home.
     2 Whether positive or negative, though, all such speculation has shared the presumption that outside observers would have a distinctive approach.
    
 
   
    
     This proposition might look like common sense, yet it carries many unexamined assumptions about the practice of writing history—assumptions that this book seeks to deconstruct.
     
    
     Nationality—belonging or not to the nation whose history one writes—is not an explanation in itself.
     
    
     As we hope this book shows, the necessarily comparative context of writing a foreign nation’s history highlights the fact that such conditions cannot be reduced to the identity of individuals.
     
    
     Behind the status of “foreign” historian—with its inevitably outside perspective—are more complex, interesting, and invariably unexplored influences of audiences, institutions, and academic structures and cultures, which are often, but not always, national in scope.
     
    
     Thus we suggest that any investigation into the question of perspective should quickly lead to a much broader and more important epistemological issue: how do institutional and cultural factors shape the writing of history?
    
 
   
    
     In a collective endeavor gathering twenty-four scholars from eleven European countries, we explore this subject by examining one case study: American history as written in Europe.
     
    
     In other words, we borrow Swift’s device of observing a foreign society in order to investigate a broad issue in the very structure of any society—in this case, the observers are historians based in Europe, the foreign society is the North American colonies or the United States, and the broad issue is the institutional and cultural influences that shape historical writing.
     
    
     This is why we are not offering a state-of-the-field survey of European historiography, and even less do we attempt a report on the European contribution to American history.
     3 Rather, it is the role of location in the writing of
      history that interests us, so we have focused primarily on the work of academic historians, although—as some of the chapters note—others have published insightful American histories too.
     4 This investigation thus also carries implications for the writing of American history in the United States, since U.S. scholars too are conditioned by their cultural and institutional contexts.
     
    
     In short, this case study carries implications for the writing of history wherever it is written.
     
    
     Place matters.
    
 
   
    
     Apart from acknowledging academic debts and sharing some biographical details in a preface and hinting at the present-day implications of their work in an epilogue, most historians rarely reflect publicly on the constraints and opportunities that have shaped their scholarship.
     
    
     This may be because the academic and social environment that each historian works within provides the intellectual air that he or she breathes—seemingly natural, perhaps even universal, and thus easy to take for granted.
     
    
     It may also be reassuring for historians to see themselves as free-floating individuals, whose innovative research paths are the products of their own, purely intellectual choices.
     
    
     But we contend that even in a democratic age, historians float a little less freely than might be assumed.
     
    
     Our means of illuminating the often hidden institutional and cultural factors that shape historical production is to examine why European writing about the United States and its antecedents remains distinctive, even at a time of increased academic globalization.
     5
    
 
   
    
     European historical writing about early North America and the United States provides a suitable case study for both its exemplarity and its peculiarities (in addition, of course, to it being our own turf).
     
    
     Europe-based scholars of the United States are but a subset of all historians specializing in foreign nations (or, in some cases, former colonies) in a profession that still bears the heavy imprint of its national, even nationalist, past.
     6 Yet the United States is anything but a typical foreign country, of course, not least because of the current hegemony of the American academy.
     7 European historical writing has a distinctively long and entangled relationship with its U.S. counterpart.
     8 In the twenty-first century, most European historians of America are much more in touch with their fellow specialists in the United States than they are with one another, but while that condition favors American hegemony, it only changes rather than overturns the influence of being based in Europe.
     
    
     If all politics is local, so is all history, and European historians, like all historians, are conditioned not only by the time in which they write but also by the places from which they write.
    
 
   
    
     European writing about the United States and its antecedents also affords opportunities for comparisons within, among, and beyond
      European nations and over time.
     
    
     Individually, each historian of the United States in Europe is at the margins of both the U.S. academy and his or her national academy, both usually well stocked with historians studying their own nation.
     
    
     Even the colleagues of historians of British, French, Dutch, and Spanish colonies in early North America, who should be considered historians of Great Britain, France, the Netherlands, and Spain, often see them as historians of foreign countries or extraneous territories—a reminder that comparisons among the types and periods of American history matter too.
     
    
     Meanwhile, at the collective level, despite the uniformizing pressures of European bureaucracies and globalized scholarship, the national academies of Europe remain diverse both among and within themselves (we also recognize that the American academy is far from monolithic).
     
    
     The essays in this book make use of each of these comparisons to highlight the evolving structural and cultural influences that shape scholarship.
    
 
   
    
     American and European historians of the United States are not mutually exclusive tribes.
     
    
     The United States possesses the largest and best-resourced historical academy in the world, and it has recruited many European scholars, including to posts in American history.
     
    
     Conversely, the U.S. government and philanthropic organizations have done much to encourage the study of American history in Europe, as the following chapters acknowledge, particularly after the Second World War, and European universities have welcomed a steady flow of American historians eager to make their expertise available.
     
    
     Mostly these scholars have visited European universities for a semester or a year, though a few have chosen to make their careers in Europe.
     
    
     So although even academics who study foreign lands overwhelmingly make their careers in the particular cultures and institutions of their own countries, those circulations, which have intensified recently, are part of our daily experience too.
     
    
     We hope that you will find in this book a point of comparison and connection from which to consider broad questions of historical production.
    
 
   
    
     Considering the question of place is timely for historiographical and professional reasons.
     
    
     In recent years the writing of United States history has become a global preoccupation, while leading American practitioners have championed its internationalization by incorporating foreign scholarship.
     
    
     This has spurred voluminous discussions of American history in an international or transnational context—but virtually no discussion of the internal dimensions of historiography.
     9 Meanwhile,
      the few, invaluable surveys on teaching and writing U.S. history in particular countries abroad often serve more as barometers of global interest in U.S. history than as analyses of their commonalities or differences.
     10 Additionally, broad historiographical work on U.S. history rarely addresses the fact that a minority of practitioners neither are American nor live in the United States (or the obverse, that American history is overwhelmingly written by Americans).
     
    
     This is true even of works that seek to address how scholars’ identities (as members of a particular minority group or gender, for instance) might affect their scholarship.
     11
    
 
   
    
     To analyze how and why historians’ writing beyond borders might matter is really to ask what shapes their point of view.
     
    
     This is, at its core, a spatial way of approaching historiography, seen as a common but uneven field where all historians are located, shaped not only by intellectual endeavors but also by career demands and institutional constraints and opportunities.
     
    
     Studying American history written from Europe, we hope, might thus answer two questions by linking them together: How does location, or positionality in that field, shape scholarship?
     
    
     And how does thinking of U.S. history written in the United States relative to U.S. history written elsewhere (and vice versa) help find new, more integrated perspectives or paradigms?
    
 
   
    
     To explore the question of why place matters, we have chosen an analytical rather than country-by-country approach.
     
    
     Each chapter tackles a different aspect of a common question: why location matters to history writing, and what it tells us about the factors that shape scholarship.
     
    
     Each chapter is multiauthored by scholars from different European countries (with input from other scholars involved in this book, and beyond), allowing for comparisons among European contexts and between the United States and Europe.
     
    
     The reflections presented here are not meant to be definitive—many are open-ended and tentative.
     
    
     While focusing on a common question, each team of authors was free to come to their own conclusions—and did so.
     
    
     The authors have varied views on how their positions in Europe have made a difference (if at all) to writing about the United States and early North America.
     
    
     Our hope is that their observations and conclusions will be stimulating enough to (re)start a transnational discussion about the historiography of U.S. history and wide-ranging enough to join discussions of writing history across borders and reflections on historical writing more generally.
    
 
   
    
     With these ideas in mind, we have organized the book in four parts.
     
    
     The first three take the example of European academies to explore
      specific aspects of the effect of location on writing American history.
     
    
     The fourth brings together reactions to these chapters from scholars of U.S. history and advocates of internationalizing history from other parts of the world, thus broadening the discussion and suggesting further routes of inquiry.
    
 
   
    
     Part 1 is a single, long chapter that presents an overview of the European historiography of the United States from the late nineteenth century to the present.
     
    
     It is not, simply, a survey.
     
    
     Rather, its originality lies in teasing out common patterns across—and noting differences among—European academies.
     
    
     By taking the long view, it identifies some of the recurring preoccupations in this scholarship, such as the privileged position accorded to American political and constitutional history, a wariness of exceptionalist claims, and fascination with the American experience of race.
     
    
     European writing nonetheless has changed over time and varied according to place, and this chapter locates a number of chronological and geographical watersheds, as this historiography has taken new directions following the interaction of local circumstances with global or other pressures.
     
    
     The existence of totalitarian regimes in a number of major countries in the mid-twentieth century and beyond, for example, inevitably profoundly affected historical scholarship.
     
    
     By localizing a perspective on the historiography of the United States and by showing to what extent European and non-European historians of the United States share common historiographical grounds, this chapter demonstrates that location—in Europe—has indeed made (and continues to make) significant differences to the patterns and purposes of U.S. historical writing.
    
 
   
    
     Part 2 then analyzes this impact.
     
    
     We focus on three aspects of how local contexts might influence the kind of European scholarship produced on the United States and the colonies and territories from which it was formed: politics, institutions, and audiences.
     
    
     It might be expected that during the Cold War, Soviet historians of the United States would offer a different perspective from that of, say, British scholars keen to nourish the “special relationship,” but political influences also affect academic historical writing in much more subtle, and interesting, ways.
     
    
     Through a wide array of examples, chapter 2 explores how local political issues and the way they relate to the wider world play into the interest in U.S. history, the topics scholars study, and the approaches they use.
     
    
     To sustain professional and public support for their activities, for example, European historians need to find something in the American experience that touches a chord with domestic audiences, something
      that demonstrates relevance.
     
    
     This chapter shows how relating history to the present is contingent on local contexts and on traditions in national academies.
    
 
   
    
     Chapter 3 focuses on institutions and academic structures.
     
    
     It explicates some of the varying shapes that academic careers take in Europe—from the requirements of PhDs to the constraints of the job market and the expectations of professors—and the consequent effects on research and writing in order to explore the wider issue of how institutional demands, and the position of scholars of the United States in their academies, impact the scholarship they produce.
     
    
     It also discusses the tensions experienced by such European scholars, who have both to engage with U.S. historiography and to conduct research that makes sense to their European colleagues who are not American specialists, demands that can pull in opposite directions.
     
    
     The late German historian Willi Paul Adams once observed of the dilemma facing European historians of the United States that “perhaps the best solution is to think globally, act European and publish in the United States.”
    
      
       12
       One mark of the globalization of scholarship is the very recent tendency for recognition by the American academy to be a criterion for the promotion of Americanists in some European countries.
 
   
    
     Chapter 4 takes up the theme of a variety of influences in a common field, deconstructing the outsider-insider binary by looking at the various intellectual milieus that historians of the United States deal with in their professional and daily lives.
     
    
     It approaches U.S. history as a field that intersects with a range of audiences, which scholars might or might not engage with, depending on their location in the field.
     
    
     It also reflects on a number of taken-for-granted conventions, for example in written style, for what such habits or conventions may reveal about the distinctions that shape European historians’ exercises in American history.
     
    
     Finally, it addresses the complex problem of language, which is a larger question than translation alone.
     
    
     For example, no complete American history can be written without considerable attention to race, but, as chapter 4 notes, when the word—or rather concept—is translated into European languages, it carries differing connotations, which can affect how the history is written.
     
    
     Moreover, though George Bernard Shaw may have been frivolous when he said that Britain and the United States are divided by a common language, even in those two countries particular usages have different meanings.
     13
    
 
   
    
     Taken together, these three chapters confirm that individual idiosyncrasies cannot, on their own, account for historiographical trends.
     
    
     To
      the contrary: these chapters offer three views of how the embeddedness of scholars in particular contexts can shape—by both constraining and providing opportunities—their scholarship.
     
    
     They consider often-unacknowledged pressures and argue that if we think of U.S. history as space, then each scholar’s position in that space matters.
    
 
   
    
     From there, part 3 explores the ways that location (or rather, some of the political, institutional, and cultural pressures that part 2 discusses) can change perspectives on supposedly shared paradigms, often in unexpected ways.
     
    
     Even though the majority of European historians of the United States now work on that country’s domestic history, usually without explicit transnational or comparative elements (excepting the burgeoning field of Atlantic history), we focus here on approaches that have sought to internationalize U.S. history and thus might be presumed to be universally applicable.
     
    
     Yet even with decentered U.S. history, the position of the author can still matter.
     
    
     A historian who writes about a foreign country is necessarily engaged in a comparative exercise, even if only implicitly.
     
    
     Chapter 5 confronts the long traditions of comparative history, examines the distinctive trajectories of European- and U.S.-based approaches to the same transatlantic comparison, and offers explanations for the differences, which reveal something about each nation’s history.
     
    
     The chapter also positions comparative history as it is currently practiced in relation to the more fashionable approaches of transnational history, 
     histoire croise, and global history.
    
 
   
    
     Of all transatlantic connections, diplomacy and migrations have long most interested European historians.
     
    
     Chapter 6 deals with both, although it is mainly concerned with diplomatic history.
     
    
     It considers the impact of location differently than other chapters, arguing that the evolving geopolitical positions of Europe and the United States cannot but inform the European historiography of American foreign relations.
     
    
     It also demonstrates that a transatlantic divide has separated American and European-based historians of American geopolitics in some intriguing ways, not least because they have not shared the same paradigm of power.
     
    
     American scholars tend to focus on the 
     projection of U.S. power and its impact abroad and at home; European scholars often reflect on power’s 
     relational dimension and how the interplay of influences between the United States and Europe can modify or transform American policies or programs.
     
    
     A new generation of European scholars, now well versed in U.S. historiography, have moved this approach to power away from its initial focus, on (often bilateral) transatlantic relationships, and toward the
      more international or transnational relationships of which both the United States and Europe are parts.
    
 
   
    
     This attraction to all sorts of transnational and global history is also the subject of chapter 7.
     
    
     It looks at “early American history” and its multiple reconfigurations from the 1960s to analyze the impact of location on the conceptualization of historical frameworks.
     
    
     It argues that, because of location, U.S.-based early North Americanists have a tendency to privilege Atlantic over imperial history, while the imperial rather than the Atlantic turn more often tempts their European colleagues.
     
    
     However, the impact of location comes from multiple factors, such as local institutional constraints, academic cultures, and power relationships among academic systems that are increasingly connected and can have complementary or contradictory effects.
     
    
     This leaves room for historians to make individual choices, develop alternative strategies according to audiences, and multiply historiographical experimentations.
    
 
   
    
     After these analyses of various aspects of and influences on European scholarship, part 4 opens up the debate by inviting prominent scholars from a variety of other regions of the world to reflect on some of the elements thus put on the table.
     
    
     Most of them have also long advocated the internationalization of U.S. history, notably Thomas Bender in the United States, Ivan Kurilla in Russia, Ian Tyrrell in Australia, and Natsuki Aruga in Japan.
     
    
     Scholars with instructive transnational experiences offer other perspectives: David Nye, an American long resident in Denmark, and Franois Furstenberg, a dual U.S.-French citizen who has been making his career in Canada.
     
    
     With their authors in very different locations, not just geographical but in historiography and the American academy, the essays in part 4 broaden the earlier comparisons and thus extend their analysis and suggest further topics for investigation.
    
 
   
    
     So as, like Gulliver, you embark on the journey of the following chapters, we bid you bon voyage in the hope that the musings of the travelers you will encounter in these pages will help to forge a discussion on our common endeavor of writing history, whether American or some other kind, and on the often hidden factors that shape our scholarship.
     
    
     We also hope that these reflections will contribute to the common goal of renewing the historiography of the United States (and the colonies and territories that formed it).
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      Writing American History in Europe
     
 
   
     
      MICHAEL HEALE, SYLVIA HILTON, HALINA PARAFIANOWICZ, PAUL SCHOR, AND MAURIZIO VAUDAGNA
     
 
   
    
     Promoting American history in Europe has been a thankless and even dangerous business.
     
    
     Charles Kingsley as regius professor of modern history at Cambridge in 1866 endorsed a proposal that Harvard send someone to lecture on American history every other year, but was angrily rebuffed by dons who feared for the monarchy and the Church of England, one thundering that “we shall be favored with a biennial flash of Transatlantic darkness.”
     
    
     For somewhat similar reasons, Tsar Nicholas I of Russia prohibited the teaching of comparative constitutional law in universities.
     
    
     The king of Naples jailed a professor in 1858 for citing George Washington favorably, and even if that story is apocryphal, its circulation hardly encouraged the open study of American history.
     1
    
 
   
    
     But, sometimes nourished, sometimes abused, American history did struggle to life in European universities.
     
    
     Its emergence and local trajectories were uneven, since Europe was far from a homogeneous entity.
     
    
     Today Europe comprises some fifty countries, and any attempt to map the course of academic interest in American history in them is necessarily tentative.
     
    
     This chapter offers a broad chronological analysis of European historiography of the United States.
     
    
     It locates major watersheds at the end of the nineteenth century, shortly after World War II, in the mid-1970s, and following the fall of the Berlin Wall.
     
    
     While the Cold War significantly boosted the study of American history in Europe, its end ironically marked an even more rapid expansion of the field.
     
    
     This chapter
      also charts regional and national variations, including the differing experiences of writing American history in western and eastern Europe and the distinctive case of the Iberian Peninsula.
     
    
     It matters where history is written.
     
    
     In recent years, global and other influences have promoted some convergence in the practices and perspectives of professional historians, but national cultures remain resilient enough to sustain the discrete characteristics of the European academies.
     2
    
 
   
    
     The recurring preoccupations of European Americanists reflect the influence of place.
     
    
     It hardly needs to be said that the diverse connections between the American and European continents have long commanded attention, as scholars have examined the bilateral relationships between their home countries and the United States.
     
    
     Colonial expansion, migration, diplomatic relations, wars, trade, and transatlantic cultural interactions are all topics susceptible to scholarly research in European archives and have often been seen as extensions of European history.
     
    
     When the Polish scholar Michal Rozbicki first taught in a U.S. university, his students were bemused by his treatment of New England Puritanism as a continuation of the European Reformation rather than as a “new chapter,” with the focus on migrants who could not “escape” their culture.
     3 Once American history in this Atlantic perspective was well established in a particular country, though, its practitioners tended to diversify into other areas.
     
    
     The very distance of Europe from the American continent may also condition what scholars choose to see, as illustrated by a long-standing interest in the American experience with race.
     
    
     Well before the publication of Gunnar Myrdal’s 
     The American Dilemma (1944), and especially since the 1960s, European scholars have written extensively on American slavery and race, intrigued by the looming presence in American history of a phenomenon so at odds with the values enunciated in the Declaration of Independence.
     
    
     Lately European interest in racial and ethnic themes has sharpened as several European countries have themselves become immigrant destinations.
     
    
     Location has also played a role in the marked growth in recent decades of the U.S. cultural and social history fields, for while this is partly a reflection of modern historiographical trends, it is also a product of the academic structures in Continental Europe, where American history is often housed in English or American studies departments: a prerequisite of its study is the English language.
    
 
   
    
     The influence of location largely explains one of the most persisting European interests in American history—that is, political and constitutional history—which until recent decades have often seemed almost to
      crowd out other kinds.
     
    
     The American Revolution early inspired some Europeans; wars and convulsions in Europe throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries meant that state building was constantly beginning anew; and the ingenuity of the American way of government invited study.
     
    
     American federalism was of some interest to the political classes in such countries as Germany and Poland.
     4 The intellectual competition among European nations occasionally focused attention on the U.S. polity, as in the famous Boutmy-Jellinek controversy of 1902 over the origins of the French Declaration of the Rights of Man of 1789.
     5 The rise of the United States to world-power status and its commanding global role since the Second World War in particular meant that it could hardly be denied a place in modern European curricula, and with the end of the Cold War, several European countries had to begin political reconstruction yet again.
     
    
     When some U.S. historians began to fear for the survival of political history toward the end of the twentieth century, their European counterparts, only too aware of the hand of the state, had no need “to bring the state back in” and sometimes strained to understand what was new about the “new political history” that U.S. practitioners advanced.
    
 
   
    
     Political agendas were often closely associated with another lasting characteristic of European approaches to writing American history: duality.
     
    
     These studies were being composed in societies where favorable or at least evenhanded views coexisted with strong anti-American sentiments, which politically and culturally influential groups often manifested.
     6 Positive and negative images of the United States competed in the media and a range of other cultural forms, of which historical scholarship was no exception.
     
    
     In Communist countries, scholars countered to some degree the anti-U.S. projections in studies enjoined by the state by looking for ideologically safe topics, such as early American-Russian relations.
     
    
     In recent decades, anti-Americanism has been associated mainly with the Left, but in earlier periods there were also powerful conservative critics of the American experiment.
     
    
     When a Cambridge postgraduate expressed an interest in an American research topic in the 1950s, his adviser sniffed, “American history is not a fit subject for a gentleman.”
    
      
       7
       The disapprobation of the United States, expressed with varying degrees of intensity by people on both the left and the right throughout much of Europe, meant that where pro-American scholarly publications appeared, they often had a missionary air. 
    
     Whether sympathetic or unsympathetic to the American cause, these political messages were being conveyed to domestic audiences.
     
    
     But there were not many
      academic historical studies of either kind.
     
    
     The most important consequence of this pervasive disregard was that until recently, American history was simply not practiced in Europe in any serious way.
     
    
     Even today there are countries where it is difficult to identify a single university post expressly dedicated to American history.
    
 
   
    
     The “European tragedy” haunted historical writing on the Continent in the twentieth century, one reason for the limited and often distorted attention to U.S. history.
     
    
     For decades, dictatorship, war, huge losses of life and liberty, and sometimes racism and genocide overshadowed the promotion of humane values.
     
    
     The Third Reich and Stalinism loom large in European memory.
     
    
     While it might be expected that nineteenth-century autocracies would repress academic disciplines that encouraged egalitarian ideas, for large parts of the twentieth century too there was little freedom of expression in some major countries.
     
    
     Location could mean that American history was simply not written or severely circumscribed if it was.
     
    
     Official ideology conditioned much of the history written in the Soviet Union and its satellites, and interwar Italy and the authoritarian regimes of Spain and Portugal throughout the middle decades of the twentieth century were hardly more receptive to balanced approaches to the United States.
     
    
     Scholars in democratic countries too, although not directly subject to state supervision, were exposed to ideological influences arising from their own political cultures.
    
 
   
     
      THE IMAGE OF THE NEW WORLD, 1776–1898
     
 
   
    
     Although European interest in American history exploded after the Cold War, this is not to suggest that Europeans of an earlier age were uninterested in the United States, which after all was being shaped by the huge waves of migrants who crossed the Atlantic.
     
    
     European intellectuals in large numbers looked to the remarkable American example with the future of their own countries in mind.
     
    
     Alexis de Tocqueville’s examination of American democracy, which was profoundly influential across Europe, was just one of the publications that fostered perceptions of the United States as an uncommon country.
     8 Such eloquent studies, the work of travelers, journalists, and literary and other public figures, were often designed to further political causes at home and were doubtless more influential than those of academic historians, which were slow to appear.
     9
    
 
   
    
     In the nineteenth century, professional historians in Europe kept their sights firmly on the histories of their own countries and empires, as
      befitted an age of nationalism.
     
    
     American history could be regarded simply as a somewhat dubious and recent by-product of European history, an aspect of the European diaspora, hardly worth further attention.
     
    
     Germany was something of an exception.
     
    
     Enlightenment ideas had penetrated universities in the eighteenth century, and professorial interest in American matters was early personified by Christoph Ebeling, who between 1793 and 1816 offered seven volumes on the land he called the “Mother Country of Liberty.”
    
      
       10
       German educational reforms developed the PhD degree, based in part on original research in primary sources, and from the mid-nineteenth century the kind of historical methodology associated with Leopold von Ranke, with its reputed scientific empiricism, attracted many visiting American scholars. 
    
     Hermann von Holst wrote his multivolume 
     Constitutional History of the United States in Germany before returning to the United States in 1892.
     11 Academic historians elsewhere very occasionally engaged with American history.
     
    
     In France, douard de Laboulaye, a sympathizer of the Union cause, published a political history of the United States; also showing an interest in the American liberal experiment was the Russian constitutional historian Maxim M. Kovalevskii, who was rewarded with dismissal from the University of Moscow in 1887.
     12
    
 
   
    
     But the promise of America was a promise about the future, not the past, and it was really political and social scientists who pioneered serious scholarship of American matters.
     13 In Spain from the 1870s the Havana-born political scientist Rafael Mara de Labra published several works on the United States.
     
    
     James Bryce’s 
     The American Commonwealth appeared in 1888, and the Russian political scientist Moisey Ostrogorski (then living in France) offered 
     Democracy and the Organization of Political Parties in 1902.
     
    
     A few years later, Werner Sombart asked his celebrated question “Why is there no socialism in the United States?
    
    
     ,” inviting subsequent European historians to consider applying a class analysis to the country.
     14
    
 
   
     
      AMERICAN POWER AND THE EUROPEAN TRAGEDY, 1898–1945
     
 
   
    
     A rather grudging academic interest in American history emerged in Europe, not entirely coincidentally, as a more ominous image of the United States began to challenge that of the liberal dreamland.
     
    
     The Spanish-American War of 1898 had an impact well beyond Spain.
     15 If the United States could take colonies from one European country, why
      not from others?
     
    
     Such anxieties promoted a debate about the nature of U.S. imperialism.
     
    
     In France, for example, the few doctoral dissertations on the United States before 1898 had almost invariably focused on the American Revolution and U.S. constitutional history; now some probed the threat that the United States might represent for the French West Indies, with one concluding by asking whether Guadeloupe or Martinique would be next.
     16 This reflected a more general awareness in Europe of the United States as a rising power, an awareness that was also an interrogation of the relative positions of European nations in what seemed to be an emerging and unclear new world order.
    
 
   
    
     The First World War powerfully reinforced the perception of the United States as a major power.
     
    
     In Germany the war boosted demand for “foreign studies,” a distinctive example of the importance of positionality in promoting scholarship, Germany’s defeat sometimes being attributed to its failure to understand the nation that had delivered victory to the Allies.
     
    
     An important dimension of foreign studies, according to Friedrich Schnemann at the time, should be 
     Amerikakunde, an integrated study of American civilization drawing on the social sciences (though this at first made little progress).
     17 Woodrow Wilson’s sensitivity toward self-determination keenly burnished the American image in eastern and central European countries looking for the reassurance of friendship from a “sister republic,” as did Herbert Hoover’s role in the American Relief Administration.
     
    
     In Poland and Czechoslovakia in the early 1920s there was popular fascination with the apparent moral, economic, and cultural superiority of the United States, which could be cast as a kind of reproof of established regimes (including the Soviet Union, with its uncomfortable proximity).
     
    
     The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace donated a library of Americana to Pzmny Pter University in Budapest in 1928 (as it also gave American books to other universities), and an attempt to create an American Institute in Prague eventually succeeded in 1931.
    
 
   
    
     American economic might now commanded considerable attention, not least because of the uncertain economic times in Europe, and if professional historians were still barely deigning to glance across the Atlantic, economists and other social scientists were probing both the reasons for American success and its human costs.
     
    
     Indeed, the United States as the exemplar of modernity triggered widespread unease among intellectual elites.
     
    
     The Dutch historian Johan Huizinga, in his 1918 and 1927 books, admired American strength but worried about mechanization and mass society and their implications for Europe’s future.
     
    
     The
      American mind, it seemed, had little sense of history.
     18 Where Sombart had encouraged his fellow European scholars to think of the United States in terms of class, Huizinga favored an analysis of mass society.
     
    
     In 1929 Antonio Gramsci embarked on 
     Americanism and Fordism, positing a “perfect” American capitalism poised against the remnants of European feudalism, which would also influence the approaches to the United States of European historians.
     19 Roman Dyboski, one of Poland’s leading academics, was another who examined what the United States had to offer.
     20
    
 
   
    
     There had long been ambiguity and confusion in Europe about the United States, and political and cultural currents often pulled in opposing directions.
     
    
     This ambivalence continued to characterize the Depression years.
     
    
     In Britain the first chair of American history (other than for visiting Americans) was established at University College, London, in 1930, though its occupant, H. Hale Bellot, had never been to the United States, from which he kept a safe and disapproving distance by concentrating on historiography.
     21 (Late in his career Bellot did visit the United States but did not like it.)
     
    
     On the Continent, the European tragedy played itself out.
     
    
     In the interwar years, democratic elements in Austria and Czechoslovakia made some attempts to develop American history, which Nazi might snuffed out.
     
    
     American power provoked some admiration in the Third Reich, though the emerging genre of 
     Amerikakunde offered a highly nationalistic depiction of U.S. history.
     
    
     In Eduard Baumgarten’s 
     Die geistigen Grundlagen des amerikanischen Gemeinwesens, American pragmatism took on National Socialist characteristics.
     22 Friedrich Schnemann, who in 1936 was appointed to the first chair of American cultural and literary history in Germany, sometimes wrote for the Nazi party’s newspaper and was still championing foreign studies, which could be seen as a form of “political reconnaissance” for the Nazi state.
     
    
     Some “politically compromised” professors had their careers cut short after the war.
     23
    
 
   
    
     In other countries too, circumstances could put scholars on the wrong side of ideological lines.
     
    
     In France the prominent historian Bernard Fa (a friend of Gertrude Stein) wrote warmly in 
     Roosevelt and His America (1933) of a United States that was “still young and attractive” but later excoriated the New Deal as a communist creation and became a Nazi apologist.
     24 During the war he associated with the Vichy regime and after it was convicted of collaboration and sent to prison (from which Alice B. Toklas helped him escape).
     
    
     Another intriguing career was that of the Italian Gennaro Mondaini, who wrote about the
      American colonies in a socialist vein before aligning himself with fascism; on one occasion Mussolini instructed him not to teach a course on U.S. economic history at the University of Rome.
     25 In the early years of fascist Italy there was a notion that the “reborn” country could make common cause with the United States as another “young nation” poised against the decaying regimes of old Europe, but by the 1930s this illusion was abandoned as the regime turned its official narrative to the praise of Italian antiquity, especially the Roman Empire.
     
    
     Several young Italian writers, among them Elio Vittorini, turned to American authors, particularly those who aspired to speak to the events of everyday life, as a refuge from the heavy rhetoric of regime discourse and so constituting “a powerful secret weapon against the hollowness of fascism.”
    
      
       26
       Meanwhile, a handful of reform-minded modernizers in Spain openly admired the United States, but after the civil war (1936–39), Spanish universities lost many such intellectual leaders, who were forced into exile.27 In the Soviet Union the first doctorate in American history was awarded in 1938, to Vladimirovitch Aleksei Efimov for a dissertation titled “Concerning the History of Capitalism in the U.S.”28
 
   
    
     American history had never been well established in Europe as an academic discipline.
     
    
     The European tragedy did little to enhance the topic; rather, as another world war loomed, it was either severely compromised or nonexistent in many countries.
    
 
   
     
      COLD WARRIORS AND STRANGE BEDFELLOWS, 1945–1975
     
 
   
    
     It was the Second World War, followed closely by the Cold War, that transformed the prospects for American history in Europe.
     
    
     The gifts of American popular and consumer culture, of course, had been showering on Europe since at least the 1920s, subtly shaping perceptions and raising expectations, but now the U.S. state was in Europe to stay.
     
    
     A political invasion had begun, with U.S. ambassadors, cultural attachs, businessmen, GIs, and philanthropic foundations each playing a part.
     
    
     The Marshall Program, launched in 1947, made western Europe the beneficiary of awesome largesse.
     
    
     This American presence in the quarter century after 1945 was against a background of economic expansion, which meant that a new generation grew up in an increasingly affluent culture suffused with American music, film, soft drinks, and other products.
     
    
     The term 
     Coca-Colonization made an early appearance in the French Communist press in 1949.
     
    
     (French conservatives were also
      uneasy about the implications of American influence for “the whole panorama and morale of French civilization.”)
    
      
       29
      
 
   
    
     The “shock and awe” of American hard and soft power after 1945 had a profound impact on European academia.
     
    
     The United States was relevant to European life as never before—and knew it, a recognition underlined by the conscious effort on the part of U.S. diplomacy to redesign the public image of the United States as a progressive country challenging European elitisms and cultural pretensions.
     
    
     The Fulbright Program, promoting educational exchanges, was signed into law in 1946, and other forms of educational aid were soon on offer, such as financial assistance to European groups that championed American studies and to university libraries for acquiring American resources.
     
    
     Such succor slowly helped to advance the place of American history in European curricula.
     30
    
 
   
    
     Nonetheless, the U.S. cultural offensive was not without its problems.
     
    
     In West Germany, scarred by the Nazi experience, academics were wary of succumbing to another governmental creed.
     
    
     According to the German historian Eike Wolgast, they wittingly cultivated an apolitical stance.
     
    
     U.S. cultural missionaries seized on the academic multidiscipline of “American studies” as a way of promoting the distinctiveness and virtues of American life, but the term had unfortunate connotations in Germany, where it had been associated with attempts by those close to the Third Reich to refashion academic approaches to the United States.
     31 Scandinavian countries, reflecting an impulse to find a neutral middle way between East and West, were hesitant about developing American subjects; the onset of the Cold War, according to a Norwegian scholar, served “to impede rather than further the study . . . of U.S. history at the University of Oslo.”
    
      
       32
       The indefatigable efforts of the American studies enthusiast Sigmund Skard ensured the presence of American subjects in Norway, though in Sweden there proved to be “a general indisposition” among historians to research non-European topics and a reluctance to adopt area studies programs.33 In Italy and France, large Communist parties were hostile to American overtures, and there were influential Catholic elements in Italy and Spain that had little faith in U.S.-style modernization.
 
   
    
     The peoples of many countries of western Europe had been living amicably enough with their Communist fellow citizens for years and found it hard to recognize the demons of U.S. propaganda.
     
    
     “After all,” as the Dutch historian Doeko Bosscher has written, “the Soviet Union had borne the brunt of the Nazi aggression and had suffered
      enormously doing the right thing.”
    
      
       34
       Whatever the temptations of American popular culture, European academic and political elites were not always keen to embrace the U.S. agenda. 
    
     Anti-Americanism (left- and right-wing, clerical and cultural) was pervasive.
     
    
     Italy had western Europe’s largest Communist party, but when one of its members betrayed some sympathy for American matters in his cultural review 
     Il Politecnico in 1947, it was closed down.
     
    
     General Franco may have allowed U.S. military bases in Spain (intensifying the anti-Americanism of the Spanish Left), but he resisted the introduction of U.S. cultural influences and did not admit the Fulbright Program until 1958.
     35 The cultural Cold War had its counterpoint in the Soviet Union, where—in contrast to Continental western Europe—studies of American history quickened.
    
 
   
    
     It is tempting, though perhaps a pardonable simplification, to suggest that there were three broad approaches to American history in Europe between the Second World War and the mid-1970s, as time and place came together to shape scholarship.
     36 In Britain, then and later, historians could engage with the trends of U.S. history writing in the United States (while advancing their own agenda) courtesy of a common language, a “special relationship,” and, increasingly, a common publishing market.
     
    
     The socialist world—that is, the Soviet Union and its European allies—composed a vigorous if institutionalized and bureaucratized Marxist approach, featuring a version of U.S. foreign policy and histories of U.S. capitalism and the working class.
     
    
     Able Soviet scholars diligently studied the United States just as U.S. scholars studied the Soviet Union, each fashioning images of the other, even if the former were more conscious of the heavy hand of government.
     
    
     In Continental western Europe, somewhat less subject to Cold War imperatives, public questions that emerged in those countries largely conditioned historical writing about the United States, and there was little engagement with U.S. historiography.
     
    
     Indeed, Americanist historians there were not only very few but also isolated from the historical academic communities of both the United States and (often) their own countries.
    
 
   
    
     In the quarter century after 1945, Great Britain was much the most receptive to the academic nurturing of American history (as it was also now somewhat more receptive to other non-European history).
     
    
     In 1945 there was just one British chair in the subject (tenable by a Briton) and perhaps half a dozen lecturers; by 1970 more than ninety people were teaching American history in British universities, many seeing themselves as part of an Anglo-American academic community rather than
      as Europeans.
     37 The Institute for United States Studies was founded in London in 1965.
     
    
     In contrast to the Continent, historians rather than literature specialists tended to lead the way in American studies in Great Britain.
     
    
     The close wartime alliance, a convenient language, and American financial lubrication help to explain this expansion, but more important were the peculiar circumstances in Britain.
     
    
     Whatever the interest of British political leaders in promoting the special relationship, a conservative academic establishment still saw little merit in American subjects.
     
    
     There were visiting chairs for U.S. historians at Oxford and Cambridge, but such short-term stays did little to encourage graduate studies, and in terms of posts the subject advanced somewhat more readily in other universities.
     
    
     (Something similar obtained in France, where Daniel Boorstin’s unhappy year at the Sorbonne in 1962–63 seemed to undermine the possibility of ever creating a chair of American history in the country.)
    
      
       38
       Frank Thistlethwaite, the first chair of the British Association for American Studies, noted that “the founding generation of British Americanists were often from the unfashionable North, or of ‘trade’ or otherwise non-Establishment background.”
      
       39
      
 
   
    
     But these lowborn pioneers, often returning from war with warm memories of U.S. allies, had some advantages.
     
    
     One was a liberal impulse in British life that was impatient with traditional class distinctions but was no more enamored of communist totalitarianism.
     
    
     The American liberal tradition, not to mention the enticing expansiveness of American life, seemed to offer lessons for a straitened Britain.
     
    
     In examining American liberal success, recently exemplified by the New Deal, these scholars could write about American subjects while advancing a political agenda at home.
     
    
     Further, they were well placed to explore the nature of the special relationship and arguably its indispensability to western security.
     
    
     In this, however, while serving their demands for U.S. history posts, they risked offending their potential colleagues on the Continent.
     
    
     When H.C. Allen, who succeeded Bellot in the London chair, wrote with evident sincerity that “the history of Anglo-American relations” was “the most important [topic], as well as the most relevant, to the future of Western civilization,” many Continental Europeans saw only another example of ethnocentric Anglo-Saxonism.
     40 (It did not help the cause of American history in Continental Europe that the cultures of the Anglophone world were often examined together, so Britain could still crowd out the United States.)
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     The rapid postwar expansion of American history in Britain was not paralleled on the Continent except in the Soviet Union, as we shall see.
     
    
     There was some interest in promoting the subject, as reflected in the creation of the John F. Kennedy Institute for North American Studies at the Free University of Berlin in 1963 and the establishment of a chair in American history at the Sorbonne in 1967.
     
    
     But posts appeared only occasionally and slowly, and many countries remained barren of dedicated positions.
     
    
     Nonetheless, as in Britain, there were glimpses of liberal, progressive, or social-democratic currents.
     
    
     Europe was rebuilding its political institutions, an opportunity for the American constitutional model to make its mark.
    
 
   
    
     The European scholars of these years, on the Continent and in the United Kingdom, were writing in the heyday of consensus history in the United States.
     
    
     They might reflect on the distinctive characteristics of U.S. politics and society but were not always convinced by claims of American exceptionalism, and the liberal tradition rather than its consensual corollary seemed to draw them.
     42 The wars and convulsions that had often enough torn apart their own countries underlined to Europeans the precarious nature of political societies, especially as new constitutions were being written and governments reconstructed.
     43 Postwar Italian scholars, perhaps less nervous of U.S. influence than West Germans, were quickly at work studying the ideas of the American founders, their publications beginning to appear in the mid-1950s.
     44 Tiziano Bonazzi has written that this generation had in mind the recent creation of the Italian republic and “set out to make a thorough study of the founding period of the United States to provide support for their pluralist and secular view of contemporary Italy.”
    
      
       45
       American political and constitutional history was also the preoccupation of some French historians, such as Andr Tunc. 
    
     By the 1960s, young German scholars such as Dirk Hoerder and Willi Paul Adams were researching the era of the American Revolution, and their works reached print in the 1970s.
     46
    
 
   
    
     If these various studies of the young republic and U.S. constitutional history suggested a progressive agenda in an era of political change, liberal sympathies could also be discerned in works on Franklin Roosevelt, who was something of a hero to many, including Ingrid Semmingsen of Norway, whose 
     The Creation of a World Power: A History of the United States appeared in 1946.
     47 FDR was the subject of generally admiring studies in Britain, West Germany, Italy, and elsewhere.
     48 The prominent intellectual and journalist Raymond Aron spoke for a form of anticommunist liberalism in France, where Andr Siegfried was also writing in the liberal tradition, as he had been doing for decades.
     49 Some of the scholars who took up American history in postwar West Germany,
      Adams once noted, chose topics that reflected “an understandable desire to reconnect with the failed democratic liberal tradition in Germany.”
    
      
       50
       The attention to American labor in some countries suggested much the same orientation.51 Certainly the labor historians, a significant contingent and some still preoccupied with Sombart’s question, probed the role of class antagonisms in the United States. 
    
     The Briton Henry Pelling, for example, was somewhat unusual in his day, compared with his U.S. counterparts, in highlighting the violence that punctuated the history of American labor.
     52
    
 
   
    
     The interest in the classical liberalism of the Founding Fathers, in Franklin Roosevelt, and in American labor history carried an implication that postwar Europe might find something to its benefit in the American liberal-reform or progressive tradition.
     
    
     Other studies that were occasionally published in these early years, such as on the American Civil War or African Americans, also highlight divisions rather than cohesion in the American story.
     53 These scholars may have read Richard Hofstadter and Louis Hartz, but their recent study of American history had also introduced them to Progressive-era historians such as Charles Beard, Frederick L. Allen, Frederick Jackson Turner, Walter P. Webb, Claude Bowers, and Vernon Parrington, whose books were available not only in English but also sometimes in European translations.
     
    
     When Norwegian historians of that generation reflected on the consensus debate, Geir Lundestad has observed, their “writings about the U.S. have to be seen as progressive.”
    
      
       54
       The Soviet authorities finally decided in the early 1960s that it was safe to introduce their citizens to U.S. historians, but it was Parrington’s Main Currents in American Thought that was translated into Russian, while Poland got a translation of Charles and Mary Beard’s The Rise of American Civilization.55
 
   
    
     The American studies movement in the United States prompted some Europeans to participate in the quest for the “American character,” but ironically, insofar as both U.S. cultural diplomacy and consensus history were occasioned by the Cold War, consensus history as such did not win many recruits among contemporary European Americanists.
     56 Exceptionalist theory, in the view of Michal Rozbicki, was a “rejection of the past.”
    
      
       57
       Often introduced to American history through progressive historians, European scholars scarcely had time to register consensus history before it was overtaken by New Left history, which many keenly embraced from the late 1960s, often seeming to empathize with liberal or reform traditions that acknowledged the depth and embattled nature of domestic divisions.
 
    
   
    
     Somewhat similar conclusions could be drawn from the studies of connections, which burgeoned in the 1950s and 1960s.
     
    
     Thistlethwaite, in probing “the Anglo-American connection,” did not find the United States characterized by consensual values, but he did emphasize the mutual affinities between British and American reformers.
     58 A major reason why European historians examined connections of many kinds—commercial, demographic, diplomatic, intellectual—is quite simply that they were not U.S. history specialists, for which positions generally did not exist.
     
    
     As practitioners of German, French, or Norwegian history they could operate from secure posts that allowed them to explore relationships across the Atlantic and use their own archives in the process.
     
    
     American scholars might be interested in their findings, but they primarily addressed academic audiences in their own countries.
     
    
     The scholarship of connections (together with studies of U.S. foreign policy) was the primary focus of European historians of the United States between the Second World War and the early 1970s.
     
    
     Their publications provided a base for the later development of American history in Europe as their pupils were able to become more specialized and sometimes find full-time Americanist posts.
    
 
   
    
     The focus on connections, of course, reflected the new role of the United States in the world, particularly as the defender of “Western civilization,” and those countries receiving Marshall Aid or being invited to host U.S. bases could hardly ignore their historical relationships with the American colossus.
     
    
     Bilateral relations with the United States have consistently been a staple of European historiography, and historians in postwar France, West Germany, and elsewhere were soon writing of the relationship of their own country with the United States.
     59 There was considerable attention to Atlantic migration in Britain, and Scandinavian scholars were early contributors to this genre, notably Semmingsen in Norway and Lars Ljungmark in Sweden.
     60 A Migration Research Project was established at Uppsala University in Sweden in 1962, from which several publications flowed.
     61 European scholars complemented the work of U.S. historians by paying more attention to the origins of emigrants.
     
    
     Economic history had an established position in these years, and some historians traced commercial and financial relationships across the Atlantic.
     62 North American colonial history received increasing attention from British, French, and Spanish scholars as they explored their countries’ respective settlements.
     63 If an important function of the first generation of scholars after 1945 was to open doors for their protgs to delve deeper into U.S. history, another was
      to raise further questions about consensus history.
     
    
     The exploration of connections pointed up variations and affinities rather than profound differences; the United States may have been extraordinarily powerful but otherwise did not always seem so exceptional.
    
 
   
    
     By the late 1960s there were further reasons to doubt American exceptionalism, and U.S. scholars themselves were now among the most vociferous critics of consensus history.
     
    
     Race riots and the deepening war in Vietnam undermined faith in the American cause both at home and abroad (and impeded the development of American history in at least some countries, as David Nye notes of northern Europe in chapter 12).
     64 The 
     vnements of May 1968 and their counterparts elsewhere shook more than just the political world.
     
    
     A young generation of U.S. historians stormed academic barricades with New Left history, broadly defined, including studies of the poor, black and native Americans, women, protest and repression, and questionable American interventions in the affairs of other countries.
     
    
     This coincided with the emergence of a postwar generation in Europe, steeped in American culture, that was making its way into finally expanding universities.
     
    
     The holds of the old conservative and Communist orthodoxies were slipping, and while young European scholars often embraced anti-Americanism of a kind, it was directed at the American state and at corporate capitalism (and sometimes, rather more ambiguously, at popular culture).
     
    
     Umberto Eco spoke of the anti-Americanism of an Americanized generation.
     
    
     Anti-Americanism now permitted these scholars to empathize with the apparent or forgotten victims of American power, domestic and foreign.
     
    
     In a sense, the spread of American history in the European academies was yet another sixties protest against the old establishments.
    
 
   
    
     Throughout the late 1960s and the 1970s, New Left history in its liberating variety expanded its influence and soon advanced the analytical triad of class, race, and gender.
     
    
     The growth of American social history in West Germany in these years was attributed in part to “the radical commitment of a number of younger scholars directing their interest to some of the more vulnerable points of U.S. capitalism and democracy.”
    
      
       65
       The new history arguably had a greater impact in Europe than in the United States, because American history was still very little practiced on the Continent, and as it grew, studies of “the other America” became almost the new orthodoxy. 
    
     Nonetheless, European historians could be selective about what they took from U.S. writing.
     
    
     For example, the works of David Montgomery and Herbert Gutman, with their vision of shop-floor militancy and cultural autonomy, became
      popular with radical young Italian academics restive under the top-down traditions of Italian Communist historians; similarly, George Rawick’s work on the slave community, with its emphasis on slaves’ agency, enjoyed a better reception than Eugene Genovese’s 
     The World the Slaveholders Made.
     66 Translations of Gutman and Rawick thus made possible a kind of hybridization of scholarship, as U.S. historiography interacted with local preoccupations.
    
 
   
    
     By this time it was also relatively easy for scholars in at least some European countries to make research visits to the United States, and the radicalized among them often came to appreciate the value of archival research and the experimental method.
     
    
     Such visits opened up topics outside the framework of Atlantic connections, in publications that came more fully to the fore a little later, as the next section notes.
     
    
     As the passions of 1968 subsided and the prospects of political revolution receded, scholarly radicals settled for academic careers in which they joined the handful of liberal elders in promoting American history.
     
    
     Many became scholars “in between,” registering U.S. historiographical trends while trying to speak to their own academic communities; their approaches often reflected the merging of European historical schools with a substantial dose of the pragmatism and experimentalism associated with U.S. practice.
    
 
   
    
     At least this was the case in western Europe.
     
    
     Eastern Europe was different.
     
    
     In 1992, the Russian historian Nikolai N. Bolkhovitinov acknowledged that some 90 percent of Soviet Americanists had been “priests of the Marxist parish.”
     
    
     It was not so much doctrinaire Marxism, he commented, as political propaganda that had seriously damaged historical studies.
     67 There was also institutional disruption.
     
    
     In East Germany and Poland, in contrast to the western European experience, English departments were closed in the ten years after 1945 because of political suspicions of an “imperialist language,” removing potential bases for American subjects.
     
    
     With the passing of the Stalinist era, English was rehabilitated and American history became better established.
     68 In 1967, Georgiy Arbatov helped found the influential Institute of U.S. and Canadian Studies at the Soviet Academy of Sciences, which emphasized foreign policy and defense studies.
     
    
     Eastern European scholars generally worked within a Marxist framework, though their studies often rested more on self-censorship than political direction, so that, as an East German scholar slyly put it, “the more complicated and sophisticated the subject matter, the better.”
    
      
       69
       By the 1960s, Russian historians were paying attention not only to the class struggle but also to American democratic movements, leading to debate on the somewhat heretical notion that a capitalist state could initiate large-scale social reform.70
 
   
    
     A systematic analysis of this Soviet historiography, which saw the emergence of serious monographs in the 1950s, is not yet available, though Soviet scholars can claim to have written about the inequalities suffered by African Americans before revisionist U.S. historians took up the theme in a substantial way.
     
    
     Soviet scholars necessarily approached American studies through the prism of the Cold War, thus giving a higher profile than European countries with strong literary-cultural interests to international relations and political, economic, and historical studies.
     71 In examining the evolution of American capitalism, scholars probed the implications of Turner’s frontier thesis and the role of religion and surveyed the class struggle as exemplified by labor history.
     
    
     The American Civil War received considerable attention, as did slavery and abolitionism.
     
    
     A few Americanist scholars consciously avoided what might be called enemy studies, inevitably largely twentieth-century history, perhaps seeking safety in earlier eras.
     
    
     Bolkhovitinov himself won an international reputation for work on the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, including studies of early Russian-American relations that also appeared in U.S. editions.
     72
    
 
   
    
     There were also tentative investigations of American matters elsewhere in eastern Europe.
     
    
     Scholars in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary sometimes explored such topics as emigration and the American experiences of their ethnic groups.
     73 Sympathies for the New World could not be entirely erased in these countries, and as in the Soviet Union, some scholars sought “safe” topics.
     74 Nonetheless, the procedures for securing degrees and promotion and the state ownership of publishers functioned as powerful constraints on studying American history.
     75 In some countries, such as in the Balkans, the safest strategy seemed to be to ignore it.
    
 
   
     
      ATLANTIC CROSSINGS AND EXPANDING SCHOLARSHIP, 1975–1990
     
 
   
    
     The excitements of the sixties were critical in stimulating the study of American history in western Europe (as they also reshaped historical studies in the United States).
     
    
     But the larger environment changed again, in ways that affected the standing of the United States and attitudes toward it.
     
    
     If 1945 was one watershed for American history in Europe,
      the mid-1970s was another.
     
    
     The transformations of these years can be seen in a context of declining public trust in government in western societies, the apparent bankruptcy of Keynesianism, faltering economic growth, the wasting away of manufacturing, or “smokestack,” industries and of labor unions, and the shortage of energy.
     
    
     The sense that the old world was disappearing was reinforced by the rise of new issues promoted by antipoverty, consumerist, environmental, youth, and women’s movements.
     
    
     What Eric Hobsbawm has called “the golden age” was apparently over for the developed capitalist world.
     76
    
 
   
    
     The Vietnam War had considerably deepened the anti-Americanism of sections of the European population, and the fall of Saigon in 1975 marked an extraordinary humiliation of the United States.
     
    
     American power was limited; perhaps the twentieth century was not to be the American century after all.
     
    
     As the leading Dutch scholar Rob Kroes put it, the United States was “losing its magnetism” for Europeans.
     77 It was not yet just another country, but Europeans could feel that they were no longer obliged to choose between it and the Soviet Union.
     
    
     The erosion of images of a bipolar world was also associated with dtente diplomacy, reflected in the Helsinki Accords of 1975.
     
    
     The missionary and partisan edge that had characterized some of the writing of American history in the early Cold War faded even as the subject gained firmer ground in Europe.
    
 
   
    
     The Soviet regime somewhat relaxed its ideological supervision of teaching and research.
     
    
     Moscow State University inaugurated annual conferences on American literature and culture in 1974, and in the same year the Fulbright Program was extended to the Soviet Union, where David Cronon lectured on American social reform.
     78 A few years later, as a visiting professor, Robert Kelley found that while Soviet historians worked within the framework of historical materialism, the “days of Stalinist hacks grinding out mindless trash” seemed to be over.
     79 In 1976 the American Studies Center was created at Warsaw University, where Andrzej Bartnicki pioneered research efforts and sought links with U.S. universities.
     
    
     By the 1980s, American history specialists in Poland outnumbered those in American literature.
     80 The subject was given a boost in Romania in the second half of the 1970s when Romanian and U.S. historians met regularly in seminars and other professional gatherings.
     81 Even in East Germany, where the practice of history remained firmly grounded in “the fundamental ideals of Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, and Vladimir Ilyich Lenin,” by the 1980s it was possible to discuss different opinions than the “one truth” of the Cold
      War years, and western Marxists such as Antonio Gramsci were accorded a hearing.
     82 Elsewhere, conditions were perhaps less encouraging.
     
    
     Bulgarian students were subjected to translations of approved Soviet Americanists and of such American authors as the Marxist historian Herbert W. Aptheker and the leading Communist William Z. Foster (who had written an outline political history of the Americas).
     83
    
 
   
    
     The American bicentennial celebrations caught the attention of intellectuals in both eastern and western Europe (one eventual product was Lewis Hanke’s formidable 
     Guide to the Study of United States History outside the U.S., 
     1945–1980).
     84 The bicentennial was duly commemorated on the Iberian Peninsula, where right-wing regimes had just crumbled, in Portugal in 1974 and Spain in 1975.
     
    
     (Greece also returned to democracy in 1974–75, after a long period of turbulence culminating in seven years of military rule.)
    
      
       85
       As these countries moved toward openness and democratization, accompanied perhaps by a sense of optimism that contrasted with the somber mood elsewhere in western Europe, American subjects crept more fully into the curricula and pertinent archives became more accessible. 
    
     The Spanish Association for Anglo–North American Studies was founded in 1976, albeit with a largely literary-linguistic focus.
     
    
     For their part, Spanish historians continued to view North American history within their traditional framework of the Americas, which tended to emphasize colonial, revolutionary period, and Atlantic history, in those areas once part of the Spanish empire (including Puerto Rico), but as their horizons expanded they also began to explore topics in U.S. foreign policy.
     86
    
 
   
    
     At much the same time, demographic and political pressures were transforming higher education across much of Europe, East and West.
     
    
     The growth and restructuring of universities took place at different times in different countries, but the commitment of many governments to expanded higher education sectors starting in the 1960s allowed some opportunity for new subjects to develop.
     87 Occasionally there was a strong institutional commitment, as with the creation of the Centre d’tudes nord-amricaines at Paris’s elite cole des hautes tudes en sciences sociales in 1980.
     
    
     American history was hardly a priority in European higher education, but it now had some supporters in established posts, American cultural diplomacy remained a force, and, perhaps most important, there was growing student demand for it (in eastern and western Europe).
     88 On the Continent, where American subjects were often taught in English departments, which might hire historians as necessary, American studies programs developed, fitting neatly with
      the agenda of cultural diplomats.
     
    
     (Some members of political science departments also practiced American history.)
     
    
     Anglophone studies not only hosted history specialists but also turned some students into recognized historians.
     
    
     The tendency for American history to be located in what in effect were area studies units or groupings served to promote literary history and cultural studies.
     
    
     Such centers were receptive to the thrust of New Left history and ready to accommodate investigations into women’s history, film, and popular culture.
    
 
   
    
     Increasing pluralism in the choice of research subjects thus characterized the quarter century after 1975.
     
    
     Social and cultural history in its rich variety, including exercises in American studies, won adherents, and if the attention of sixties-style militants had tended to be directed toward twentieth-century topics, earlier periods now received more attention.
     
    
     The colonial era remained important, but the nineteenth century now gained a higher profile.
     
    
     European scholars were used to teaching across the whole span of American history, and several produced broad syntheses for their domestic audiences, which often had a dimension of at least implicit comparison with their home country.
     
    
     Whether they were more sensitive to the nuances of 
     longue dure history than their U.S. counterparts is not easily established.
     89
    
 
   
    
     The Cold War may have assumed new configurations, but it was not going away, and countries in the forefront of Cold War alignments gave particular attention to their relationships with the United States.
     90 The role of the United States as a superpower ensured a growing and substantial scholarship on its foreign policy, by historians, political scientists, and international relations experts.
     91 But the old focus on connections remained vital.
     
    
     Russian scholars wrote on Russian America and on early Russian-American relations.
     92 Migration history boomed in West Germany, Sweden, Poland, Hungary, and elsewhere in the 1970s and 1980s, and countless British scholars explored Anglo-American relations.
     93 European countries that had once possessed North American colonies renovated the history of those dimensions or of continuing connections.
     94 (As earlier, much of this scholarship was not translated into English, making it relatively inaccessible to academics outside those countries.)
     
    
     Comparative history began to win practitioners, such as Peter Flora and Arnold J. Heidenheimer on welfare states and Jrgen Kocka on white-collar workers.
     95 A comparative perspective also informed the work of other German and Italian scholars, who advanced such concepts as organized capitalism and corporatism in attempts to explain the response of American industrial capitalism to
      crisis, as during the New Deal; implicit in some of this is the question of why the United States did not succumb to fascism during the 1930s.
     96
    
 
   
    
     But studies of “pure” American history were multiplying too, ranging from examinations of Jacksonian politics in Ohio and of party politics in early twentieth-century Wisconsin through the nomadism of the American working class and FDR’s designs on the Supreme Court to American agriculture during World War II and McCarthyism in Hollywood.
     97 The Italian scholars Raimondo Luraghi and Valeria Gennaro Lerda published innovative studies of the American South.
     98 Such examples illustrate the degree to which European scholars were now escaping the connections framework and demonstrating a greater capacity and willingness to speak to an American audience.
     
    
     Nonetheless, the popularity of American political and constitutional history, an interest in labor history, and proliferating studies focused on race reflected continuing European predilections.
     
    
     Yet American history specialists were still parvenus among European academics.
     99 Wolfgang Helbich in 1985 compared the marginal existence of American history in the West German academy to that of Sanskrit and Egyptology.
     100
    
 
   
     
      INTERNATIONALIZATION AND GLOBALIZATION, 1990 TO THE PRESENT
     
 
   
    
     By 1990 the geopolitical environment was again changing dramatically.
     
    
     The watersheds of 1945 and 1975 were being succeeded by another, which in particular suddenly transformed prospects for American history in eastern Europe.
     
    
     But it was not exclusively the countries of the old Soviet empire that felt the reverberations of the collapse of the Berlin Wall.
     
    
     Historians on both sides of the Atlantic struggled to cast off the straitjacket of the Cold War.
     
    
     Indeed, the disintegration of such bipolar dichotomies as East and West and capitalism and communism surely eased the reformulation and vibrant growth of the distinctive field of Atlantic history, for example.
     
    
     New international networks brought new life to certain kinds of history, such as women’s history.
     
    
     Transatlantic travel was now a commonplace, new electronic modes of communication were knitting the world together, and information of all kinds could be accessed from libraries and increasingly from home computers.
     
    
     The new technology powerfully reinforced the status of English as the modern lingua franca, giving scholars on the Continent greater incentive to master it and furthering both the teaching and the research of American history.
     
    
     In this context, David Thelen at the
      
     Journal of American History championed “the internationalization of American history,” and Thomas Bender summoned scholars from around the world to Villa La Pietra in Florence to embark on “rethinking American history in a global age.”
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       A few years later President Barack Obama in his Cairo address stressed the global roots of the American nation. 
    
     One study that exemplifies this vision is Francesca Viano’s global history of the Statue of Liberty.
     102
    
 
   
    
     Location meant that the initiatives associated with Thelen and Bender were welcomed in Europe simply because European scholars had long engaged in what could be seen as forms of internationalizing American history.
     
    
     Frank Thistlethwaite’s celebrated essay of 1960 on European migration had been in effect a call for what was later known as transnational history.
     103 European scholars were happy to move with the spirit of the times, and those in eastern Europe were happy to receive the aid and encouragement coming from the United States, though some were wary that the new U.S. initiatives could further American hegemony.
    
 
   
    
     Publications on American history exploded in the 1990s and 2000s.
     
    
     In his 1985 
     Guide, Lewis Hanke listed more than three thousand books, articles, and dissertations on American history produced outside the United States between 1945 and 1980, the greater part of them in Europe.
     
    
     There is no army like the one Hanke mobilized available to establish an inventory of pertinent European publications since 1980 or 1990, but such a volume would be many times greater, as is the number of American specialists.
     
    
     We can attempt only a few cursory and selective observations on this scholarship.
     104
    
 
   
    
     There were changes in institutional contexts.
     
    
     While some countries, such as France and Norway, were able to maintain the interdisciplinary focus on American civilization, the original postwar connection between literature and history tended to weaken in others.
     
    
     Poland, Italy, Russia, and the newly reunited Germany, with their need to strengthen or rebuild liberal institutions, again accorded much attention to constitutional history and the history of political institutions and political thought.
     
    
     The Russian historian V.O. Pechatnov, for example, examined the Democratic Party’s approach to the electorate.
     105 Historians in a few countries, though not abandoning American studies groups, have sought separate forums in which to pursue their discipline.
     106 Since 1993 there have been biennial conferences of European historians of the United States at Middelburg, in the Netherlands, courtesy of the hospitality of the Roosevelt Study Center there.
     
    
     In Germany and Poland, separate American history conferences began to meet on a regular basis.
     
    
     In the United Kingdom,
      two new, respective associations on nineteenth- and twentieth-century U.S. history were established, along with a less formal early American history group.
     107 On the other hand, more associations and centers of American studies (as opposed to American history) have appeared in the eastern European countries.
     108 If there was no divorce between political history and cultural studies, there was at least a measure of distancing.
    
 
   
    
     A range of forces combined to underline the relevance of American history.
     
    
     In some countries, in keeping with the times, neoconservative historians emerged, emphasizing the virtues of the American capitalist economy or the centrality of the Atlantic tie for all Europeans.
     109 The interdependence between European public issues and American research and teaching subjects has remained vital.
     
    
     The young Polish historian Renata Nowaczewska points to the interest among her fellows in such subjects as migration history (now that Poland has become an immigrant country) and the political history of youth (reflecting their opposition to the former Communist regime).
     110 In Russia, as Ivan I. Kurilla and Victoria I. Zhuravleva have argued, the taste of scholars and students for Russian-U.S. comparative topics seems to derive from the status and problems of contemporary Russia as an international power.
     
    
     With the spread of the teaching of American history (and its growing student enrollments across Europe), student expectations have perhaps come to exert a greater impact on teaching and research agendas.
     
    
     As Sabine N. Meyer at Mnster found, letting her students examine texts in American racial, ethnic, and immigration history gave them a sense of the salience of immigration and race issues in contemporary Germany; comparative approaches furthered not merely their 
     fremdverstehen (understanding of the other) but also their 
     selbstverstehen (understanding of themselves).
     
    
     Similarly, Paul Quigley, a British specialist on the American Civil War era teaching in Scotland, noted how the students’ sensitivity to the cause of Scottish independence can stimulate discussion of the war, as they compare the confrontation between North and South with their own political situation.
     111 The constraints of language have sometimes reinforced this self-reflective characteristic of European writing and teaching.
     
    
     Eastern Europeans in particular could not expect that studies written in their languages, and often untranslated, would be read by western scholars.
    
 
   
    
     The status of American history in eastern and east central Europe had changed dramatically, if not without difficulty.
     
    
     American studies, including history, grew in most former socialist countries, which sometimes used the arena of scholarship to signal regime change.
     
    
     Americanists were
      given important institutional positions in universities on occasion, on the apparent assumption that the U.S. academic model offered a way of liberalizing and modernizing scholarship (though the course of U.S. foreign policy ultimately served to cool this enthusiasm).
     
    
     Fulbright Programs had previously reached some eastern European countries—Poland as early as 1960, the Soviet Union in 1974, and Hungary in 1978—and when former Soviet countries became independent they sometimes secured one of their own, as Ukraine did in 1992.
     
    
     In Russia, although governmental financial support for U.S. history declined with the loss of its political salience, professional associations were formed and private sponsors sought, one product being the Franklin D. Roosevelt Foundation for the Study of U.S. History, established at Moscow University in 1998.
     112 Nonetheless, these were problematic times, not least because the harsh economic conditions in Russia encouraged an anti-Americanism stoked by the shock therapy demanded by the International Monetary Fund and U.S. advisers.
     
    
     Rather than focusing specifically on U.S. history, some Russian universities developed area or regional studies, of which American civilization formed a part.
     
    
     The Russian Association for the Study of the United States was founded in 1996 and soon published the proceedings of its annual conferences, on such themes as “the United States and the outer world” (1996) and “conflict and consensus in American society” (2003).
     113
    
 
   
    
     U.S. history took firmer institutional form elsewhere in eastern Europe.
     
    
     In the immediate post–Cold War years, American democratic forms and material culture could evoke a certain admiration (though such attitudes soon retreated before renewed anti-Americanism).
     
    
     In Poland there had been a growing corpus of American studies scholars since the mid-1970s, but access to scholarships and research archives greatly expanded after the 1990 founding of the Polish Association for American Studies.
     
    
     Poles became one of the larger research contingents at the John F. Kennedy Institute in Berlin, and books and articles followed.
     
    
     There was also a form of hybridization—in the mid-1990s, prominent U.S. and Polish academics jointly edited a five-volume history of the United States in Polish.
     114
    
 
   
    
     Poland helped to pioneer such studies in the former Communist bloc but was not alone.
     
    
     The Hungarian Association for American Studies appeared in 1992.
     
    
     In Romania, American studies took off in a modest way after the collapse of the Communist regime, but student enthusiasm was strong, encouraging Rodica Mihaila to publish a textbook on American civilization in 1994.
     115 The convention in some eastern
      European countries during the Cold War of largely disregarding U.S. history did not make its introduction easy.
     
    
     An Italian scholar teaching in Bulgaria found that his students, drawn from a range of Balkan countries, did not recognize the name of General George Custer.
     
    
     Born in the late 1980s or early 1990s, they possessed “little if no basic knowledge of American history[’s] major facts: the United States remains a sort of unknown planet, except for some stereotyped notions.”
    
      
       116
       The dominant global role of the United States, and its implications for Europe, of course guaranteed the continued high profile of American foreign policy. 
    
     In some former socialist countries, such as Hungary and Poland, scholars made concerted efforts to offer publications (sometimes in English) specifically designed to correct the one-sided picture of U.S. relations with eastern and central Europe.
     117 Russian scholars also took advantage of post–Cold War conditions to examine U.S. foreign policy and Russian-American relations afresh.
     118 Indeed, a high proportion of the recent Americanist scholarship in the former Communist countries has focused on the connections of the United States with those countries, replicating the pattern noted in western Europe in the immediate post–World War II decades.
    
 
   
    
     There was a parallel on the Iberian Peninsula, where the rhythms of historiographical development often seemed closer to those of eastern Europe than of, say, Britain and Germany.
     
    
     This most recent period saw an explosion of Spanish publications on bilateral relations with the United States.
     119 Scholars in other parts of Europe may have been less preoccupied with such direct relationships, but they wrote extensively on the United States’ role in the world.
     
    
     This tendency of foreign policy history to develop as part of international relations was illustrated by the Norwegian scholar Odd Arne Westad at the London School of Economics, who won the Bancroft Prize in American History in 2006 for 
     The Global Cold War, one of many books that have helped to correct U.S.-centered analyses of world affairs.
     120 The growth of such scholarship has countered the tendency of some U.S. academics to cast their history from the perspective of the “only superpower” (or what the authors of chapter 6 call “U.S. power as projection”).
    
 
   
    
     While American political history has lost its former dominance among European scholars, circumstances have ensured that it is no less vital.
     
    
     The reunification of Germany, the reconstruction of political regimes in eastern Europe, and the uncertain course of the European Community have all reinforced the relevance of the political.
     
    
     In a
      curious way, European scholars have been more receptive than U.S. historians at home to the renewal of political history that some U.S. scholars have recently advanced (rather as the preceding European generation was particularly receptive to New Left history), and much of their work has remained state-centered.
     121 Traditional disciplinary boundaries may be less firm in Europe, where scholars sometimes migrate among history, politics, and international relations posts, and while historians may retain a strong sense of professional identity, they are often exposed to a range of methodological influences; the American studies programs also keep the borders open.
     
    
     A glance at the websites of European universities suggests the prominence of collaborative research projects, often drawing on people from different disciplines.
     
    
     Such conditions favor the interdisciplinarity associated with the American political development approach, discussed in chapter 3, and, as chapter 5 notes, the very context of European scholars, who can be expected to have some familiarity with their own country as well as with the United States, helps to promote comparative studies.
     
    
     Exercises in comparative history have continued to expand in recent years in Italy, Germany, and elsewhere.
     122 The recent “crisis of the welfare state” has also sparked its own historical scholarship, again illustrating European historians’ readiness to undertake comparative studies and their frequent state-centered focus.
     123
    
 
   
    
     If European scholars were fairly naturally drawn to political and comparative history, their institutional contexts could also point them in other directions.
     
    
     In the years after 1990 the embedding of American history in area studies or American civilization programs, together with the rise of cultural history in the United States, facilitated the marked expansion of cultural and intellectual studies.
     
    
     Books and articles focusing on memory, images, film, consumption, and American studies itself appeared in goodly number.
     124 National historiographical traditions also left their mark.
     
    
     As Volker Depkat has pointed out, the influential historicist tradition in Germany meant that the “cultural turn” there generated rather abstract and theoretical debates, in contrast to the kind of cultural history written in the United States, which was conditioned by identity politics and culture wars.
     125 The cultural turn also drew attention to the medium of language, as in the recent Spanish scholarship on the Spanish language and Hispanic communities in the United States.
     126
    
 
   
    
     Also since around 1990, American and international historiographical trends, such as transnational and global history, have rather unexpectedly
      given new impetus to the historiography of connections that the earlier generation of European scholars pioneered.
     127 One important product has been the remarkable revival of Atlantic history, once championed in rather narrow form by the advocates of the Atlantic connection in the 1950s but now extensively reconceptualized and buoyed by the new interest in transnational themes.
     128 The old Atlantic history reflects the Churchillian notion of “the community of English-speaking peoples,” but the new version, in theory, is the study of the Atlantic as a whole, of the four continents that its waters wash, the peoples that inhabit them, and the multiple networks they fashioned from the sixteenth to the early nineteenth century.
     
    
     One implication is that colonial history is not so much about European expansion as about a wider circulation of goods, ideas, and peoples around the Atlantic world.
     
    
     Cold War lenses now seem anachronistic.
     
    
     Russian excursions in the study of the North Pacific frontier have counterpointed the rise of Atlantic history.
     129
    
 
   
    
     Migration studies have also intensified as several European countries have experienced substantial immigration and racial tensions; studies of diasporas have flourished and been reconceptualized.
     130 A stress on the sense of commonality based on the link with the old home and the continued contact of different sorts with it has distinguished diasporic history: ethnic groups looked to the old country for families and spouses, news, money, favorite foods, and psychological sustenance.
     
    
     The explosion in the United States of books dealing with Asian and Latino immigration obliged European historians of emigration to reconsider their frame of reference.
     
    
     The phenomenon of Asian and Latin American migrants has prompted the concept of 
     European immigrants—rather than a focus on migrants from particular European countries—susceptible of being compared with those from other parts of the world.
     
    
     In some studies of ethnic communities, an unanticipated hierarchy has emerged: Polish, Russian, and Italian immigrants, who were once frequently painted as the exploited in the new country, needing superhuman effort to lift themselves from marginality, can seem positively advantaged when placed against Latinos and some Asians, perhaps as ethnic businessmen exploiting the poorest newcomers and relatively well placed to “become white.”
    
      
       131
       Emigration to the United States is interpreted differently when seen as part of a worldwide circulation of peoples.132
 
   
    
     Contemporary ethnic tensions in Europe have also sustained and intensified interest in the history of American race relations.
     
    
     Long a
      constant in European historiography, the interest of European historians in such topics as civil rights, slavery, the South, the Civil War, and other aspects of race and ethnicity in North America has only grown.
     
    
     It was less the alleged absence of class struggles than the conspicuous presence of black slavery and Jim Crow laws that made the United States “exceptional” or distinctive, or so much European scholarship has implied.
     133
    
 
   
    
     Globalization, together with the thrust of cultural studies, served vividly to direct interest to the phenomenon of Americanization, an interest inseparable from renewed debate among some intellectuals on the idea that the United States and Europe are culturally profoundly different.
     
    
     After the turn of the century the backdrop to these studies was a pervasive anti-Americanism centered on (but not confined to) the foreign policy of George W. Bush.
     134 European authors in the past had often condemned or promoted Americanism, as when offering the United States as a model for a pluralist and democratic society.
     
    
     Later, when the United States became a major European power, 
     Americanization supplanted 
     Americanism in European discourse.
     135 In recent decades it has been apparent that American ways are in Europe to stay and are actively penetrating and changing European society, for better or for worse—increasingly, some thought, for worse.
     
    
     American models are now suspect.
     
     
      Americanization
      suggests an irresistible empire that allows for only limited bargaining space at the receiving end. 
    
     Along with the linked topic of a new American imperialism, it has inevitably spawned considerable scholarship in Europe.
     136 A more hybrid historiography has argued instead for the idea of Westernization, insisting on a busy two-way street of influences moving to and fro across the Atlantic.
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     Nonetheless, as European historians of the United States have become more specialized and better able to interact with the American academy, they have embraced topics made salient by the course of U.S. historiography rather than by the particular promptings of the European context.
     
    
     This convergence of the U.S. and European academies is perhaps best illustrated by the increasing attention accorded to women’s history.
     
    
     Its sharply enhanced importance since about 1990 owed something to the spread of international women’s movements.
     
    
     As a recent study put it, “The post–Cold War emergence of transnational feminism as a new global subject has been one of the instrumental forces in rethinking women’s history.”
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       Progress in Europe has been uneven, and chairs of women’s or gender history have been slow to appear, possibly reflecting a reluctance to institutionalize it, but the growing number of women in the profession has helped the cause. 
    
     Raffaella Baritono and Elisabetta Vezzosi complained in 2003 of the inadequate attention to American gender and women’s history in Italy, although it is now significant there and in Germany and has made notable advances in Britain and Poland and modest progress in Spain, where it is cultivated mainly by scholars in English studies.
     139 In France the subject has seemed to make slower progress.
     
    
     Yet in seizing on this major strand of contemporary U.S. historiography, its practitioners in Europe have rendered a signal service to their Americanist colleagues.
     
    
     European scholars of American history had long felt marginal to their national academies, but the expansion of women’s history, together with its transnational and interdisciplinary attributes, has done something to extricate them from this situation.
    
 
   
    
     In recent decades something akin to a global community of historians of America has been created, in which members are subject to common historiographical influences and methodological standards.
     
    
     But geographical location and distance from the subject matter do make a difference.
     
    
     Issues in U.S. society and politics, which may have little relevance to Europeans, often shape U.S. historiographical debates.
     
    
     Detachment of a kind survives, partly because of the need of European scholars to address their own audiences, often in their own language.
     
    
     They are conditioned too by their own methodological traditions and academic and institutional environments, as discussed elsewhere in this volume.
     
    
     Some national academies, for example, place great emphasis on the careful formulation of research questions and the testing of hypotheses through extensive documentary analysis, so much so that one northern European scholar has jokingly remarked that his colleagues’ view of U.S. historians is that “there is little to distinguish their work from historical fiction.”
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       Historiographical traditions vary, of course, and some early European writing about America approached the polemical and hardly looked like impartial scholarship; more recently, anti-American bias has often colored historiographical interpretations of U.S. foreign policy.
 
   
    
     Europe reveals something about itself in the way that its historians write about the United States.
     
    
     Virtually from the beginning of the American republic, its constitutional forms commanded attention, their relevance constantly reasserted with successive recastings of European governments throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
     
    
     Europeans
      were deeply intrigued too by the role of race in the American experience, whether seen as a contradiction of the country’s professed ideals, a consoling defect in an enviable story, or, more recently, a guide as certain European societies became multiracial and multiethnic.
     
    
     When Europeans first began writing American history, they addressed their publications primarily to their domestic audiences.
     
    
     Much of the early post–World War II scholarship focused on connections, and authors also offered their countrymen syntheses or historiographical guides based on the work of U.S. scholars.
     
    
     The pattern changed strikingly in the final quarter of the twentieth century.
     
    
     As American history became established in European universities and research visits to the United States became more viable, studies of domestic, or “pure,” American history increasingly appeared, and its practitioners sought a wider audience, one very much including U.S. scholars.
     
    
     But in engaging with U.S. scholarship, these scholars also offered a perspective reflective of their location.
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     Among the characteristics that can be found in European exercises in American history since the Second World War are a degree of detachment from and selective use of U.S. historiographical debates, some skepticism of notions of American exceptionalism, and an attention to comparative history.
     
    
     At times, liberal or neoprogressive values have informed the scholarship in western Europe, an orientation that an engagement with the variegated forms of New Left history reinforced.
     
    
     This characteristic, like the Marxism of scholarship in eastern Europe, spoke to the domestic contexts of European authors who were often pursuing political agendas of their own.
     
    
     But the sense of mission associated with the liberals of the 1950s and the radicals of the 1960s eventually faded into the past, and the imperatives of Soviet ideology have disappeared too.
    
 
   
    
     With the end of the Cold War, historians in both eastern and western Europe, like those in the United States, were no longer obliged to defend or condemn the world in which they were born.
     
    
     Europeans are now somewhat less beholden to the United States than they were in the immediate postwar period, and indeed in the first decade of the twenty-first century anti-American sentiment was as strong as it has ever been.
     
    
     A greater European self-consciousness has slowly surfaced, perhaps a compound of the imperatives for a stronger European Union and disenchantment with the United States, but there is no less interest in the academic practice of American history, which is flourishing.
     
    
     Whether a kind of pan-European perspective will emerge in this scholarship to
      temper the multiple local perspectives that have thus far characterized it remains to be seen.
     
    
     But in a global age, European and U.S. historians, and indeed historians from every continent, may together be able to develop a fresh and more contextualized vision of American history, one informed by insights rooted in a diversity of geographical and cultural locations.
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      European Historians and the Relevance of Writing American History
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     That writing about the past is interwoven with the demands of the present is something of a truism.
     
    
     But how each historian seeks to make, or not make, the connection, and how, in turn, this affects her or his research interests and writing style clearly varies—and seemingly marks one of the more significant differences between U.S. historians from the United States and their counterparts in Europe.
     
    
     To the eyes of many European scholars (of the United States), the American style is the openness and frequency with which historians make explicit links between past and present.
     
    
     By contrast, European writing on the United States might seem, at first glance, more detached.
    
 
   
    
     There is not, and never has been, a simple contrast between politicized historians based in the United States and dispassionate historians in Europe.
     1 The heat in controversies over identity-related pasts in some of the so-called tragic countries of twentieth-century Europe, such as Germany, Russia, Italy, Spain, Poland, and Hungary, has more than matched that in controversies in the United States over topics such as the Founding Fathers, slavery, and Western settlement.
     
    
     Moreover, leading historians in Italy, for example, are recognized as public intellectuals entitled to comment on contemporary issues in ways that their U.S. counterparts can only dream of and, for that matter, many U.K. historians cannot relate to.
     
    
     Indeed, the difference in approaches to making use of the past may be greater between historians in European nations than between those in Europe and in the United States.
     
    
     For example,
      when Joyce Appleby, a past president of the American Historical Association and the Organization of American Historians, presented a historians’ petition to members of Congress in 2002 urging them to “assume their constitutional responsibility” to vote on the issue of war against Iraq, she was doing something that, to British or Dutch historians, might seem alien—and yet was familiar to French historians.
     2
    
 
   
    
     Where the difference in historical studies on the two continents is pronounced, though, is between U.S. and European historians of the United States.
     
    
     Obviously for the latter, the past is literally a foreign country (to adapt the British novelist L.P. Hartley’s famous opening line), whereas in the United States, the historian’s personal investment in the story he or she is telling today often reinforces the tradition of using the history of “our country” to help make the case for future action.
     3 But again, it is not simply a contrast between engaged, U.S.-based historians and detached, outside observers of U.S. history from Europe.
     
    
     Indeed, studying the history of a different nation can be a political statement in itself and, at times, quite a bold one, especially when the nation in question is a Cold War superpower and then the preeminent global power.
     
    
     Rather, it is the nature of the engagement that differs.
     
    
     The implicit comparison with one’s own country and continent and their sociopolitical constellations at a given historical point has made any European reflections on America, whether driven by criticism or praise, “self-perception from a distance.”
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     There has not been a single European approach to using the American past—motivations for and methods of choosing American history have varied across time and place, reflecting the connections, and relative standing, of the United States and Europe.
     5 In the generation following World War II, some European intellectuals attempted to educate European audiences about U.S. history while trying to import a model of U.S. history (in the case of western Europeans) or criticizing it (in the case of Eastern Europe).
     
    
     From the late 1960s, European historians sought to share in American dissent too—in both history and historiography.
     
    
     More recently, with the rise of transnational approaches and because of America’s perceived role as a trendsetter, European historians have also turned to U.S. history to help make sense of contemporary domestic European concerns and to reassert Europe’s place in post–World War II global history.
     
    
     In other words, in recent years, many European historians too have found a personal stake in the stories they are telling.
    
 
   
    
     This chapter explores various uses of American history: as self-perception, as a model to embrace or reject, for educating Europe about
      the United States, for reasserting Europe’s place in world history, and for illuminating contemporary challenges in European life.
     
    
     To survey wider trends, it makes use of scholarship from across Europe.
     
    
     But in order to explore in more depth how political concerns have affected European historical writing about the United States, it also presents case studies from Hungary, Germany, and Great Britain on the respective themes of self-perception, reclaiming Europe’s place in global history, and using American history to understand the present.
    
 
   
    
     Historians’ texts invariably don’t mention and recent surveys of U.S. historical writing have rarely interrogated the various institutional and cultural factors that influence the ways in which historians try to make history relevant—such as inherited traditions in the academy, popular expectations, personal investment, and contemporary political imperatives.
     6 Therefore investigating how European historians look to the U.S. past for present-day purposes also provides an ideal way to reveal some of the often hidden factors that shape the perceived contemporary relevance, and thus the production, of historical scholarship on both sides of the Atlantic.
    
 
   
     
      EUROPEAN SELF-PERCEPTION THROUGH PERCEPTIONS OF THE UNITED STATES: THE CASE OF HUNGARY
     
 
   
    
     Considerations of the United States and its history often reflect national self-perception.
     
    
     National and international stereotypes are mutually dependent.
     
    
     Describing another nation or group contributes to the understanding of the self—particularly in the case of Europe and America, because their histories are so deeply intertwined and the American image looms so large in Europe.
     7
    
 
   
    
     The case of Hungary, where there has been an overwhelming interest in the United States, shows that observing America as a means of self-perception has a long history in Europe.
     
    
     This was most understandable in a country striving to regain its constitutional rights and national independence from (or within) the Hapsburg Empire throughout much of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.
     
    
     In Prince Klemens von Metternich’s pre-1848 Hungary, the motif of America became part of the political agenda.
     8 From early on, influential Hungarians traveled to the United States to determine what had gone wrong in their own country and seek ways to put it right.
     
    
     Sndor Blni Farkas (1795–1842), for example, analyzed Jacksonian democracy in explicit contrast to Metternich’s oppressive regime in his 
     tazs szak Amerikban
      (
     Journey in North America), published in 1834, a year before Alexis de Tocqueville’s 
     De la dmocratie en Amrique (
     Democracy in America) appeared.
     9 Just as Tocqueville conceived 
     Democracy with France in mind, Farkas wrote his work focusing on the possibilities for Hungary.
     
    
     “To a foreigner,” he noted in his 
     Journey, “the contrast between European and American laws and institutions is so striking that he attempts to attribute it to a unique historical accident.
     
    
     But a closer study of the Revolutionary era and constitutional history convinces him that America’s uniqueness is not accidental.”
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       The secret of American success, according to Farkas, was that people had control over their own lives.
 
   
    
     For a Hungarian from the Hapsburg Empire of the Holy Alliance era, this meant a completely different and most attractive world.
     
    
     When visiting a tea party in Boston, Farkas was asked by his hosts about the state of affairs in Hungary.
     
    
     “Suddenly and crushingly I felt, under the weight of these questions, the tremendous contrast between my country and America. . . . The memory of my embarrassment at the tea party tormented me endlessly.
     
    
     How painful it was to reflect on the country’s condition, survey its literary, scientific, and cultural accomplishments, the prejudices and lack of knowledge about us abroad.”
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       The Hapsburg government understood the message quite clearly: the censor’s watchful scissors cut out some of Farkas’s most provocative passages. 
    
     Even Tocqueville was censored in Hungary: translated and published shortly after the original edition, his Hungarian text appeared with several important omissions.
     12 Anti-American censorship in Hungary under the Nazis and the Communists had a long prehistory to look back to.
    
 
   
    
     Other travelers and observations followed Farkas.
     13 The rich and enthusiastic literature on America pre–March 1848 was thinly veiled criticism directed against socially and economically backward Hungary.
     
    
     The Constitution of the United States was “the greatest example of such institutions” for the revolutionaries of 1848 and provided a welcome opportunity for those trying to change Hungary into a republic to criticize monarchical government and the Hapsburg house.
     14 “Look at America,” a pamphlet argued at the end of 1848, “there the Republic, and popular government, is 60 years old, and this 60-year-old popular government is more successful than the kings of Europe ever were: though they [have] rule[d] from their sovereign thrones since the beginning of the world, their lustre was derived from the tears of their subjects.”
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       The Hungarian Declaration of Independence, drafted during the Hungarian War of Independence in 1849, clearly followed the American model.16 The emphasis was even more markedly on the parallels of fighting for independence in America and Hungary during the 1851–52 U.S. trip of the Hungarian national leader Lajos Kossuth.17
 
   
    
     The Hungarian image of the United States underwent significant changes after the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867.
     18 With the mass migrations to the United States from Austria-Hungary in 1880–1914, the image of the other became more tangible and less abstract, and daily experiences replaced idealized stereotypes.
     
    
     When the Hungarian government sent Emil Zerkowitz to the St. Louis Universal Exposition of 1904, he was reminded of the feudal conditions of turn-of-the-century Hungary, again revealing the mirroring qualities of reflections on another country.
     
    
     His coded references to Hungarian conditions are obvious throughout the book he published in 1905.
     19
    
 
   
    
     Even as late as 1928, when Kossuth’s statue was erected and unveiled on Riverside Drive in New York City, the Hungarian traveler Zoltn Bir focused on how the American social experience strikingly contrasted with the surviving symbols of an antiquated feudal hierarchy in Hungary.
     
    
     He concluded his 1929 book 
     Amerika: Magyarok a modern csodk orszgban (America: Hungarians in the land of modern wonders) by pointing out that the United States of America represented a paragon for the future, a model for Europeans to follow.
     20 In one of the last pre–World War II Hungarian books on the United States, published in 1942, Gza Zsoldos emphasized the American work ethic, shedding some light on the basic differences between Hungary and the United States.
     21
    
 
   
    
     As these few Hungarian examples demonstrate, the images of another country are almost always the products of comparative efforts, conscious or subconscious, that measure the differences and similarities between “them” and “us.”
     
    
     In Hungary, this long tradition of self-perception through observation provided a foundation for historical scholarship on America, which has grown rapidly over the decades, especially since the country has been free from Soviet domination.
     22 What is true of Hungary has been true of European scholarship more generally.
     
    
     In Italy, for example, the 150th anniversary of national unity encouraged studies of American-Italian relations during the Risorgimento and the American Civil War.
     
    
     A notion is emerging that the Civil War was a sort of ideal parallel to the European risorgimentos and that the victory of the North also helped European liberations from monarchical authoritarianism.
     
    
     American history is therefore itself seen as a battle between the principles of equal rights and slavery.
     23
    
 
    
   
    
     Imagology has become an increasingly major field of inquiry, leading to a better appreciation of the attitudes, stereotypes, and prejudices that govern international relations and cultural studies.
     
    
     In the Netherlands, Rodolpi Editions launched a productive series of “Amsterdam studies on cultural identity” called 
     Studia Imagologica, whose editors, Hugo Dyserinck and Joep Leerssen, have noted that “the necessity for a textual and historical analysis of their typology, their discursive expression and dissemination, is being recognized by historians and literary scholars.”
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       In the latest volume, Imagology Revisited, the Vienna University professor Waldemar Zacharasiewicz discusses the theory and methods of imagology on the basis of broad transatlantic material, including the reciprocity of influences in the search of both sides for an American national identity.25 Comparative studies of the United States and Europe also came alive in the mid-1990s in Italy, where the Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana organized the first major international conference on the methodology of studies in American history and the social sciences, in Rome in 1993, and published its findings in 1996.26
 
   
     
      USING OR REJECTING AMERICAN HISTORY FROM WORLD WAR II THROUGH THE COLD WAR
     
 
   
    
     Studying U.S. history as an exercise in self-perception has informed European scholarship in each generation since the country’s founding.
     
    
     Nonetheless, the particular ways in which European historians of the United States have sought to use U.S. history have varied over time and between countries and regions.
     
    
     Nowhere has the difference been more evident than between eastern and western Europe during the Cold War.
     
    
     The general pattern was that many historians in western Europe first saw the United States as a model after World War II before celebrating its internal dissent from the late 1960s.
     
    
     In Eastern Europe, by and large the process was reversed.
     
    
     Even after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the legacies of these years lingered.
    
 
   
    
     In the first generation after World War II (ca. 1945 to ca. 1965–70), particularly in western Europe, studying U.S. history often meant looking for a directly “usable past”—America was not simply a “promised land” but was hoped to be a universally “reproducible model.”
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       Americanists in western European nations, notably in West Germany, studied U.S. history in search of valuable lessons: for the embattled postwar European societies, for their shattered economies, and for their polarized polities. 
    
     The exceptional United States that the U.S.-based
      historians presented (and represented) offered a template for a new (and then already uniting) Western Europe, a template that needed to be studied, translated, and propagated to be effectively used.
     28
    
 
   
    
     National politics here went hand in hand with geopolitics.
     
    
     The Cold War induced the United States to launch a massive program of cultural diplomacy, of which the diffusion of American studies and values abroad was part and parcel.
     
    
     It met with some, though not total, success.
     
    
     U.S. history in western Europe after 1945 was also partly based on U.S. military presence in that area (again, notably in West Germany), following denazification, the spread of English as a second language, and the ever-growing influence of Hollywood and other American popular culture.
     
    
     In Continental western Europe, U.S. history was often approached within the broader framework of American studies, pursued by twenty-one member organizations from twenty-seven countries and headed by the European Association for American Studies (EAAS), founded at the American Seminar at Schloss Leopoldskron, Salzburg, Austria, in 1954.
     29 Thanks to the Fulbright Program, many western European historians were able to study in the United States and bring their discovery of the country and its history back home.
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     By contrast, during the early Cold War, even the name of the United States was anathema in a thoroughly Sovietized Eastern Europe.
     
    
     There was little historical scholarship on the United States outside a rigid Marxist-Leninist framework, much of it politicized and tendentious.
     31 It was the negative history of the “other America,” of the exploited masses and minorities and especially of slavery, that held particular significance.
     
    
     In these years a major source on U.S. history was a standard Soviet handbook on world history with chapters on the United States—a politically charged survey translated into several East European languages and used as a reference work.
     
    
     Other sources of American history were not available in local languages, and Soviet governments seldom allowed American or West European books on American history in English into Eastern Europe or permitted ordinary readers to consult them in libraries—provided that such books were available there in the first place.
     32 This led to a serious lack of knowledge on U.S. history in most of East Central Europe, whose citizens could not visit the United States for several decades after 1945.
     
    
     Moreover, the study of German before the war and especially the (forced) study of Russian afterward were far more widespread than the study of English.
     
    
     There were few or no documentary or feature films on American historical topics on show in the cinema.
     
    
     Television did not start in Eastern Europe until the late
      1950s, and radio programs originating in the United States or broadcast from U.S.-sponsored radio stations in West Germany were heavily jammed and thus had no influence.
     
    
     American studies programs were nonexistent at East Central European universities until the 1980s.
    
 
   
    
     Drawing a simple East-Wide divide can oversimplify matters, though.
     
    
     For the poorer countries and peoples of Eastern, Central, and southern Europe, the United States also seemed to be a promised land, with unlimited, mostly financial, opportunities.
     33 Thus much of what was written of the United States in East Central Europe traditionally focused on emigration, particularly from the former Russian, Austro-Hungarian, and Ottoman Empires.
     
    
     Meanwhile, some Spanish historians served the patriotic present with a focus on Spanish colonies and the taking of civilization to the New World.
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     Over time, the marriage between politics and geopolitics dissolved, initially in western Europe.
     
    
     From the 1960s, discovering the United States and bringing it back home ceased to imply belief in a uniform, let alone usable, American past.
     
    
     As chapter 1 documents, anti-Americanism became as much a feature of West European life and scholarship as the interest in America as a reproducible model had been after World War II.
     
    
     The pluralism of post-1960s American historiography meant that many American pasts were now on display and could be invoked.
     
    
     (Multiple histories of other countries, such as Germany, France, and Britain, emerged too, partly under the influence of developments in the United States.)
     
    
     Political passions did not abate, though: if anything, they intensified.
     
    
     Just like their U.S. counterparts, European Americanists could use the many American pasts against their countries’ orthodox and official contemporary arguments.
     
    
     More important, these could be juxtaposed to national historical narratives that were deemed unable to replicate the pluralism and diversity of U.S. historiography.
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     In Eastern Europe during the late Cold War, the officially sanctioned version of U.S. history, boosted in the case of East Germany through an extraordinary amount of academic and popular narratives, was still advanced as a political weapon against “the West.”
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       Yet in a way that would have delighted the U.S. State Department, the political weapon often turned into something of a boomerang. 
    
     Under the lengthy (1967–95) leadership of Georgiy Arkadievich Arbatov, the Institute of United States and Canada Studies of the Soviet Academy of Sciences provided models for writing American history for both the Soviet Union and its East Central European empire.
     
    
     Arbatov sought to avoid confrontation, and his institute became, before the end of the Cold War, a center of the
      Soviet Union’s “new thinking.”
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       But before the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the United States became a much-desired land for political dissenters, who chose it as a topic to express dissatisfaction or even hatred toward the Soviets and a strong longing for a land of fantasy and imagination. 
    
     Meanwhile, Hungary came to be recognized as a relatively liberal country, and the EAAS held its first nonwestern all-European conference there, with six hundred participants, in 1986.
     
    
     (One EAAS official, based in the Netherlands, smuggled in U.S. dollars to help pay the costs.)
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     After the 1991 breakup of the Soviet Union, the legacy of these politics of history lingered in public consciousness in eastern Europe.
     
    
     The United States was eventually viewed a lot more critically and lost its position as a much-admired beacon of democracy.
     39 In some instances, the argument in historical debates was increasingly anti-American.
     
    
     But the anti-American turn in Eastern European scholarship was challenged by a comprehensive U.S. cultural diplomacy effort and by the substantial popularity of another great emancipator—not Abraham Lincoln, but Ronald Reagan.
     
    
     It was also dented by a new generation of academics, who sought to transcend the ideological battle lines of the past.
     40 In any case, anti-Americanism was by no means ubiquitous in public sentiment.
     
    
     Post-Communist Poland, for instance, remained consistently pro-American, although the once well-established American dream was losing its appeal and credibility in the public imagination.
     
    
     Not surprisingly, in the new political and military contexts of the twenty-first century, the research topics of Polish historians of America have visibly encroached on the field of political science (American foreign policy toward the Middle East and toward China, the antiterrorist policy of G.W. Bush, and American oil policy are the topics of doctoral dissertations in progress).
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      EDUCATING EUROPEAN PUBLICS ABOUT THE UNITED STATES FOR LESS OVERT POLITICAL PURPOSES
     
 
   
    
     While political passions raged, in western Europe some historians ostensibly sought to avoid the political message of celebrating a usable past and embarked instead on an educational mission to introduce the public in their respective countries to the history and culture of their transatlantic partner.
     
    
     Such writing could be framed in many ways: for instance, as explanation of America’s ascendancy (and thus threat to Europe) or, increasingly, an investigation of its decay (and thus
      European opportunities).
     
    
     In France in 1967, Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber (1924–2006) published his 
     Le Dfi Amricain (
     The American Challenge), a vision of Europe’s potential economic defeat by the United States.
     42 This book presents a silent economic war between the United States and Europe and was one of the ideological foundations of the European Union, using the American threat to draw attention to the importance of cooperation in Europe.
     
    
     It became an international best seller (six hundred thousand copies in France alone), was translated into fifteen languages, and continued to be a point of reference for journalists and politicians in discussions of the effects of American capitalism in Europe through the end of the century.
     43 Even more popular was Alastair Cooke’s 
     America: A Personal History of the United States, which the BBC first broadcast in 1972.
    
 
   
    
     Similar educational efforts were made in de-Sovietizing East Central Europe, not so much to escape political entanglement as to fill the gap in knowledge of American history and historiography that the decades of isolation had produced.
     
    
     One milestone project, of mapping the field, was initiated in Poland in the 1990s and resulted in a celebrated five-volume history of the United States consisting of survey essays commissioned from thirty-five American and eleven Polish authors (Andrzej Bartnicki, Donald Critchlow, and Walter Nugent, eds., 
     Historia Stanw Zjednoczonych Ameryki [Warsaw: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN, 1995]).
     
    
     Ultimately, however, the public-educational impact of (western and eastern) European historians of the United States was limited by the power of a popular version of history, discussed below, that included the United States, and the greater capacity of the public to approach the United States directly, without the need of historians as cultural mediators.
    
 
   
    
     Although their educational mission clearly had implications for the present, such authors-as-educators positioned themselves as detached scholars, free from explicit partisanship.
     
    
     Even so, this supposedly detached presentation of the past served to deepen political alliances.
     
    
     In the case of West Germany, it was also part of a U.S.-induced democratization of science and scholarship that helped to inscribe the post–World War II development of the country into a larger history of the “free world.”
    
      
       44
       In the aftermath of 1945, the emergence of the discipline of U.S. history, including a subfield that concentrated on transatlantic relations, was thus a by-product of Cold War politics, and its development became entangled with the state of transatlantic relations. 
    
     U.S. government–sponsored high school and academic exchange projects,
      such as the Fulbright Program; the various activities of the Amerika Hauses throughout the Federal Republic of Germany; and the efforts of several private entities, such as the Rockefeller and Ford Foundations, heavily supported it.
     45 The transatlantic experiences that these programs fostered exercised a profound influence on a whole generation of historians who were now directly exposed to the country they had chosen to study, via extended stays at U.S. universities, research in local archives, and interactions with their Americans peers on both sides of the Atlantic.
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     These experiences also bred a genre of American travel reports and other literature.
     47 In consequence, journalists have started to act as nonprofessional historians, producing a wide variety of U.S.-related books, articles, and TV and radio programs based on little or no original historical research.
     48 References to U.S. history derived from these popular works have often played a major role in the published statements of politicians, who use them to enhance comparative arguments on matters European.
    
 
   
    
     Similar developments were taking place in some still-Communist East European countries, although on a much smaller scale.
     
    
     As soon as the dtente between the United States and the USSR after 1975 created a more favorable climate for advancing American studies east of the Iron Curtain, Poland established its first American Studies Center, at Warsaw University in 1976, with generous support from the United States Information Agency.
     
    
     Significantly, the center’s founder, Andrzej Bartnicki, was a historian, and he made it an incubator for a new generation of Polish historians of the United States.
    
 
   
     
      RECLAIMING GLOBAL HISTORY: GERMAN HISTORIANS AND WESTERNIZATION
     
 
   
    
     In addition to American history, European historians of the United States have made use of the American academy’s way of doing history.
     
    
     For example, from the 1960s, for many European historians, studying U.S. history increasingly meant discovering a variety of sub- and interdisciplinary fields and alternative methods of historical inquiry.
     
    
     For some, it was tantamount to being in the vanguard of an intense transatlantic dialogue on historical approaches and concepts.
     49
    
 
   
    
     One such dialogue was the much-trumpeted campaign to globalize the study of U.S. history—which, under the leadership of Lewis Hanke, saw U.S. historical associations explicitly target non-U.S. Americanists.
     50
      Yet the result was not simply a deparochialized, less nation-centered way of studying U.S. history but also a further diffusion of U.S. history, thus building, unintentionally, on the earlier ambitions of European historians (and the U.S. State Department) to make America better known.
     
    
     When U.S. scholars started in earnest to shift their attention to the global dimensions of U.S. history at the end of the twentieth century, European historians of the United States welcomed their efforts.
     51 These dovetailed with the work of many well-established scholars who had already laid out the complex and multidimensional processes of Americanization with respective to their societies.
     52
    
 
   
    
     In the second half of the 1990s, the close alliance between West Germany and the United States, as well as West Germany’s preeminent role in American foreign policy during the Cold War, came under intense scrutiny with regard to the extent, meaning, and effect of American influence after World War II.
     
    
     In an attempt to come to terms with the history of postwar superpower confrontation and its legacies, German scholars employed terms such as 
     Westernization and 
     Americanization, often synonymously and with contradictory meanings.
     53 Analyses that situated themselves under the theoretical umbrella of Westernization offered a long-term perspective on intercultural transfers in the European-American relationship over the previous two centuries.
     
    
     Focusing on the gradual evolution of a common set of values in the Atlantic societies since the eighteenth century, they examined this “intellectual transfer construed as an ongoing exchange” whose “trademark [was] the continuous recycling of ideas: from Europe to America, and back again.”
    
      
       54
       In this constellation, they defined Westernization as “the emergence of a shared value framework in the societies straddling the North Atlantic.”
      
       55
      
 
   
    
     This circulatory cultural exchange was marked by periods of a predominantly European influence on the United States, succeeded by phases of strong American influence on Europe.
     
    
     Americanization thus became a subcategory in a larger historical framework of exchange on an equal footing, in which American influence could be considerable at times but was by no means exclusive, and which could be juxtaposed to ideas of modernization, democratization, and liberalization.
    
 
   
    
     Other scholars tied the phenomenon of increased American influence to a general process of cultural globalization, looking at “the way in which the country has projected itself as a force affecting the lives of many people across the globe, in the course of what became known as the American Century.”
    
      
       56
       As a result of this process, a variety of imaginative “offshore Americas” emerged, reflecting the inextricable link between the United States’ rise as a superpower in the twentieth century and the forces of globalization that helped spread its image even farther across the globe.57 But here too the change of perspective was on the receiving end,58 where constructions of the self and the “other” were being renegotiated in a “sign war” of images and references to “Americanness” for various purposes.59 As such, this approach was equally part of domestic and international power politics, in which political and economic factors, for example, determined local perceptions. 
    
     As the German cultural historian Kaspar Maase argued, “Americanizing oneself was not a purely willful act.
     
    
     It was the utilization of an objectively given constellation, and in this respect it depended on the dynamics of Cold War politics and the world economy. . . . ‘America’ provided physical, ideational and symbolic materials, arguments, and examples which were being utilized (and increasingly had to be utilized) in the old world in order to articulate and strengthen different interests.”
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     It is hard not to view these academic debates at the end of the 1990s in the context of the end of the Cold War, a comprehensive reassessment of transatlantic relations on the political level, and the alleged unipolar moment in international relations.
     
    
     They inspired a whole new generation of western Europe–based historians of the United States, who, drawing on the methodological approaches described above, were able to inscribe Europe and its contribution in a global version of American history.
    
 
   
    
     In the first decade of the twenty-first century, this new generation was often appalled (as indeed were many established scholars) by the political direction the United States was taking under George W. Bush.
     61 Indeed, the recent boom in transnational studies of U.S. history stands in the context of Robert Kagan’s assertion that “Europeans are from Venus, Americans are from Mars” and the Bush administration’s division of Europe into New and Old.
     62 Moreover, due to their partial political and cultural socialization on the other side of the Atlantic, these younger European historians share not only a language but also a certain personal investment in U.S. history with their American counterparts.
     
    
     As opposed to comparing and contrasting their societies with the American example, they too have begun to write (and indeed helped shape the writing of) transnational history, thereby expanding the perspective to new actors and issues that have influenced both U.S. history and the histories of their own countries.
     63 Italian historians of foreign policy, for example, have focused on the framing in the late 1940s of
      the notion of the Atlantic community and, recently, on the history of energy, especially oil, and its economic and monetary implications.
     64
    
 
   
    
     Thus, in writing transnational history that encompasses the United States, European historians find themselves writing “our history” after all, and indeed some adopt the American style of making clear their personal investment and the present-day relevance of the subject at hand.
     65 But this new approach, including the fragmentation of the nation-state as the dominant historical category, is more than simply a reflection of a vibrant transatlantic (political) community, the greater convergence of academic cultures in Europe and the United States, and the rise of a European Union that has challenged the primacy of national history.
     
    
     It can also be an effort to reclaim ownership of the past from U.S. historians.
     
    
     The European Science Foundation (ESF), established in 1974, is one of the relatively new institutional sponsors of history writing in Europe and supports huge multinational projects in English.
     
    
     With its projected eight volumes, the Writing the Nation series is an excellent example of an ESF venture laying the international foundations of national histories in Europe.
     66
    
 
   
    
     This reclaiming of history is perhaps most apparent in the writing of the more triumphal aspects of late twentieth-century history—notably the rise of human rights and the fall of Communist regimes (see chapter 6).
     
    
     Future research will undoubtedly complicate the still-dominant triumphalist narrative of the end of the Cold War, currently centered around American power and people such as Presidents Ronald Reagan and George H.W. Bush in many works of U.S.-based historians, in favor of a more balanced view that credits grassroots developments on the national and transnational levels.
     67
    
 
   
    
     Some historians, especially in East Central Europe, have sought to reclaim the European national heritages of the United States.
     
    
     In particular, they have studied emigration to the United States in great, local detail.
     68 Differences between European and U.S. scholars should not be overstated—indeed, the study of migration could be the poster child for the internationalization of history and transnational history projects.
     69 Nevertheless, European scholars have clearly played a pioneering role in bringing U.S. immigration into a pattern of global migrations—the Institut fr Migrationsforschung und Interkulturelle Studien (IMIS) at the University of Osnabrck, Germany, under the leadership of Klaus Bade, was pivotal in transforming what was once the study of only U.S. immigration into a broadly conceived research area in European migrations with contemporary global implications.
     70 In Italy, a new generation of scholars has taken
      into account the globalizing effects of recent emigration history, especially of Latin American and Asian immigrants.
     71 In addition, European scholars have explored other forms of transatlantic connections, such as diplomacy and the transfer of European culture to the United States in its early history, in an effort to portray the latter as a “European country.”
     
    
     This of course has far-reaching political implications on both sides of the Atlantic.
     
    
     Europeans have also participated in some of the major historical undertakings of recent decades, such as the building of the multimillion-dollar Ellis Island database (ellisisland.org), initiated and headed by Ira A. Glazier, and the subsequent publishing of the Ellis Island series.
     72
    
 
   
    
     The long-term impact of this scholarly shift to the study of transnationalism, international exchange, and “America in the world” on European Americanists and the transatlantic dialogue in American studies has been poignantly summarized by the German literary scholar Winfried Fluck, who argues that “transnationalism has been good to me and other American studies scholars from outside the United States.
     
    
     Before, when we came to the United States, we were poor relatives; now we are sought-after messengers from another world who seem to possess the magical power of leading Americans into a new age of cosmopolitanism.”
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      USING AMERICAN HISTORY TO INTERPRET CONTEMPORARY DOMESTIC EUROPEAN CONCERNS: BRITISH SCHOLARSHIP ON THE AMERICAN CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT
     
 
   
    
     Somewhat ironically, given how long U.S. history was understood to be exceptional, it is striking just how many aspects of recent American history have had their counterparts in Europe—especially in relation to social movements.
     
    
     Struggles over immigration, the environment, urban development, racial equality, women’s rights, and workplace justice have been key themes of late twentieth-century life on both sides of the Atlantic.
     
    
     Thus with America’s rise to preeminence, especially as a supposed global trendsetter, its past can have direct implications for the European present and future—perhaps not as directly as for American scholars, but powerfully nonetheless.
    
 
   
    
     This is rarely acknowledged explicitly.
     
    
     With the rise of globalization and the ascendancy of the American academy, increasing numbers of European historians of domestic American history have ostensibly moved beyond using it for contemporary European purposes.
     
    
     Instead, they
      have both had the opportunity and felt the pressure to follow the agenda and style of their American counterparts.
     
    
     Seeking to publish with American presses and in American journals for American audiences, European historians of the United States have also had a disincentive to proclaim a domestic agenda of their own.
     
    
     Rather, such historians have positioned themselves, in the words of the Cambridge professor Tony Badger’s self-description, as historians of America “who happened to live elsewhere”—none more so than Badger’s fellow scholars who happen to live in the United Kingdom, sometimes called the fifty-first state.
     
    
     Their work and its relevance are thus framed in American terms.
     
    
     Badger, for example, remembers that he set out on his doctorate to explore the New Deal in North Carolina in “the context of a clearly defined American historiographical problem” rather than to explain, use, reframe, or reclaim it for domestic purposes.
     74
    
 
   
    
     Even so, the parallels and connections between recent domestic American and European history clearly provide opportunities for self-analysis, following in the long tradition of European scholarship of the United States—even in the case of British historians of modern domestic U.S. history.
     
    
     Reading their work, what is striking is how few explicit connections they make between major themes in the Southern past and contemporary European concerns.
     
    
     Indeed, Badger recalls that he was so successful in shedding his British predispositions that one leading Southern reviewer of his 
     Prosperity Road: The New Deal, Tobacco, and North Carolina (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1980), noted that the only interest group of the 1930s that Badger had failed to investigate was the British buyers.
     75 In other words, national location (outside the United States) in this case seemed to preclude writing about the American past for contemporary purposes.
    
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, the fact that a disproportionate number of British historians focus on the African American civil rights movement (and almost none on Native American studies) suggests that such historians have sought to use the South to engage with present-day concerns.
     76 Between 1984 and 2005, twenty-one British historians of America worked on the modern civil rights movement (the second-most-popular topic among British Americanists, after American foreign relations).
     
    
     Of course, U.S. historians were also drawn to the civil rights movement (and slavery) in large numbers, but not remotely on this disproportionate scale.
     
    
     Increased British interest in Southern race relations clearly reflects a particular moment in British social history.
     77 Late twentieth-century urban Britain
      was fast becoming multicultural, and uneasily so.
     
    
     Race riots in the early 1980s unsettled British sensibilities, leading to anti-immigration slogans taking center stage in British elections.
     
    
     Thus the tumultuous story of Southern race relations resonated, while the triumphant narrative of a powerful civil rights movement provided lessons to learn.
     
    
     (By contrast, the absence of an equivalent native minority group in the United Kingdom meant that the story of Native Americans did not resonate there.)
    
 
   
    
     One reason that British historians turned to the American South to ponder and learn about race was the absence of a well-known British story.
     
    
     Black British activists and their allies had a fascinating story to tell—it’s just that much of British academia was not listening in the late twentieth century.
     
    
     Hence the presumed need for younger scholars to look abroad.
     
    
     The appointment of British scholars of U.S. race to chairs, notably at Cambridge, further institutionalized and fostered this interest.
    
 
   
    
     Of course, British scholars interested in race could also, and did, turn to imperial and commonwealth history.
     
    
     But the U.S. South held particular attraction because it seemed analogous to the contemporary domestic story of race—a subjugated racial minority in a country professing equality.
     
    
     In other words, “America’s dilemma” was also Britain’s, as British sociologists of the 1960s had suggested.
     78 The prominence that the British media gave to the American civil rights movement—with gripping images beamed across the Atlantic on new satellite technology to fill the newly expanded schedule of British television—meant that the American story came to be familiar in Britain (and much more familiar than the British one).
     
    
     In the 1980s, cultural and literary scholars such as Stuart Hall and Paul Gilroy powerfully interpreted British riots in the light of Black Power struggles and cultural politics in the United States.
     79 Thus for British historians, the act of studying the U.S. South—though framed in terms of American historiographical debates and written about for American audiences, with no explicit connections drawn or agenda imposed—was also an exercise in making sense of home (even as some made their home temporarily or permanently in the United States).
     80
    
 
   
    
     What is true for British scholars is also true for many of the other (albeit fewer) European historians of American race.
     
    
     German historians, for example, have recently focused on race, in important works such as Simon Wendt’s 
     The Spirit and the Shotgun: Armed Resistance and the Struggle for Civil Rights (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2010) and Manfred Berg’s 
     Popular Justice: A History of Lynching in America (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2011).
     81 More broadly, European historians’ interest in American multiculturalism can be understood in terms of the need to grasp a concept that was both new to Europe and clearly American in origin.
     
    
     In a 1913 book, Francis E. Clark (1851–1927) made an early effort to compare Hungary and the United States: “The cosmopolitan make-up of the [Hungarian] people is like America.
     
    
     The Magyars themselves, the true Hungarians, are a mixed race like our own, and the nation has inherited the best blood of many peoples. . . . In their assimilative powers, too, the Hungarians have shown their likeness to America.”
    
      
       82
       Such comparisons worked both ways. 
    
     The influential Hungarian American social scientist Oscar Jszi (1875–1957) suggested in 1929 that the supranational “experiment of the Habsburgs would have signified a higher and more promising principle of evolution, not only compared with the old national states but also with the English and American kind of confederative state.
     
    
     For the British Empire and the United States are in reality a continuation of the old national type.”
    
      
       83
       He also believed that “in the United States the unity of the Anglo-Saxon culture and hegemony is uncontested.”
      
       84
       He did not live long enough to see the time of contest coming.
 
   
     
      CONCLUSION
     
 
   
    
     The overarching themes of European use of American history—for self-perception, to reclaim Europe’s place in global history, and to study issues that resonate with contemporary challenges at home—have recently led many Europeans to focus mostly on recent or contemporary U.S. history.
     
    
     (The exception is historians of colonial America and American foreign policy, who already focus on areas of connection between Europe and America.)
     
    
     With continued American dominance in an ever-globalizing world, such political uses for European purposes seem set to continue.
    
 
   
    
     Yet the influence of globalization and the preeminent, or even hegemonic, position of the American academy also mean that ever more European historians may increasingly adopt American styles and agendas to earn a hearing in the U.S. academy—and thus refrain from staking out an explicit position for their use of U.S. history.
     
    
     Moreover, the rise of transnational history, with the growing acknowledgement on both sides of the Atlantic that “our past” is shared, may further narrow differences in how academics from different nations use the U.S. past for present-day purposes.
     
    
     So too will increasing academic interchange
      (in both directions) and acquaintance with U.S. news, which will mean that European historians can develop a personal investment in U.S. history.
     
    
     Interchange can also lead not so much to the Americanizing of European Americanists as to fruitful cooperation from different yet intertwined political perspectives.
     85
    
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, the fact that the United States retains a dominant, distinct, polarizing role in global politics and remains the repository for so many European dreams and frustrations—not to mention the tenacious influence of national traditions and the controversial impact of the European Union on European scholarship—suggests that the writing of U.S. history will continue to play different political roles (both explicit and, increasingly, hidden) in the United States and Europe for some time.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 3
     
 
   
    
     Institutions, Careers, and the Many Paths of U.S. History in Europe
    
 
   
     
      MAX EDLING, VINCENT MICHELOT, JRG NAGLER, SANDRA SCANLON, AND IRMINA WAWRZYCZEK
     
 
   
    
     Do institutions shape historical scholarship?
     
    
     Insofar as there are collective trends in the history scholars write, to what extent do the institutional settings they work in influence their path?
     
    
     When we talk about historiography, we generally approach historical work as an individual pursuit—which it is for a large part.
     
    
     Collective trends are explored as a matter of intellectual fashions, historical schools and traditions, or political movements.
     
    
     All these we acknowledge readily as the main stuff of our profession.
     
    
     Yet in this essay we would like to explore beyond those purely intellectual dimensions of the historical craft and examine the more practical and mundane factors, such as career prospects and access to resources, that shape research agendas and publication patterns.
     
    
     Few would deny the importance of such aspects of the historical profession, yet generally they are part of discussions separate from the higher-minded pursuits of scholarship itself.
     
    
     So this chapter focuses on these often forgotten sides of the historian’s craft.
     
    
     It takes the example of European historians of colonial North America and the United States to explore the significance of the institutional settings in which scholars work, including the many ways they can influence writing.
    
 
   
    
     Charles de Gaulle once quipped that it was impossible to govern a country with 258 varieties of cheese.
     
    
     In much the same way, it is impossible to give a full account of American history as currently practiced in Europe.
     
    
     Different national academic traditions and rapid institutional change, in part driven by political initiatives of the European Union to
      standardize the continent’s systems of higher education, have created an academic landscape not only diverse but also shifting.
     
    
     In addition to the variation between countries, there is also variation between institutions in each country.
     
    
     Just like the United States, most European countries have different types of institutions of higher learning.
     
    
     Some are more research oriented, whereas others are geared mainly toward the instruction of a locally recruited student population.
     
    
     There is a world of difference between the London School of Economics and London Metropolitan University, between the universities of Lund and Kristianstad, and between Charles University in Prague and Silesian University in Opava.
    
 
   
    
     If only for this reason, there will be no attempt here to provide an exhaustive survey of either American history in Europe or the systems of higher education on the continent.
     1 Our aim, rather, is to bring out distinctive features of and allow for comparisons within the heterogeneous world of European higher education.
     
    
     We do put together hard-to-find information, however, so we hope that the following pages will help the reader make sense of the professional conditions of historians of the United States throughout Europe.
     
    
     But we offer this information primarily to shed light on some of the factors that, in our view, bear the most heavily on the paths historians take.
     
    
     We are not advocating any deterministic view, yet we do think that institutions have an influence on the historian’s trade, although the precise impact will vary not only between institutional settings but also between one individual and the next.
    
 
   
    
     To make sense of this diversity, and keeping in mind that career demands are the locus where institutions meet scholars, we have organized this chapter around the three major stages of the profession: the initial training of graduate students; the postdoctoral entry into the profession as a junior scholar; and the ascent to full professor, an institutional position at the heart of most systems.
    
 
   
    
     The PhD is the foundation of an academic career.
     
    
     It is also the stage where institutional constraints and opportunities are most apparent.
     
    
     The importance of this phase makes it all the more crucial to consider closely.
     
    
     Across Europe, the organization and requirements of PhD programs vary greatly, despite attempts to streamline university systems and promote mobility.
     
    
     With a few exceptions—such as the European University Institute in Florence, Italy, where North American history has never been a priority—the institutions that maintain academic cultures and organize the historical profession remain national rather than
      continental.
     
    
     Three factors seem to be especially important in how the institutional framework shapes scholarship at this level: the number of Americanists working in the nation’s university system, the resources available to graduate students, and the formal requirements of the PhD degree.
    
 
   
    
     In relatively small academies, numbers matter: the existence, or not, of a real milieu of Americanists can greatly impact both the possibilities of undertaking a PhD in U.S. history and the type of dissertation produced.
     
    
     This starts before the graduate level: on the other side of the Atlantic, it is not always appreciated that the history of North America is sometimes not taught at all in many history departments in Europe outside Britain and Ireland.
     
    
     In part this is due to the power of tradition to shape the curriculum, but it is also the effect of numbers.
     
    
     These factors are interdependent.
     
    
     With American historians thin on the ground in many countries, there is little pressure to reform the curriculum.
     
    
     But without such reform, career opportunities for American historians will remain limited and their numbers will stay low.
     
    
     Figures are uncertain, but our attempt to count practicing American historians around the continent suggests that there are around two hundred in the United Kingdom, some sixty each in France and Germany, around thirty in Italy, half that number in each of Ireland, the Netherlands, and Poland, and single digits elsewhere.
     
    
     In a few countries, such as Sweden, there is not a single position in American history at any of the nation’s universities.
    
 
   
    
     These figures have consequences.
     
    
     They touch on the education of undergraduate students, who rarely have the opportunity to develop close familiarity with U.S. history and historiography, since few people teach it.
     
    
     At the graduate level, only a handful of institutions across the continent offer masters programs dedicated to American colonial and United States history, such as the cole des hautes tudes en sciences sociales (EHESS) in France, the University of Heidelberg in Germany, and University College Dublin in Ireland.
     
    
     The main exception is the United Kingdom, which has specialized programs at Cambridge, East Anglia, Edinburgh, Newcastle, Nottingham, Oxford, Sheffield, and University College London.
     
    
     The United States is also a main subject of graduate programs in international relations throughout Europe, although it makes for a specific (and often institutionally disconnected) part of U.S. history as a field: see, for instance, the MA in strategic studies and foreign relations at University College Cork in Ireland or the MA in transatlantic studies at Jagiellonian University in Poland.
     2
    
 
    
   
    
     Programs in American studies are much more prevalent across the continent, and they form a more available path to the study of the United States.
     
    
     Many universities have formed specific programs for American studies: in Germany there are currently twelve such programs at the MA level; in the United Kingdom, forty-five universities offer specific BAs in American studies and many MAs as well; other examples abound, as in Ireland, the Netherlands, Poland, and Scandinavia.
     3 But whether a dedicated program exists or not, most universities across the continent offer American studies in their English Departments, which generally opened to the field in the 1960s and 1970s.
     
    
     Typically these programs bring together, to varying degrees, American literature, culture, history, and politics.
     
    
     Only rarely do they allow students to fully immerse themselves in American history, but where numbers are strong they can allow for a distinctive interdisciplinary approach.
     
    
     The North American MA program at Friedrich Schiller University of Jena in Germany, for instance, brings together in equal parts cultural studies, history, and political science.
     
    
     It exemplifies what could be a distinctive trait of American studies in Europe: the place of political science in the mix, which accounts for a continued affinity with studying politics in historical perspective—and has engaged European Americanists with American political development, a subfield that remains relatively marginal in both history and political science in the United States.
    
 
   
    
     The institutional structure of undergraduate and graduate studies in U.S. history in Europe has several consequences.
     
    
     First, it means that PhD students in history have a different background than their American peers.
     
    
     Typically they embark on their dissertation projects with solid methodological grounding in the historical discipline, a strong knowledge of their national history, and a good, though lesser, foundation of European history.
     
    
     But their knowledge of the history of other parts of the world, including North America, is much shallower.
     
    
     Perhaps most important, they have been much more exposed to European than to American historiography.
     
    
     This background affects the questions European students ask and the theoretical concepts and methodological approaches they employ.
    
 
   
    
     Second, this institutional makeup goes far in shaping the intellectual environment of budding American historians.
     
    
     Whereas European academic milieus can be just as stimulating as North American ones, the institutions that can provide the critical mass of faculty members and graduate students necessary to maintain a research seminar and graduate courses in American history are few in Europe.
     
    
     In most European
      graduate programs, American history is a peripheral subject.
     
    
     Students are therefore restricted to seminars and courses where they continue their engagement with the national and European historiography they encountered as undergraduates.
    
 
   
    
     Only a few places in Europe have a significant concentration of graduate students and faculty in American history.
     
    
     In the United Kingdom, the University of Cambridge runs the most important program and was responsible for one-third of the total PhDs in American history awarded by the so-called Russell Group universities in 2001–11.
     4 Other institutions, however, also bring together a number of scholars and students large enough to reach a critical mass of specialists.
     
    
     One could cite the Rothermere American Institute in Oxford or the American seminar at the Institute for Historical Research in London (where historians from several universities of the capital meet).
     
    
     In France, the sheer weight of Paris in the university system makes it a bustling place for American history: three-quarters of the French dissertations in the field were defended there in the past decade.
     
    
     A few institutions with dedicated programs stand out—EHESS and the University of Paris Panthon-Sorbonne in history and the universities of Sorbonne Nouvelle and Paris-Diderot in American studies—but a total of ten French schools awarded PhDs on any aspect of U.S. history in 2001–12.
     5
    
 
   
    
     In most European countries, the critical mass of scholars and students in American history is thus concentrated in a few points, sometimes in one institution, such as the Jagiellonian University in Krakw, which awarded fifteen of the thirty-eight Polish PhDs in U.S. history in 2001–12; Heidelberg University and the Free University of Berlin, where respectively eighteen and twelve of the eighty-eight German dissertations in the subject were defended in 2008–12; and Lund University, with seven of the fifteen PhDs in the field completed in Sweden in the two decades between 1976 and 2005 (although today it does not train students in American history).
     6 In some countries, there has been a conscious pooling of the resources of several institutions to create an intellectual milieu in U.S. history when numbers would be too low and scattered otherwise.
     
    
     Thus the Roosevelt Center in Middelburg, the Netherlands, regularly hosts a seminar for all the PhD students in U.S. history in the country.
     
    
     In Italy, several universities have brought together their American historians in the Centro Interuniversitario di Storia e Politica Euro-Americana (CISPEA).
    
 
   
    
     The number and deployment of American historians in a nation’s university system are important, as they dictate where students can
      more systematically engage with American historiography of the United States, through both European historians and American guests.
     
    
     They also affect what is perhaps the most important resource to a graduate student: a knowledgeable supervisor in good standing in the profession.
     
    
     In a small country such as Sweden, it is hardly surprising that few dissertations in American history are written: not only are graduate programs small in general, but there are very few experts on U.S. history in the potential pool of supervisors.
     
    
     In most countries the situation is not this extreme, but the limited range of potential supervisors unavoidably structures the field.
     
    
     To a large degree this is the result of tradition and specifically of the origins of American history in Europe.
     
    
     The small number of experts and the concentration of graduate students in a few institutions mean that the impact of individual professors is potentially significant.
    
 
   
    
     With few centers of American history in Europe, professors at these institutions come to train a considerable share of a nation’s American history experts.
     
    
     Thus in Sweden, Gran Rystad, who had a personal chair in American history before retiring in 1991, was by far the most important supervisor.
     
    
     In the United Kingdom, Anthony Badger, at the University of Cambridge, has supervised at least ten dissertations defended in the past decade, a figure that can be compared to the fourteen dissertations supervised by the entire American history faculty at Oxford University in the same period.
     
    
     In Poland the record belongs to Andrzej Mania, a political scientist and historian at the Institute of American Studies and Polish Diaspora at Jagiellonian University, who between 1993 and 2012 supervised fifteen dissertations at the intersection of those two fields, devoted to the political and military history of the United States and various aspects of American foreign relations from the War of 1812 through World War II to the twenty-first century.
     
    
     In France in the past decade, Franois Weil supervised ten of the sixty-six dissertations on the United States that came out of history departments.
     
    
     Both because historians of the United States are few and because only full professors can officially advise PhD students, a few scholars often become key figures.
    
 
   
    
     The extent to which individual professors shape the range of topics that a nation’s Americanists address is difficult to gauge, however.
     
    
     Graduate students seek out leading experts and generally choose their own topics.
     
    
     Most professors in countries where few historians of the United States are available also see it as a professional obligation to supervise projects that fall beyond their immediate specialization.
     
    
     Rystad’s students worked on twentieth-century foreign policy, his field, but also on topics such as Native Americans and the image of the United States in Sweden.
     
    
     Weil supervised dissertations on themes as diverse as the creation of the New York Police Department, Afrocentrism, the Brooklyn Dodgers, the death penalty in California, and Native American veterans of World War I.
     
    
     This willingness to accept PhD students in a broad range of topics is true everywhere in Europe, even in the United Kingdom, where historians of the United States are much more numerous: at Cambridge, most of Badger’s students work on his field, civil rights and Southern history, but others have examined the Harlem Renaissance, Native American education during the New Deal, anti-communism in the 1930s, varied political and social movements of the 1960s and 1970s, and U.S. foreign policy—areas far beyond his immediate research interests.
     
    
     Yet it remains true everywhere in Europe that professors of American history being few, they train large portions of their nation’s U.S. historians—and thus have an outsize influence compared to those to other fields.
    
 
   
    
     These patterns help explain, to a certain extent, clusters in topics and approaches, and in particular why a good number of dissertations on U.S. history deal with subjects that directly relate to the writer’s national history.
     
    
     This is a long-standing tradition: in most European countries, the first generation of Americanists—the scholars who entered the field in the decades after the Second World War—turned either to the historical relationship between their own country and America or to the history of United States foreign policy and relations.
     
    
     In the first category the focus was often on outmigration to the United States and on the integration of migrants into American society.
     
    
     A crude but useful categorization of dissertation topics shows that these trends continue.
     7 In Britain, of the 150 history dissertations that were submitted at Russell Group universities between 2001 and 2011, twenty dealt with bilateral relations in one form or another, sixty-three with the history of American foreign affairs, and sixty-seven with a diverse range of other topics.
     
    
     In 2005–12, the vast majority of American history dissertations completed at University College Cork and University College Dublin considered some aspect of U.S. foreign policy or bilateral relations, ranging from studies of the Anti-Imperialist League, Anglo-American relations in the 1960s and 1970s, and U.S.-Japanese relations to examinations of Irish revolutionaries’ experiences in America.
     
    
     Figures converge for all the countries for which we have data: twenty-two of the thirty-eight Polish dissertations in U.S. history
      defended in 2001–12 dealt with foreign policy; twenty-nine of the 121 French dissertations in the field from the same period also did, while thirty-two dealt with French-American topics; of Sweden’s fifteen dissertations on U.S. history in 1976–2005, eight treated bilateral relations, five American foreign affairs, and only two subjects in the “other topics” category.
    
 
   
    
     Yet in recent decades European historians have increasingly directly engaged with U.S. historiography, a trend reflected in the growing number of dissertations involving the United States more centrally.
     
    
     This came about earlier in the United Kingdom, where “from the 1970s about two-thirds of publications have been on American domestic history or at least on topics not connected with the Atlantic relationship.”
    
      
       8
       Many other European countries also exhibit this tendency. 
    
     A closer look at France shows that in the main programs dedicated to U.S. history, the large majority of dissertations today deal with topics centered on the United States, while dissertations on international relations are done under the supervision of specialists of the field rather than Americanists, and bilateral studies on France and the United States are conducted with professors scattered across a wide range of universities, who often are not U.S. specialists per se.
    
 
   
    
     Efforts to send more graduate students to spend long periods in American universities and archives have facilitated the trend toward more integration with U.S. historiography.
     
    
     Financial resources do not abound, but across Europe initiatives have opened opportunities for PhD students.
     
    
     Common are Fulbright Programs, bilateral agreements for academic and educational cooperation between the United States and each country, which have funded the research of many a doctoral student.
     
    
     Other sources of funding are more specific to each nation: the Georges Lurcy Trust for France, for instance, or the German Historical Institute for Germany.
     9 The governments of some countries have initiated schemes to facilitate international postdocs.
     
    
     The Swedish Foundation for International Cooperation in Research and Higher Education has a generous program of this kind.
     10 The Irish Research Council sponsors the Government of Ireland ELEVATE Fellowships, which provide funding for postdoctoral scholars to spend two years at an international university before returning to their home institution for one year.
     11 The recent Europe-wide emphasis on the need to publish internationally, which tends to mean publication in English-language journals and with English-language presses, is another factor.
     
    
     To make successful careers, graduate students need to choose topics that will allow them to engage
      with historiographical trends in the United States and to publish in American history journals and with American presses.
    
 
   
    
     If increasing international exchanges and publication and the digitization of data serve to make U.S. history in Europe and in the United States converge, the formal requirements of the PhD dissertation tend to perpetuate differences.
     
    
     The most obvious consideration is language.
     
    
     In non-English-speaking countries, history dissertations often are not, and sometimes cannot be, written in English.
     
    
     In France, the law requires that they be written in French; special permission from the university board must be sought otherwise.
     
    
     The situation is similar in Poland, where, although such permission is not difficult to obtain, only two of the aforementioned thirty-eight dissertations on American history were written in English.
     
    
     In Germany, most dissertations are written in German.
     
    
     This of course has important implications for the impact of European scholarship on American history, where English is the lingua franca: as a rule, only works in English tend to get noticed in the United States.
     
    
     Having to write in at least two languages carries burdens, especially in intensifying intellectual exchange across the Atlantic, but it also opens opportunities.
     12
    
 
   
    
     Aside from language, the style of dissertations in Europe can be very different from American ideals.
     
    
     When the 
     Journal of American History ran a review of a Swedish dissertation on the United States’ seizure of the Panama Canal Zone, it was severely critical.
     
    
     This was a dissertation that clearly should never have been written.
     
    
     “The editors ought to be ashamed,” and the “author and those who trained him and supervised this dissertation have embarrassed themselves with a manuscript that ought not to be acceptable in an undergraduate class.”
     
    
     It had “no redeeming value” and was nothing short of “a humiliation.”
     
    
     “It certainly will not encourage American diplomatic historians to consider seriously foreign perspectives on American history.”
     
    
     Another dissertation was described as “an exhaustive and exhausting book” put together with “a dragnet approach—everything is swept up, with little discernment of importance or relevance.”
    
      
       13
       Yet these two dissertations, which were submitted at a renowned university, were regarded as well researched and serious contributions to historical scholarship in Sweden. 
    
     Both authors went on to have successful careers.
     
    
     It was hardly the case that the reviewers were simply put off by poor English, as an American wrote the first dissertation.
     
    
     Instead it can be argued that the American reviewers failed to appreciate the specific stylistic demands that other university systems impose on doctoral candidates.
    
 
    
   
    
     The requirements surrounding the defense of dissertations partly explain the continuing gap in what they look like.
     
    
     In some countries, committees are small, while in others (such as France, Poland, and Switzerland), they tend to be larger (with up to five or six professors, at least half of whom are always external examiners).
     
    
     Because of numbers, cost, and language, these committees rarely entirely comprise specialists of the specific topic of the dissertation.
     
    
     Situations vary across Europe, but this state of affairs combined with other institutional demands and pragmatic assessments of national job markets make it necessary for PhD students to bear in mind that they must also address non–U.S. specialists in most countries, with a few exceptions.
     
    
     However, the perceptible movement away from the national tropes of diplomatic history and bilateral relations with the United States in the past couple of decades has made this pressure less felt.
     
    
     Changes in European university systems and the globalization of academia are factors in this trend.
     
    
     Yet topics selected and dissertations written bear—sometimes strikingly, as we have seen—the imprint of the university systems in which the PhDs were pursued.
    
 
   
    
     After the PhD, prospects for doctors in American history vary dramatically from country to country.
     
    
     Being very open-ended, and sometimes very uncertain, this stage of the career displays how much institutions can affect scholarship for scholarship’s sake.
     
    
     Academics need to adapt to the demands of their university system if they want to find a position in it, and some places do not have anything below full professorships.
     
    
     Here we would like to emphasize the impact of the job market on research.
     
    
     By 
     job market, we mean the number of positions available but also their type, the prospects they offer a young scholar, and the support system to which they give access.
    
 
   
    
     In the United States, the ideal first rung of the career ladder after the PhD is a tenure-track position.
     
    
     As an assistant professor, the young historian is expected to teach and to revise her or his dissertation for publication, to develop new research projects, and to publish articles in professional journals.
     
    
     After a period of five to seven years, a peer group assesses the research and teaching record of the assistant professor.
     
    
     It is really only after passing this review that a historian becomes a full member of the profession, typically as an associate professor.
     
    
     Admittedly, a difficult job market and the growing number of untenured faculty mean that far from everyone is fortunate enough to experience such a straightforward career.
     
    
     Nevertheless, it is fair to say that this expected
      path into the profession still structures the behavior of junior faculty at American universities.
    
 
   
    
     It is much harder to establish a standard career path for Europe.
     
    
     Diversity rather than similarity stands out.
     
    
     Perhaps the best strategy is to use the American academy as a benchmark to contrast how the differing demands of European university systems shape the publishing and research strategies of young historians of the United States.
     
    
     These demands are currently changing all over Europe as pressure mounts to publish internationally (which means, in bureaucratic speak, to publish in English in American journals).
     
    
     Sometimes such encouragement takes the form of highly structured and centralized demands.
     
    
     In the United Kingdom the government intermittently evaluates the quality of all research “output” with a mandatory, rigid points system.
     
    
     The rather puerile nomenclature defines “four star” works as “world leading” articles or books; three and two stars respectively denote “internationally excellent” and “internationally recognized,” whereas one-star works are merely “nationally recognized.”
     
    
     This Research Excellence Framework provides unambiguous directions on how to shape a successful career.
     
    
     In Sweden, in contrast, the pressure to publish internationally comes from the hiring policies of universities and recommendations from influential bodies such as the Swedish Research Council.
     
    
     But it coexists with traditional demands that the newly minted PhD concentrate not on publishing the dissertation but on broadening his or her scholarly interests and initiating new research projects.
     14 In Poland, the highest recognition of a dissertation’s excellence is a recommendation from its reviewers to get it published as a book after the suggested revisions, yet without insisting on translation into English to increase its potential international impact.
     
    
     In Germany, the PhD degree is awarded only once the dissertation is published, which means that university presses often print them as is so that the now doctor can move on to her or his next project.
    
 
   
    
     So while the trend in the United Kingdom is for junior American historians to publish their dissertations as monographs in the United States and to place articles with American history journals, these practices are less pronounced, if growing, in many other European countries.
     
    
     Of the fifty PhD candidates who defended their dissertations at Cambridge University between 2001 and 2011, fifteen held an academic position in the United Kingdom in the summer of 2011.
     
    
     Of these, nine had published their revised dissertations in the United States, although not always with a university press.
     
    
     Several others were in the process of
      doing so.
     
    
     Almost all listed some American publications.
     15 This is only a small sample, of course, but the publication strategy of this group suggests that success as an American historian in the United Kingdom hinges on the ability to publish in the United States, something only possible by engaging with American historiography.
     
    
     To a certain extent, British and American publishing patterns appear fairly similar.
     
    
     However, the five-year REF cycle means that British historians are under pressure to publish more works faster than their North American colleagues.
    
 
   
    
     On the Continent, scholars traditionally do not spend years revising their dissertations for publication.
     
    
     In France, where associate professorships are tenured after one year but difficult to obtain, the tendency is to publish the dissertation quickly, to improve the chances of getting a position, and then move on to the next project.
     
    
     Incentives for all historians to publish in the United States, for reasons of both professional prestige and institutional pressure, are generally more evident for the second book, as more Americanists now publish these directly in English, with American presses.
     
    
     For different reasons, historians in Germany also move on immediately from the PhD to a new project, as they need to write a second dissertation, the 
     Habilitationsschrift, to be eligible for full professorships, the only type of permanent position in their academic system.
     
    
     Junior German historians are hired on fixed-term contracts with the obligation to write such a second major book (often in a different field) in a relatively short period.
     
    
     There is therefore much pressure on junior faculty to develop new research projects and to build a substantial publication record quickly.
     
    
     Many northern and eastern European countries have systems based on the German one.
     
    
     They provide a roughly ten-year window in which a young historian can qualify for a full professorship.
     
    
     Failure to do so might end a career.
     
    
     In other countries, such as France, Italy, and the United Kingdom, where there are permanent positions that combine teaching and research for junior faculty, there is more flexibility.
     
    
     The equivalent of associate professors can afford to take longer to attain positions as full professors, even though continent-wide reform impulses aimed at the system of higher education tend to put pressure on scholars to pursue activities that can be measured quantitatively.
    
 
   
    
     Where junior faculty end up after their PhD and the terms and conditions of their positions also affect research interests and output.
     
    
     Here we are less concerned with the differences that arise from universities being research or teaching focused.
     
    
     These differences are as real in
      Europe as in the United States.
     
    
     Many European historians of the United States work in schools where teaching dominates, and just like historians who teach four classes per semester in the United States, they have little time for research.
     
    
     Instead, we would like to point how the marginal standing of American history in most European history departments affects the professional opportunities and obligations of junior historians.
     
    
     The United Kingdom and Ireland are the exceptions to this rule.
     
    
     There American history is well represented in the curriculum and positions are regularly advertised.
     
    
     It is therefore possible to concentrate on colonial North American and United States history in both teaching and research.
     
    
     Often universities in these countries allow faculty to develop their own courses and to teach advanced special subjects close to their research interests.
     
    
     But in most of Europe this is not the case.
    
 
   
    
     In those countries where historians of the United States can find positions in history departments, U.S. history makes up only a part of the teaching for most (but not all) of them.
     
    
     They often have to teach very broadly in the history of their nation, Europe, and the world.
     
    
     This has consequences for their professional identity and research output because lecturers are expected to engage with their colleagues and to contribute to pedagogical developments.
     
    
     Thus, rather than addressing her or his peer group, an Americanist might seek to open dialogues with non–American experts at national history meetings.
     
    
     In many countries, a lot of historians are affiliated with English or American studies rather than history departments.
     
    
     In France, a rough count suggests that there are almost three times as many historians of the United States in English departments as in history departments.
     
    
     This too has significant consequences for what the historian does.
     
    
     Historians in French English departments are under obligation to develop and publish textbooks and teaching materials that teachers and students in English rather than history programs can use.
     
    
     Additionally, the specific demand for textbooks for teachers’ qualification courses, based on a national syllabus that changes every other year, creates opportunities for publishing on a wide array of topics but can take enormous time and energy away from original research.
     16 Juggling all those demands can put historians in a precarious position.
    
 
   
    
     Just as with graduate students, the chances for junior faculty to interact with a peer group of historians of the United States vary greatly on the European continent.
     
    
     As a rule, the smaller the academic community, the more incentives there are to seek a peer group beyond national borders.
     
    
     The small size of the Irish academy, for instance, means that its
      graduate students and faculty have to demonstrate collaboration with scholars and research networks in the United States and, increasingly, the United Kingdom.
     
    
     But the reverse is also true: French, German, and British scholars are less prone to travel to countries other than the United States because they find a community of Americanists at home.
     
    
     All European nations have American studies associations, of which historians sometimes form a substantial share of the membership.
     
    
     In the United Kingdom, several professional associations cater well to American historians, each hosting an annual meeting, devoted to early America, the nineteenth-century United States, and the twentieth-century United States.
     
    
     France has an active network of historians who study colonial North America and the United States up to the Civil War, which organizes regular seminars and conferences.
     17 For American historians based in smaller countries, where Americanists are few, these national networks provide a peer group closer to home than the United States.
    
 
   
    
     Although they are presently underdeveloped, transnational contacts between European historians are likely to deepen.
     
    
     Both national and European Union funding agencies strongly encourage the creation of research networks among European scholars rather than with extra-European colleagues.
     
    
     The European forums for American history that are evolving slowly but surely provide a further impulse toward more transnational contacts.
     
    
     Two interesting examples are the European Early American Studies Association, which began organizing biannual meetings in 2006, and the Summer Academy of Atlantic History, which held its third summer school for graduate students in 2013.
     
    
     In 2011 the 
     Journal of Early American History, dedicated to scholarship on Europe’s American colonies to 1830, began publication in the Netherlands with a largely European editorial board.
     
     
      American Nineteenth Century History
      is another specialized journal founded in Europe. 
    
     Run by British American Nineteenth Century Historians (BrANCH), it started in 2000 and has an editorial board of British and American academics.
     
    
     The full impact of these developments on scholarship in Europe remains to be seen, but it appears more than likely that for the new generations, not only national traditions and United States historiography but also shared European interests will set research agendas.
    
 
   
    
     The pinnacle of the historian’s career is the appointment to a full professorship.
     
    
     Situations across Europe are less wildly eclectic at this level.
     
    
     Many of the factors already touched upon—critical mass, resources,
      publishing requirements—also hold true here to varying degrees.
     
    
     We would like to emphasize the impact of two important, specific conditions: the requirements to become a full professor and the academic context into which they are inserted.
    
 
   
    
     Beyond the diversity in European systems—in wages, teaching loads, numbers of positions offered—one common trait (on the Continent) is that a full professor position is always completely distinct from any junior-level position.
     
    
     At least institutionally, becoming a full professor does not mean being promoted from an assistant professorship; it usually requires applying for a distinct position.
     
    
     In some countries, such as Germany, Sweden, and Austria, the full professorship is the only permanent research and teaching position.
     
    
     Here the differences in status and workload between junior faculty and full professors can be very pronounced.
     
    
     This is less so in countries such as France and the United Kingdom, where stable junior positions exist.
     
    
     Britain’s collegiate structure means that the teaching load tends to be the same for a lecturer and a professor, for example.
     
    
     In France, associate professors officially have obligations and opportunities that are similar to those of full professors, although only the latter can supervise PhDs.
    
 
   
    
     The traditional German model, which was highly influential in northern and eastern Europe, requires that a candidate for full professor first complete a 
     Habilitation.
     
    
     This includes a second, more mature dissertation or book, reviewed by a peer group of professors.
     
    
     Crucially, it has to be in a different field than the PhD, to make the historian broaden her or his interests and expertise.
     
    
     This demand is a significant hurdle, which some now consider too cumbersome: Poland reformed the procedure in 2011, and in Germany, a parallel route of junior professorships has been introduced to bypass the 
     Habilitation, but with stringent, productivist provisions for publications.
     
    
     However, the requirement remains the norm for many countries around Europe.
     
    
     Very often the new dissertation-book necessitates a fine balancing act between the desire to address specialists in American history abroad and the need to appear relevant to non-Americanists nationally.
     
    
     The fact that many 
     Habilitation dissertations are written not in English but in the native tongue (similar to PhD dissertations) further underlines the impulse to write for a domestic audience rather than North American peers.
     
    
     Of eight 
     Habilitationsschriften on American history presented in Poland between 2001 and 2012, seven were in Polish.
    
 
   
    
     Despite this attention paid to non-Americanist colleagues in the national academy, European full professors tend to have strong
      connections with one or more research universities in the United States.
     
    
     Harvard, Columbia, the City University of New York (CUNY), the University of Virginia, the University of California–Berkeley, Georgetown, and Indiana University are among some of the schools that have been very hospitable to European-based American historians and helped them to access United States scholarly networks.
     
    
     These networks benefit not only full professors.
     
    
     American contacts often help graduate students to spend time at North American universities.
     
    
     On occasion, European governments also set up institutions to facilitate transatlantic collaboration.
     
    
     A prominent example is the German Historical Institute (GHI) in Washington DC, which plays a key role in the careers of German historians of the United States: all of those now holding a chair at a German university have been associated with the GHI and its publications in one way or another.
     
    
     Some American think tanks, such as the Brookings Institution and the German Marshall Fund of the United States, are important to historians and political scientists who work on contemporary questions.
    
 
   
    
     In Continental Europe, some factors, such as the emphases on international publications and research networks, push European Americanists to engage with colleagues in the United States.
     
    
     Other factors point these scholars inward, toward their national audiences.
     
    
     In general, successful European Americanists have managed both to develop networks and publish in the United States and to pursue a research agenda that makes sense to their colleagues in their respective academies.
     
    
     There can be tension here, fruitful as well as destructive, as national traditions and historiographical styles can be quite different from historical writing in the United States.
     
    
     To an important degree, this Continental story is less true in Britain and Ireland.
     
    
     In the United Kingdom, the demand that historians concentrate on producing “REFable outputs” means that they now have fewer incentives to write for domestic popular audiences, university students, or non-Americanist colleagues (although the new criterion of “social relevance” might work as a crosscurrent in the future).
    
 
   
    
     Traditionally, professors of American history have been expected to fill a broad educational role by writing syntheses to introduce the exotic but powerful United States to their fellow citizens.
     
    
     This public expectation is still strong in many countries, such as Italy and France, where historians are often consulted as experts by the media and actively embrace the role of public intellectual.
     
    
     Yet this role is becoming less professionally important, and the increasing pressure to publish in the
      United States takes time and energy away from writing for a domestic audience, calling for a new balance.
     
    
     There is still variation across the continent, however.
     
    
     In eastern European countries such as Poland, for example, professors publish mostly in national historical and interdisciplinary periodicals and volumes of essays.
     
    
     A survey of university websites suggests that in Britain, in contrast, professors stress their engagement with the American academy.
     
    
     Of the nineteen full professors in American history at Russell Group universities, all publish in the United Kingdom, but eleven publish primarily in the United States, and only two, tellingly, point to their engagement with the broader public through the media.
     18
    
 
   
    
     In most European countries the situation is somewhere between those of Poland and Britain.
     
    
     As a result of incentives to publish internationally and to become more involved in American academic life, coupled with disincentives to assume a broader educational role by writing for and addressing a general audience at home, it seems likely that European American history professors will tend to move toward the British model, which puts the stress on publishing academic articles and books in the United States.
     
    
     If this becomes the case, it will both homogenize American history in Europe and integrate the Continent’s historians more fully into the American academy.
     
    
     The downside of this development will be the growth rather than the closure of the divide between European and American history.
     
    
     Paradoxically, therefore, the integration of European and American historians of the United States would make American history not less but more parochial.
    
 
   
    
     It bears repeating that European diversity makes it impossible to claim that there is one European approach to U.S. history.
     
    
     However, these differences allow us to draw out some of the factors that bear upon the work, and therefore the scholarship, of historians—in Europe and elsewhere.
     
    
     Numbers, institutional requirements at different stages of the academic career, the position of U.S. history relative to other subfields (especially national history), and the institutional affiliation of historians (in history departments or American studies programs) all figure as important factors in that story.
     
    
     The many bureaucratically led reforms across Europe perhaps underlined the situation by making it unstable.
     
    
     They also revealed that many incentives often work at cross-purposes.
     
    
     If we may generalize, the pressure to publish in the United States is the single strongest factor making European history of the United States less different from that written in the United States.
     
    
     It is interesting to
      note that this pressure originated not in the community of Americanists but rather outside the academy.
     
    
     Those in the older generation were more inclined to act as cultural brokers and American experts in their countries.
     
    
     The new European networks and organizations that are now developing are feeling similar external pressure.
     
    
     Although the wish to collaborate was present before, it has only intensified with the demands and opportunities that the continent’s universities and governments, including the European Union, have imposed.
     
    
     This is not all positive.
     
    
     University professors are rightly hostile to attempts by government bureaucrats to determine their research agendas and to regulate their professional activities.
     
    
     Yet it is clear that nonacademic influences are not purely negative, and academics can often turn the schemes of politicians and bureaucrats into things that are both useful and legitimate.
    
 
   
    
     It nevertheless remains the case that U.S. history in Europe is often different from its counterpart in the United States.
     
    
     To a large extent this is because assessment criteria, career paths, and peer groups are all national, which makes possible the development of national idiosyncrasies.
     
    
     There are numerous European Americanists whose works have been accepted by American colleagues simply by virtue of being published in U.S. venues.
     
    
     The reason why not every European scholar of the United States decides to “pass” as an American is primarily that American publications and recognition by the American academy are only two among the many factors that determine careers in U.S. history in Europe.
     
    
     To the extent that American history on the Continent has a different flavor, it is due to such national determinants of scholarly choices.
    
 
   
    
     So what does this entail for the future?
     
    
     Predictions are of course risky, but if the trends that we have identified here continue, it seems safe to expect national structures to become less influential in shaping research agendas in Europe.
     
    
     The pressure to publish internationally and to develop international networks will push historians to become more closely engaged with historians in the United States.
     
    
     A counterbalancing force would be the development of European publishing venues, organizations, and research networks that might perhaps allow U.S. history in Europe to retain an autonomous identity.
     
    
     It should be stressed again that actors outside the continent’s academies are largely driving the trend toward the homogenization and Americanization of European history.
     
    
     If the present crisis of the European Union reduces the pace of integration or creates a dual structure of core and peripheral member states, this will likely have far-reaching consequences for the evolution
      of the continent’s systems of higher education.
     
    
     The final illustration of the way that the institutional setting affects historical research may therefore be the observation that even if the continent’s many Americanists set the future course of American history in Europe, its parameters will largely be determined in Brussels and Strasbourg.
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     “It takes a foreigner to clear the air of cant,” Jackson Lears wrote in his review of Amanda Foreman’s book on the American Civil War.
     
    
     Adopting the British perspective, Lears argued, Foreman captures the full complexity of the war, moving beyond the limitations of nationalist narratives of moral triumph and describing the confusion, fear, and futility of a war that very nearly ended in defeat for the North.
     
    
     The noting of an outside perspective is not unusual when non-American scholars publish from outside the United States but for its academic market.
     
    
     Sometimes, as in Lears on Foreman, it is counted as an asset.
     
    
     Thus commentators lauded Michael McDonnell’s study of the American Revolution for its clear-eyed view of the contests over mobilization in Virginia and the racial and class tensions that shaped the war effort and the early national-republic polity.
     
    
     Occasionally, the outside perspective is noted as a negative and non-U.S. scholars are suspected of a lack of empathy in the study of crucial and long-cherished topics in American historiography.
     
    
     For example, in a recent review of what she acknowledged as an empirically meticulous study of the relationship between Restoration England’s commercial expansion and burgeoning overseas plantations, Jane Kamensky faulted Nuala Zahedieh’s depiction of the developing slave trade for displaying the “chillingly neutral calculus of a management consultant” and thereby risking “unwitting collusion” with those who dealt in human capital.
     1
    
 
   
    
     This question of the perspective and position of those who are elsewhere has engaged scholars over the years, some seeing it as a burden
      and others as an opportunity.
     
    
     In the mid-1980s, Donna Merwick compared her feelings of marginality as a Dutch-born historian of early America based in Australia to the challenges facing an anthropologist undertaking an ethnography in faraway Pacific islands: both worked as “professional strangers” at the margins of two cultures, having to translate their findings for different audiences and deal with “being there” while not.
     
    
     In the early 1990s, David Thelen offered a more positive spin on Merwick’s existential angst, maintaining that foreign scholars’ locations, their attentiveness to different audiences, and their predisposition to compare and contrast American styles and approaches with their native methods had great potential to shake up a U.S. historiography that had become mired in overly specialized and stalled debates.
     2
    
 
   
    
     Thelen’s comments marked the launch of the Organization of American Historians’ Project on Internationalizing American History, which established foreign-language book and article prizes and a network of editors who continue to provide feedback on the writing of American history in their respective, non-U.S. locations.
     
    
     Toward the end of the 1990s, a related initiative invited international perspectives on U.S. history, leading to a volume of commentary rethinking traditional and mostly national frameworks and topics in global time, space, and place.
     
    
     Two essays—written by two of the six authors (of a total of eighteen) not working in the United States—warrant particular attention for their take on the challenge of fragmentation and specialization and the position of non-U.S.-based American historians.
     
    
     The French historian of the United States Franois Weil argued that the tendency to focus on a particular class, race, locality, or gender had added complexity but also nurtured an inward orientation among U.S.-based American historians.
     
    
     This left an earlier nation-centered narrative largely unchallenged overseas, not least because of its predominance in foreign-language translations, for which the more specialized “new” histories proved less amenable.
     3 Consequently, Weil reckoned that non-U.S. historians had three positions available in relation to American historiography: cultivating indifference toward and, especially for scholars with heavy teaching loads, avoiding specialized research and serious exchanges with U.S. scholars; “going native,” or emulating their U.S. colleagues to the point that non-U.S. location was irrelevant; or, by contrast, undertaking the kind of historiographical intervention that Thelen imagined, by drawing on their specific geographical, cultural, political, and intellectual contexts to contribute to the reconceptualization of American historiography.
     4
    
 
    
   
    
     In the other essay, the German literary critic Winfried Fluck presents a different view of the relationship of non-U.S.-based scholars to the challenge of fragmentation and specialization in American history.
     
    
     If Weil asked how non-U.S.-based historians should relate to the interpretive impasses facing American historiography, Fluck argued that the stimuli driving specialization and division were also likely to thwart such engagement.
     
    
     Rather than respond to the challenge that concerned Thelen and Weil as if it were an external force, Fluck located its dynamic in the related processes of professionalization and historicism.
     
    
     Under the general heading of “the Americanization of the humanities,” Fluck argued that fragmentation and specialization followed hard on the heels of the transformation of the humanities into a competitive profession and the consequent pressure on historians to produce original interpretations (
     original, in this context, often meaning no more than “different from others’”).
     
    
     The theoretical and methodological innovations, or turns, of the 1960s through the 1990s intensified this process by endowing interpretations with additional and distinctive “symbolic capital” and bolstering claims for novelty while discouraging dialogue, the integration of findings, and production of the much-vaunted syntheses.
     
    
     In time, ideological positions of Left and Right yielded to the pursuit of individual distinctiveness, deemed crucial for professional status.
     
    
     Meanwhile, historicism’s cardinal rejection of the viability of master narratives and grand theories generated further specialization.
     
    
     In a gloomy conclusion, Fluck observed that the internationalization of American history was unlikely to counteract these trends.
     
    
     Indeed, exactly the reverse was probable: the “internationalization” of American history would become one more “new” and specialized approach among many.
     
    
     Moreover, given the numbers of scholars working in the United States and the importance of networking in the pursuit of scholarly status, the international perspective was unlikely to draw much notice from the professionally all-important domestic American scene.
     5
    
 
   
    
     This chapter picks up these musings a decade later.
     
    
     We argue that the historical community is collectively at a point where the outsider-insider dichotomy, as a trope, has outlived its utility.
     
    
     Yet we do not mean to say that historians of the United States based outside the American academy are indistinguishable from their U.S. colleagues, although in some aspects they might have become so.
     
    
     We consider, however, that it is more useful to apprehend all historians of the United States as belonging to the same field, while acknowledging that their position shapes in myriad ways the kinds of intervention they make there.
     
    
     This chapter
      explores this proposition by taking advantage of the perspective of a particular subgroup we happen to know well (and belong to): European historians of colonial North American and the United States.
    
 
   
    
     In the past twenty years, and noticeably gathering pace since the start of the twenty-first century, European historians have published more work on American history than ever before, and more often in the United States.
     6 Evidence will be found elsewhere in this volume and needs not be repeated here.
     
    
     Although many of the books by Continental European scholars have been translations, there is an unmistakable trend toward writing in English, in some cases beginning with doctoral dissertations, and publishing directly in the American academic marketplace.
     
    
     In effect, European historians of the United States are increasingly going native, occasionally to the point of scooping major positions and prizes, becoming indistinguishable from their American peers.
     7 In most cases, professional and publication profiles have been developed via networks of U.S.-based colleagues working on related topics and fields, so privileged by European scholars of the United States that they only rarely know their continental peers beyond their own national context.
     
    
     The combination of cheap air travel, technology, and the low number of European practitioners of specialist U.S. history fields has oriented scholars across the Atlantic.
     
    
     They have been less interested in what Weil called “historiographical intervention” and more concerned to present themselves, to paraphrase Michael Heale, as historians of the United States who happen to work in Europe.
     8
    
 
   
    
     Yet even as they appear to be part of a trend, European Americanists have operated within the possibilities and constraints of their particular locations and subfields, which resist their consignment to a single category of outsiders.
     
    
     For example, the sense of removal from or marginality with respect to the United States has long been diminished for British scholars, who enjoy an advantage as native English speakers and, particularly in the past decade or so, have reached a critical mass, as the existence of multiple British associations of U.S. history attests.
     9 British research productivity also reflects the rapidly changing institutional environment and the intensification of professional competition that Fluck noted, with one important modification.
     
    
     Since the 1990s the pursuit of professional repute in the United Kingdom has been inextricably bound up with institutional competition for state funding and league table rankings that generate the symbolic capital deemed essential in the contest for undergraduate students, diminishing research grants, and, latterly, private tuition fees.
    
 
    
   
    
     In the twenty-first century, then, scholarly location has become more complex than the insider-outsider dichotomy implies.
     
    
     Location—or, as we prefer, positionality—names the place that a historian holds in relation to not only particular audiences and intellectual milieus but also their linguistic, professional, and institutional contexts.
     
    
     But if 
     outsider, still less 
     foreigner, no longer accurately characterizes European historians of the United States, their position in the field, although rarely scrutinized in more than rather offhand fashion, remains distinctive.
     
    
     Our chapter therefore focuses on taken-for-granted conventions, for example in written style, and contextual characteristics, most notably language—that is, what might be called informal, conventional knowledge—for clues about the distinctions that shape European historians’ contribution to American history.
     10 Drawing from examples across Europe, we suggest that attention to positionality gives us a richer understanding of the work that scholars do and may yet provide grounds for the kind of intervention that Thelen imagined.
    
 
   
    
     “I never saw my grandmother dressed in anything but black,” Elizabeth Ewen declares in the opening lines of 
     Immigrant Women in the Land of Dollars.
     
    
     “During the time I knew her she stood a tall 4′10″.
     
    
     I barely understood a word she said.
     
    
     She spoke Italian.
     
    
     I pretended to understand.
     
    
     She would talk and I would nod my head in agreement.”
     
    
     In 
     Americans in Waiting, Hiroshi Motomura also writes of his childhood: “My family came to America in 1957, when I was three years old.
     
    
     We lived in an apartment on Bush Street in San Francisco, a ten-minute walk from the traditional Japantown first settled by Japanese immigrants a half-century before us.”
     
    
     William Cronon claimed a similarly personal connection to the focus of his study.
     
    
     “My earliest memories of Chicago,” he tells us in 
     Nature’s Metropolis, “glide past the windows of an old green and white Ford station wagon.
     
    
     I was not yet in grade school.”
     
    
     These openings, of course, are a literary device.
     
    
     They aim to enliven the setting, literally bringing to mind long-dead relatives or memories and giving a greater sense of immediacy, relevance, and connection to what might otherwise be taken for a dreary academic survey.
     
    
     One senses the anxious editor looking over the historian’s shoulder and urging them to animate their subjects and thus their story.
     
    
     An older generation preferred appeals to a collective and progressive narrative.
     
    
     Thus Carl Bridenbaugh maintained, “Our national history has been that of transition from a predominantly rural and agricultural way of living to one in which the city plays a major role.”
     
    
     But latterly relevance has often been framed in a more personal mode.
     
    
     In 
     The Wages of Whiteness, David Roediger recalls the initiation of his ten-year-old self into the racist culture of his small Midwestern town.
     
    
     Alternatively, an “elderly,” and likely apocryphal, “southerner” interrupts John Diggins’s musings on a train to ask, “Did Mr. Jefferson really believe that ‘all men are created equal’?”
    
    
     —prompting the reflection that introduces his 
     Lost Soul of American Politics.
     11
    
 
   
    
     In most European academies, these personal narratives, embedded in scholarly books, would likely be considered “typically American.”
     
    
     Whether, on closer scrutiny, they really are is less interesting, in our view, than this perception and its implications.
     12 Such personal intrusions are sufficiently numerous in American history texts and rare enough in European ones to qualify as a distinguishing characteristic in the minds of European scholars familiar with the U.S. academy.
     
    
     Similarly, the widespread use of the first-person plural often strikes European readers of American history.
     
    
     In France, for instance, the use of 
     nous has been pretty much banned from monographs on national history.
     
    
     While U.S. scholars may casually speak of the American Revolution as “our revolution,”
     13 no German historian would refer to the revolutions of 1848, 1918, or even 1989 in the same words.
     
    
     Invoking “we-ness” to affirm national purpose and identity would violate a broad consensus that historians must maintain a critical perspective and eschew feeding the nation’s myths as they once did.
     
    
     In England, a similar concern prompted the Cambridge professor Richard Evans’s acerbic riposte to Michael Gove, the secretary of state for education, who wanted to reform the history curriculum in schools to better represent “our island story.”
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       Using we in writing national history, once common, is now generally seen as outdated and problematic, with some exceptions: in Italy, for instance, historians speak freely of il nostro Risorgimento.
 
   
    
     The perceived differences in manners of writing history should not be overly generalized.
     
    
     Yet however trivial they seem at first glance, they give us clues to the effect of positionality on scholarship.
     
    
     One is obvious: the habit of writing American history in the first-person singular and plural puts nonnationals in the realm of “the outside.”
     
    
     However innocuously or rhetorically intended, deriving historical insights in relation to an imagined collective self posits that foreign scholars must have a different perspective.
     
    
     To them, it would appear incongruous, for instance, to set out “to find a usable past for a nation that 150 years after emancipation still has a long way to go in solving
      its racial problems,” as Carla Peterson did in the recovery of her family’s history in nineteenth-century New York.
     15
    
 
   
    
     The second clue is more difficult to characterize, but it opens a window onto the core of history writing.
     
    
     Whether there is such a thing as a distinctive American style is debatable.
     
    
     Yet there are elements of American scholarship that recur often enough and are striking enough to European eyes to make it into the informal, conventional knowledge that European Americanists seem to share, the kind of common sense they build along the course of their careers.
     
    
     Consider, for instance, German academic monographs, which begin with an often lengthy methodological chapter intended to inform readers of the work’s formalized theoretical framework and reinforce the author’s analytical style.
     
    
     This makes for a strikingly different presentation than that of American books on U.S. history.
     
    
     Manfred Berg and his editor, for instance, agreed that a mere translation of his book on the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People simply could not find a U.S. readership: it needed to be adapted to a “narrative-oriented American style.”
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     The case of Germany is probably the most striking.
     
    
     The same requirements do not apply elsewhere in Europe, as there are debates in different academies on what is and is not acceptable when writing history.
     17 These variations indicate that the issue of writing and style raises deeper questions about our scholarship than simple authorial idiosyncrasy and literary flair.
     
    
     They are, if you will, the trace elements of larger trends that shape and condition the academic settings and intellectual conversations in which academic historians operate.
     
    
     Consider: economists share the same writing norm of an identical, formalized pattern for their articles across national academies.
     
    
     The same cannot be said of historians.
     
    
     Yet in a peer-reviewed world, being published requires meeting the collective expectations of what good scholarship is, including what it looks like.
     
    
     When publishing in several academies, one is confronted with differing, often unspoken demands.
     
    
     Trends can be difficult to pinpoint, as there is still, in most countries, a tradition of writing well, of elegant prose, of literary value—a realm where most people strive for an individual style.
     
    
     Yet most European historians would agree that they need to write differently when publishing in the United States.
     
    
     Italian political and intellectual historians, for instance, long had a style of history writing rooted in German idealist philosophy and in Italian historicism.
     
    
     Conceptual foundations, large interpretative landscapes, and complex, often convoluted formulations tended to prevail over experimental demonstrations and detailed factual series.
     
    
     Today, history
      writing in Italy has converged with the more pragmatic, empirical, and fluent style dominant in American journals.
     
    
     Still, many note that the multilayered, although sometimes obscure, sentences of Italian historical narration provided more room for free expression than does the experimental scheme of journal articles in the United States, with its at times flattening premise-thesis-development and documentation-conclusion structure.
     18
    
 
   
    
     There is no attempt here at defining “better” history or “better” scholarship.
     
    
     Our goal is to point out what location in Europe, for historians of the United States, brings to light about the common field of American history.
     
    
     We seek what insight the informal, conventional knowledge that European historians casually share as the unscientific impressions they gather along their careers might contain.
     
    
     In this case, awareness of variations often comes from trial and error, since there is no formalized method of putting articles together.
     
    
     The repetition of the experience across European academies of writing for both European and American journals sketches a pattern and leads to two conclusions.
     
    
     First, sustained engagement with (at least) two distinct intellectual worlds—that of historians of the United States (overwhelmingly American in number) on the one hand and that of fellow historians of their home countries on the other—is what makes European historians of the United States aware of those differences in writing style.
     
    
     This engagement is an effect of positionality.
     
    
     Second, such differences, although rarely acknowledged in historiographical discussions, might well be a serious constraint on efforts to internationalize American history or to develop truly transnational or global histories.
    
 
   
    
     Terminology and semantics offer another such experience of the effects of positionality: they form key challenges to all historians who regularly write scholarship on the United States in any language other than English.
     
    
     As translators know well, similar words often carry very different meanings across languages.
     
    
     For example, in Spain, 
     Amrica more readily designates both American continents than the United States.
     
    
     This ambiguity, coming from the conscious self-presentation of the newly independent United States, exists in all European languages.
     
    
     But deeply rooted historical links with the rest of the Americas prevent any Spanish scholar from using 
     America, and to a lesser extent 
     American, unselfconsciously.
     19 In Italy, 
     cultura popolare mainly refers to preindustrial rural people and their identity, including class identity—a decidedly different meaning from that of 
     popular culture, used since the 1950s and 1960s to get away from the phrase 
     mass culture, with its
      negative overtones, and to give dignity to the creativity of people who were mainly urban and industrial.
     20 Here again, the challenges of translation force scholars to confront definitions that have become idiomatic in American texts.
    
 
   
    
     As language is keyed to culture and history, writing U.S. history for a European audience thus can harbor unexpected challenges.
     
    
     Words used daily become traps.
     
    
     The term 
     race is a case in point.
     
    
     For scholars of U.S. history, race (along with its numerous derivatives, such as racism, racialization, and so forth) has become a fundamental category of analysis.
     
    
     However, translating the American terminology of race into other languages often creates serious difficulties, as such words come layered with very different historical and cultural associations.
     
    
     In German, Nazi genocidal racism discredited the very word 
     Rasse almost beyond redemption.
     
    
     Remaining strongly tied to a narrow biological definition, it cannot convey the vast semantic field and broad spectrum of normative implications of the American usage of 
     race, both lay and academic.
     
    
     In such a cultural and political context, where the use of 
     Rasse carries a suspicion of believing in the biological existence of race (and thus of being racist), engaging, in German, the vast body of historiography on race in the United States is a tricky endeavor.
     
    
     For a long time after World War II, German Americanists simply did not use the term.
     
    
     Things changed in the wake of the civil rights movement, however, as they not only recognized the centrality of race in U.S. history and society but also subscribed to the idea that the concept of race is predicated on social and cultural constructions.
     
    
     Consequently, German authors began using 
     Rasse again, but in quotation marks, to distance themselves from the term’s biologist implications.
     
    
     Many find it necessary to clarify their terminology in the introductions to their books, while some flatly refuse to translate key terms such as 
     race, African American, and 
     black community because they feel there are no acceptable German words for them.
     21
    
 
   
    
     The problem with incorporating the American usage of 
     race may appear particular to Germany because of its Nazi past, but it repeats across Europe.
     
    
     Even in Britain, the word 
     race carries meanings that differ enough from those of the United States to need disentangling.
     
    
     In France, 
     race evokes memories of both France’s colonial past and the Vichy regime’s collaboration with the Nazi persecution of the Jews; at the same time it goes against France’s self-image as an egalitarian republic that knows no races but only citizens.
     22 In Spanish the concept of 
     raza is loaded with a history of racial constructions, first against the
      Moors and the Jews and then, in the context of the New World empire, against indigenous populations.
     
    
     Moreover, the word was used for a long time to construct a unifying notion of a Spanish race, not as a category that broke the population into irreducibly different groups.
     
    
     Finally, 
     raza also incorporates the more recent importation of scientific racism and the later influence of Nazi ideas in the Franco years.
     23 The word, therefore, comes with multiple layers that often jar with the U.S. experience.
     
    
     Of course, there is a long history of discussions around the concept of race in the United States, both in and outside academic circles.
     
    
     European audiences also have a kind of familiarity with the centrality of race in American life through popular entertainment and news.
     
    
     Yet the changed context of reception means that historians of the United States in Europe are aware (sometimes painfully) that they cannot write the same way in their own language and country as they would in U.S. publications.
    
 
   
    
     Thus writing in another language is more than a matter of translation or even the pedagogy of a foreign culture: it involves confronting divergent definitions of notions whose uses are steeped in contrasting historical experiences.
     
    
     Although political ideas circulate easily throughout the Western world, key words of political language raise such problems.
     
    
     In Europe, general readers understand 
     liberalism in its traditional sense, as a political and economic theory that favors individual liberty and minimal government intervention.
     
    
     In contrast, American liberalism, whose modern usage the New Deal shaped, is widely associated with “the steady postwar expansion of federal social and economic responsibilities.”
     
    
     Europeans identify this political position as Social Democratic.
     
    
     Meanwhile, American advocates of laissez-faire capitalism usually call themselves conservatives, whereas in Western Europe, paternalist conservatives were instrumental in building the welfare state and have been persistent critics of materialism and aspects of modernism they associate with the triumph of American capitalism.
     24 So writing about American politics for a European audience (with all the variations between countries) involves more than finding the proper equivalent label: it also requires confronting underlying assumptions of what “the Right” and “the Left” are and carries an implicit comparative perspective.
     25
    
 
   
    
     The informal conventional knowledge we have made explicit—at the risk of hardening it, we admit—is the result of what looks to be a shared, collective experience born of location.
     
    
     At first glance, it seems
      linked to writing U.S. history while being “outside” the U.S. academy.
     
    
     The differences we have spelled out so far—in style, the use of 
     we, and the problem of words—appear to bear out that notion.
     
    
     Yet such a characterization quickly reaches analytical limits.
     
    
     As has been made clear, many European historians fully participate in the academic conversation in American history and engage with their American as much as, sometimes more than, their European colleagues.
     
    
     They publish in American journals and with American presses, attend conferences in the United States, exchange ideas with American colleagues.
     
    
     In short, they belong to the same field.
     
    
     However, the distinctions considered above are not trivial, we argue, and can shed light on how historians work and think.
     
    
     To understand them, we must delve deeper into what the positionality of scholars means and what consequences it entails.
    
 
   
    
     Positionality, we contend, is more than a geographic description and should not be reduced to the notion of living and working in Warsaw or Rome (for instance) as opposed to Memphis or St. Louis (although this is an important part of it).
     
    
     It involves a functional description of where a scholar stands in a field, relative to others in the same field and to others in other fields, whether he needs to relate to them or not.
     
    
     More precisely, we suggest that each scholar—in our case each historian of colonial North American and the United States—is at the intersection of several audiences.
     
    
     Some are intellectual milieus, with which ideas are exchanged and scholarship cross-fertilizes; others are audiences constructed and mediated by institutions such as universities, publishers, and media outlets.
     
    
     All those audiences are not equally important, depending on institutional strictures, professional demands, intellectual engagement, and personal idiosyncrasies.
     
    
     Some must be addressed, for instance, while others are more optional; some have more weight in advancing a scholar’s career; and so on.
     
    
     The specific configuration of audiences varies from academy to academy and is thus directly linked to location in a more geographical sense.
     
    
     This is what we call positionality in this chapter.
     
    
     As we have seen, it creates distance between American and European historians of the United States (on whom we focus here), but it also factors in their shared ground.
    
 
   
    
     In the field of colonial North America and U.S. history, European academics generally address four audiences: the professional audience of historians of the United States, overwhelmingly American in number; the professional audience of historians in their own academy, mostly non-Americanist in number; the lay audience of the general public in their home country (among which their students are a particularly
      important subset); and the lay audience of the general public in the United States.
     
    
     The relative importance of each group to the career of historians depends on the academic system they work in.
     
    
     In Britain, for instance, there is little pressure for historians of the United States to address British historians in other fields.
     
    
     The bureaucratic, recurring, nationally organized evaluation of British academics instead incentivizes the production of sufficient “research outputs”—articles and books—in recognized journals and presses.
     
    
     For historians of the United States, these are mostly American.
     
    
     Thus British Americanists’ main, and almost only, audience is their peers in U.S. history, who are mostly in the United States.
     
    
     In France, by contrast, the institutional structure gives a larger importance to non-Americanist historians in the career of Americanists: the evaluation of PhDs and the hiring of professors, for instance, are never left entirely to specialists in the field, and dissertations must be written in French.
     
    
     For these reasons, the home audience of non-Americanist historians is as important to a career as the international audience of historians of the United States.
     
    
     In Germany, the two-stage process of first writing a dissertation to enter the academy and then writing a 
     Habilitationsschrift (a second academic thesis) in a different historical field to become a full professor forces historians of the United States to engage as much with their peers at home as with their American and international colleagues in U.S. history.
     
    
     In other countries, such as Poland, addressing a home audience remains a primary professional duty of historians.
    
 
   
    
     In all this diversity of configurations, the necessity of addressing home audiences (professional and lay) has consequences for the history written by European scholars of the United States.
     
    
     One seemingly trivial matter is the inclusion of extensive background in books written for a non-American audience.
     
    
     Many European authors have experienced the need to supply information to their home audience, interested but uneducated in U.S. history, that they felt would not be necessary for an American readership.
     
    
     It is, no doubt, a narrative constraint to incorporate such basic, sometimes bulky, information into a work of scholarship; it also forces the making of sometimes difficult choices, as space is increasingly limited in today’s academic publishing world.
     
    
     Yet it probably also has deeper, often unexplored consequences on the scholarship itself.
     
    
     Inasmuch as part of a scholar’s thinking is elaborated through writing, (often unconscious) decisions about what an audience likely knows, and can therefore be left implicit, can affect the argument.
     
    
     The few cases of authors translating their own work are illuminating in this
      regard.
     
    
     Rob Kroes, for instance, translated two of his books, originally written and published in Dutch, into English.
     
    
     In the first one, on Dutch Calvinist pioneers in the American West, he found he needed to make explicit many assumptions about the Dutch religious landscape that he had deemed familiar to his first audience, in the Netherlands.
     
    
     In the second book, on the Americanization of Europe, he reworked many of the illustrations and examples, an experience that convinced him that his American audience was “not truly aware of the impact their own daily culture has on foreign publics.”
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       Having to rewrite the work with a different audience in mind makes explicit what was previously undisclosed: the process underlines some of the assumptions that came with the original scholarship, as what was once considered obvious subsequently requires explanation.
 
   
    
     It is thus worth investigating the effects on scholars’ thinking and writing of the audiences that they need or seek to address .
     
    
     Topic selection is a case in point.
     
    
     In Germany, for instance, nonacademic audiences are highly interested in political history, foreign relations, and presidential history, and historians have diligently served those interests.
     27 Accordingly, until the mid-1980s, German scholars tended to heavily favor topics with a German angle that would be of interest to the general public and to their non-Americanist colleagues.
     
    
     Diplomatic relations between Germany and the United States and German immigration to America dominated the field—a pattern that could be seen in many other countries, for similar reasons: the dominant role of the United States on the world stage and the ties that old migration patterns had built across the Atlantic.
     28 Yet from the mid-1980s, new generations of German scholars were exposed to the new American history that had been developing since the 1960s in the United States.
     
    
     They started embracing issues of gender, ethnicity, and race, especially the civil rights movement.
     
    
     Since the late 1990s, the new cultural history has been the dominant paradigm, including work on transnational and transcultural exchange.
     
    
     There has also been considerable interest in the history of social politics and social welfare, often from a comparative perspective.
     
    
     Greater circulation means that German scholars have Americanized in topic selection, moving away from German American topics and toward the mainstream of American historiography.
     29
    
 
   
    
     This trend in topic selection, only sketched here, suggests that the “outsider” trope has become less relevant.
     
    
     As a whole generation moved to be part of the American historiography of the United States, to “go native,” as some have put it, the relative importance of the domestic
      audience, especially the home general public, diminished while that of intensifying exchanges with American scholars of the United States rose.
     
    
     In the particular configuration of audiences they need to address, the one that European historians of the United States share with their American colleagues has become more significant.
     
    
     Put simply, in many European countries it has become much more important to address American historians of the field first and foremost.
     
    
     In the 1990s and the first decade of the 2000s, this generated an effort by European scholars to blend in.
     
    
     To a large extent they have succeeded.
     
    
     Topic selection, as we have seen, is one sign, although differences between European countries should alert us that it is not so transparent.
     
    
     The American Civil War, for instance, is more studied in Germany than in France, while the American Revolution goes the other way.
     
    
     Variations suggest that local audiences still have an impact, even if the common audience of professional historians of the United States has become central.
    
 
   
    
     Positionality is a professional factor: it places scholars at the intersection of various audiences, all potentially open to them but with different requirements and rewards.
     
    
     This professional situation conditions scholarship, in the selection of topics, as we have seen, but also at a deeper level, in the analysis and outcomes of individual work.
     
    
     Such influences are difficult to parse with certainty inasmuch as scholarship is the product of individual historians with personal trajectories.
     
    
     Yet thinking in terms of specific configurations of audiences, partly enforced by institutions and professional norms—in sum, positionality—sheds some light on the processes that shape scholarship, as the following examples illustrate.
    
 
   
    
     When Raimondo Luraghi published his history of the American Civil War in 1966 in Turin, he was first and foremost contributing to a (political) conversation that had animated the public sphere in Italy for several decades.
     
    
     In this context, the goal of Italian historians was to integrate the great cultural trends of their country into a credible historical narrative, with a strong intellectual connection to public life.
     
    
     Luraghi’s achievement was a brilliant interpretation of the war in Gramscian terms.
     
    
     It was received in the United States as a fresh perspective on and analysis of a familiar story.
     
    
     But, so to speak, its new light was decidedly Italian, as it participated fully in intellectual debates of the peninsula.
     30
    
 
   
    
     Today, engaging American historiography has come front and center for European historians of the United States, yet intellectual trends in the home academy still have a palpable influence.
     
    
     Take Paul Schor’s
      work on the construction of population categories through the census.
     31 It is avowedly a contribution to the study of race in the United States.
     
    
     Schor thought out, researched, and wrote this book in dialogue with the American historiography of race and of the history of science.
     
    
     In it, however, he builds bridges to his French readers.
     
    
     At a time when racial and ethnic statistics were stirring a heated political debate in France (with its deeply rooted tradition of color-blindness in public statistics), his work could shed light for French citizens on the often cited but rarely understood American case.
     
    
     Yet his introduction reveals that the French audience is much more than an additional target for a work of American history with Americans as a primary audience.
     
    
     Schor had drawn inspiration and tools from a growing, distinctive body of French scholarship on the history of statistics.
     32 His example suggests that even when one is steeped in American historiography, when most of one’s research is done in the United States and most of one’s intellectual dialogue is with American colleagues, writing even partly for an audience in an intellectual context far from the preoccupations of U.S.-based scholars has consequences.
     
    
     Some authors very self-consciously borrow questions, 
     problmatiques, and theoretical tools from colleagues working on the history of their home country or other parts of the world.
     
    
     But even when they do not, nor seek to contribute to domestic debates, they nonetheless partake in intellectual conversations happening in their own academies.
     
    
     We suggest that these audiences, even when not purposefully addressed, do matter in the scholarship that we write.
    
 
   
    
     It can be useful here to think of some audiences as passive in a specific configuration—that is, they are intellectual milieus on the horizon, even if they are not directly engaged.
     
    
     The Swedish historian Max Edling did not target his account of the American Constitution at a European audience.
     
    
     Yet European political science and the English concept of a military-fiscal state avowedly influenced this work, based on a dissertation Edling wrote at Cambridge University.
     33 One could say that anybody could have had the same idea as he did, or that it fell to his idiosyncratic genius to link European political science and American history in this fashion.
     
    
     Both elements have a kernel of truth.
     
    
     Yet it is also the case that the findings of European political science were more present on his horizon precisely because of his location.
     
    
     If we think in probabilities, the odds of making this connection were higher for him than they would have been for someone in a different positionality.
    
 
   
    
     We should see the configuration of audiences as dynamic, as shifts occur both in systems (as, for instance, in the recent reforms in many
      European countries that emphasize the need for “international publications,” meaning “in English, in the United States” in bureaucratic parlance) and in personal career developments.
     
    
     The French historian Pap Ndiaye’s trajectory strikingly illustrates this.
     
    
     His first work focused on DuPont, the rise of engineers, and the making of the A-bomb.
     34 Then he turned to a new project, on life insurance and social engineering in the United States.
     
    
     Yet presenting his research in progress on race discrimination in actuarial practices to French students and general readers made him ponder the importance of race as a social and historical phenomenon in France.
     
    
     This led to a book-length essay that found unexpected resonance in French public debates and in turn to a new research project that incorporates the questions those debates raised back into U.S. history.
     35
    
 
   
    
     Thinking of positionality as dynamic and diachronic helps to understand its impact without reifying it or making it the rigidly univocal expression of geographical location.
     
    
     The Polish historian Michal Rozbicki is one of those scholars with a transatlantic trajectory.
     
    
     Educated in Poland and having attained the rank of professor in a twenty-year career there, he moved to the United States in the 1990s.
     
    
     In a recent book he offers a cultural analysis of the American Revolution that draws heavily on European philosophers and culture critics such as Marc Bloch, Pierre Bourdieu, Michel Foucault, Terry Eagleton, and Zygmunt Bauman.
     36 Of course, these thinkers are all read and considered by U.S. academics, although not often by historians of the founding period.
     
    
     It is fair to speculate that Rozbicki’s continuous engagement with both the European world and the American academy positioned him well to think of and conduct an analysis that runs counter to many expectations of his American audience.
     
    
     This gives a clue to the possible reasons why specific configurations of audiences make some intellectual endeavors more likely than others, even though ideas and theories travel.
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     Our suggestion, therefore, is to think of audiences as intellectual milieus and positionality as a particular intersection of such milieus, partially linked to location in a more geographical sense.
     
    
     Some audiences are readily acknowledged, such as peers in the American history field.
     
    
     Others are sometimes looked for, such as the general public, especially when one publishes books with trade publishers.
     
    
     Some are not actively engaged with or might even be denied: some historians, for instance, refuse to write for the general public, arguing that physicists do not either.
     
    
     The configuration of audiences also changes with the medium:
      books might target a general audience more than journal articles do.
     
    
     And different institutional pressures give more weight to different audiences.
     
    
     For instance, non-Americanist historians are a more important audience for French historians of the United States than for the latter’s British counterparts, simply because of what their respective academic careers demand.
    
 
   
    
     Thinking of positionality as a particular intersection of intellectual milieus within which scholars work is useful for understanding both the historical trajectory of European historians of the United States and American history as a field today.
     
    
     The “outsider” trope with which we opened is increasingly misleading, because it focuses exclusively on one audience: historians of the British American colonies and the United States.
     
    
     This group being overwhelmingly American, access to it defined the condition of the European historian.
     
    
     There is no doubt, however, that in the past thirty years, exchanges between American and European scholars (and those in other parts of the world) have considerably intensified, justifying the shared feeling that all participate in the same field.
     
    
     Yet simply focusing on our shared intellectual milieu and ignoring the other audiences whom we address, which might be different from location to location, obscures the diversity of our group and might impede a true paradigmatic reflection on internationalizing American history or on bringing transnational or global history to the front.
    
 
   
    
     As the internationalization of American history has made considerable progress over the past two decades, some non-American scholars have remained critical of this process, which appears to be mostly predicated on American paradigms.
     
    
     “In the final analysis,” the Israeli historian Ron Robin writes, “foreign scholars engage the attention of American scholars only if they adhere to an American-generated agenda.”
     
    
     By being asked to contribute on “‘Le Melting-Pot’ in France,” for example, “foreign scholars are thus relegated to the task of sanctioning the sometimes narrow topical agenda of U.S. scholarship.”
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       If this assessment is correct, it means that the location of American historians of British colonies and the United States so disproportionately favors their American peers and the American general public that the internationalization of American history engages the international part only so far as it addresses American questions.
 
   
    
     Our suggestion is that if we collectively want to internationalize American history, promote transnational history, or turn to a truly global history, we need to think beyond the purely intellectual content of such a
      paradigm shift.
     
    
     The structural obstacles that Franois Weil and Winfried Fluck pointed out a decade ago remain real, even though bringing international aspects into American history has raised awareness that themes and issues might be different from another perspective (and not only from the vantage point of archives).
     
    
     Thinking about the positionality of American scholars might be a useful tool in this process.
     
    
     Our sense is that not all American historians of the United States have the same configuration of audiences: for institutional reasons, teaching in Ivy League schools might give you the awareness of an international audience, and the means to address it, more readily than do many other universities, where the prospective international audience, of either scholars or the general public, might seem more remote.
    
 
   
    
     In effect, this is an invitation to our American colleagues, as well as other historians of the British colonies and the United States, to reflect on the particular audiences they address, either in purpose or in passing, in their work.
     
    
     Building and completing research projects are not intellectual processes done in a vacuum.
     
    
     Interactions with different groups influence them: our departments, our schools, our cospecialists in such and such subfields readily come to mind.
     
    
     Others might not be so easily noticeable.
     
    
     Yet it might be worth making such an inventory.
     
    
     Our hunch is that raising the profile of international audiences for historians of the United States will allow the internationalization of American history to go beyond the limits it seems to have encountered so far.
     
    
     Finding the institutional and structural means to make these audiences important to historians both in and outside the American academy should make for an exciting intellectual challenge and lead us to truly open up the field of history.
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      INTRODUCTION
     
 
   
    
     During the past twenty-odd years, the growing popularity of Atlantic, transnational, and global history, together with other perspectives in historical writing such as 
     histoire croise and entangled history, seemed to herald the demise of what had come to be seen as a rather limiting, “traditional” comparative approach to the study of history.
     
    
     The accompanying debate, revealing the diversity of attitudes and concerns held by European historians of several nationalities, dramatically exposed the elusive substance of this approach and suggested the need to reach a rigorous definition of the method and scope of comparative history vis--vis the newer, more fashionable ones.
     1
    
 
   
    
     Because European students of American history have long favored comparative history, such an effort bore important implications for the writing of U.S. history.
     
    
     It also prompted European historians of the United States to interrogate themselves on the more and less distant causes of what appeared to be a growing asymmetry between themselves and their fellow U.S. historians in resorting to comparison with the other group’s experience.
     
    
     This analysis explores the extent and modalities of such comparisons, to which European and American historians of the United States have resorted to better understand and describe aspects of their own national histories.
     
    
     In other words, we mean to assess the specific ways in which they have responded to the
      perennial tension between comparisons and communications among various national styles of historical writing.
    
 
   
    
     Even a cursory overview of the recent historical literature on the United States produced on either side of the Atlantic suggests that while comparative inquiry continues to be an important source of inspiration for Europeans’ works, this doesn’t hold true for their American colleagues.
     
    
     Although there have always been high-profile examples of comparative history by U.S. historians—as illustrated by the popularity of C. Vann Woodward’s collection 
     The Comparative Approach to American History, which instantly became a classic—transforming this general interest into lively practice was and still is much more difficult.
     2 We may therefore speak of a true paradox: whereas American historiography has a transnational disposition and American historians in general tend to be substantially more cosmopolitan than their European counterparts in the range of their scholarly interests, those among them who specialize in U.S. history—the subject of the present investigation—don’t seem to appreciate comparisons across the Atlantic to the same extent as do their colleagues in Europe.
     
    
     Hence, the field of comparative history does not automatically encourage a profitable conversation between American and European historians of the United States.
    
 
   
    
     One reason for this may be that the former, unlike their Continental European colleagues, who are required to be able at least to read English, seldom feel obliged to master a foreign language.
     
    
     As a consequence, they necessarily neglect literature written in German, Italian, French, and other European languages.
     
    
     While it is much more practicable to bring European historians to adopt English as the official language of their writings than to convince American historians of the need to acquire foreign languages, the fact remains that this incommunicability has been significant in marginalizing European scholarship on U.S. history.
     
    
     The intricate connections among language (including the dominance of English as a lingua franca of the academies), cognition, and a certain national style of historiography, as well as the sheer mass of native-born Americans working in the field of U.S. history, largely explain the current hegemony of American historians.
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     In attempting to account for the differing attitudes shown by American and European historians of the United States toward comparative history, we will first provide a brief overview of the mutual influences and cross-fertilizations of the European and the American political and social cultures, starting with the late colonial era.
     
    
     From the very inception of the new nation, the United States constituted a privileged
      term of reference for the observations of European intellectuals and thinkers, and it continues to do so.
     
    
     Although Americans were initially similarly intrigued by European ideas, this interest subsequently fluctuated noticeably.
     
    
     These changes, we think, relate to the influence exerted by the political and intellectual climates prevailing in the United States in each time period.
     
    
     It is arguable, therefore, that while the approach to U.S. history taken by Europeans has consistently been implicitly comparative, this has not held true for Americans.
     
    
     Second, we will discuss what we deem to be the reasons underlying these differences in approaches.
     
    
     While we do not mean to underplay the diversity of national cultures and historiographic traditions in Europe, it seems to us that they are revealed not so much by the approach to historical writing as, rather, by the special sensibilities that are intimately connected with each nation’s history.
     
    
     Third, we will give a brief rendition of the problematic career of comparative history and, while not ignoring the important contributions that U.S. scholars have made, will test the proposition of diverging paths in European and U.S. historiographies.
     
    
     Last, we will assess the position of comparative history today in relation to the more fashionable transnational, global, and other approaches and attempt to define it in light of the questions historians are called to answer in an increasingly interdependent world.
    
 
   
     
      EUROPEANS AND AMERICANS: PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
     
 
   
    
     Since late colonial times, Europeans have looked at North America with an instinctively comparative eye.
     
    
     At first, sheer curiosity about the naturalistic and anthropological aspects of the new continent inspired this attitude, unleashing even the fanciest speculations about the influence of its environment and climate on the characters of both its animal and its human species.
     
    
     The French naturalist philosopher George-Louis Leclerc de Buffon, for example, contended that North America’s fauna and human beings alike were inferior in physical development to their European counterparts and correspondingly less healthy.
     
    
     Meanwhile, the 
     rve exotique dominated French literature on North America throughout the eighteenth century and coexisted with no apparent unease with the supposedly rational soul of the Enlightenment, the highest expression of which was the synthesis of centuries-old European thought on the social contract and the contract of government.
     4
    
 
    
   
    
     With the Revolution of 1776, European intellectuals began to develop a serious interest in the institutional experiment of the new North American republic, and this was, again, eminently comparative, as it stemmed from an urge to provide solutions to the social and political evils afflicting their own societies, in light of the precepts for good government that their political theorists and philosophers had set forth.
     
    
     Their attention was fully reciprocated by American political intellectuals, who found much of interest in the works of the European Enlightenment.
     
    
     Sometimes personal acquaintance reinforced intellectual exchange, as was true with Thomas Jefferson and the Florentine Filippo Mazzei.
     
    
     Other times it was based only on loose correspondence concerning their respective works, as with John Adams and the French political philosopher Gabriel Bonnot de Mably.
     
    
     At any rate, the debate on the experiment in the form of government of the new North American republic captured the attention of intellectuals on both sides of the Atlantic.
     
    
     The very assumptions of a revolution inspired by the vision of a bourgeois, lay, and republican state and grounded in principles of individual liberty guaranteed by the supremacy of the law over the retainers of power were so much at odds with the realities of western European countries—most of which were still ruled by absolutist monarchies, with strong hereditary aristocracies jealous of their privileges—as to elicit the utmost scrutiny on the part of European thinkers.
     
    
     This was true not only of the French in the fashioning of their critique of the ancien rgime but also of Italians and Germans (the inhabitants of the Italian- and the German-speaking regions of Europe) who, in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, were beginning to dream of independence from foreign dominance and of national unification.
     5
    
 
   
    
     In the decade preceding the outbreak of the French Revolution, the works of Mably, Jacques-Pierre Brissot de Warville, and Etienne Clavire were crucial in sparking reflection on the applicability of the American model to the French reality.
     
    
     (Carlo Botta’s four-volume history of the American War of Independence played a similar role in the Italian peninsula in the early nineteenth century.)
     
    
     Soon after the revolution of 1830 in his native France, Alexis de Tocqueville undertook a journey to the United States with his friend Gustave de Beaumont.
     
    
     Convinced that the spirit of his age tended toward greater social and political equality, he was much interested in analyzing the conditions that had allowed democratic institutions to develop in the United States.
     6
    
 
   
    
     During the transition leading to the founding of liberal states in western Europe (circa 1848–1914), as discussed in chapter 2, the United
      States continued as a model to reflect on, not least for the lessons it seemed to teach about how to accommodate democratic aspirations within the fold of essentially liberal political systems.
     
    
     American intellectuals, whose interest in European ideas had faded somewhat with the passing of the revolutionary generation, once more began to find serious inspiration in Europe.
     
    
     The last two decades of the nineteenth century and the first of the new century probably witnessed the greatest intensity of reciprocal attention and ideological interpenetration between intellectuals of the two continents.
     
    
     If, on the one side, political scientists such as James Bryce in Britain and Attilio Brunialti in Italy played, although with different modalities, important roles as cultural brokers between the political cultures of the United States and their respective countries, Americans absorbed the positivist philosophy of Auguste Comte and the theories associated with scholars of the German historical schools of law and economics, and incorporated their ideas into the agenda of the Progressive movement.
     7 U.S. historians also took German historical scholarship as a model, particularly as represented by Leopold von Ranke, and thousands of young Americans traveled to German academic institutions for advanced training.
     8 As the historian Peter Novick has remarked, despite their scanty understanding “of the great gulf separating the German and the Anglo-American cultural and philosophical contexts . . . Americans enthusiastically adopted Ranke’s critical use of sources and his seminal method.”
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     That epoch of extraordinary syntony came to an end with the outbreak of the First World War.
     
    
     While absolutist forms of state and authoritarian systems of government had ruled the peoples of the several continental European countries, Americans were blessed by having been the colonial subjects of the most liberal country of the Old World in terms of political/constitutional arrangements.
     
    
     With their colonial training in self-government and the respect of civil liberties, they had been able to create the most advanced state and institutional system in what was considered the civilized world.
     
    
     Americans could claim for their country the privilege of being the land of freedom and the paladin of liberal-democratic ideals in a world maimed by authoritarian violence and social injustice.
     10 That belief gained increasing sway among American historians of the United States as they looked with dismay at the growing nationalist direction of German historical scholarship.
     
    
     Germany lost her centrality for graduate training in favor of American institutions, and World War I further distanced the two academies.
     
    
     A new divergence developed between the philosophical assumptions and
      political cultures of Americans and the peoples of the several European nations, dividing their respective communities of intellectuals, including historians, which subsequent events further widened.
    
 
   
    
     The interwar period was even more crucial in sowing the seeds for the resurgence of an exceptionalist persuasion among Americans, best expressed by their rejection of the Wilsonian vision of the United States as the leader of an international system of collaboration to guarantee that the principles of freedom and democracy that had triumphed with the end of the Great War would avert the recurrence of such a conflict.
     
    
     With few exceptions, U.S. historians in that period became increasingly estranged from the theoretical and methodological debates stirring the European academic communities and instead adopted a liberal rhetoric inspired by a vague though distinctively American idealist vision of the historical role of their country.
     11 For example, while the crisis of historicism had a remarkable impact on German historiography, it exerted “no discernible influence on American historians,” who, in the majority, continued to privilege relativistic and pragmatic approaches.
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     By the end of the 1920s, however, U.S. historians found a new interest in things European through the unfolding discussion on corporatism and its discrete applications in the several countries of the Western world.
     
    
     Reeling under the financial crash of 1929, influential strata of American society became persuaded that the corporatist formula propounded by Franklin D. Roosevelt’s program for economic recovery was the right recipe to rescue the country.
     
    
     Until 1935, many Americans, including their president, praised the corporate state that Benito Mussolini had introduced as a demonstration of his evidently sincere effort to restore Italian vitality and prevent a general European crisis.
     
    
     Comparisons of Italian Fascism and the New Deal inscribed in a larger investigation of the nature and forms of the corporate state continued to elicit the attention of Italian historians (and peaked in the 1970s and 1980s).
     13
    
 
   
    
     After 1935, Fascist Italy’s ever-closer approach to Nazi Germany in militarism and aggressiveness and the rapid march of events toward war dramatically put an end to the flirtation between the United States and Italy.
     
    
     More generally, those developments created the conditions for the resurgence of an exceptionalist ideology among Americans, which, after the end of the conflict and with the onset of the Cold War, found expression in the blossoming of a consensualist outlook aimed at affirming the unique character of the American historical experience and its foundation in the liberal tradition.
     14 This
      did not, however, imply estrangement from European intellectual debates.
     
    
     Quite the contrary: the United States’ surge to the role of top global power and Europe’s critical geographic position as a bulwark against communism in the new Cold War context not only prompted major economic intervention in western Europe but also suggested the appropriateness of massively exporting U.S. culture there.
     
    
     In particular, a certain version of modernization theory—with the Anglo-American experience as a “normal way” of Westernization—became highly influential among European academics.
     15
    
 
   
    
     At the same time, European scholars intensified their interest in the great North American republic, not only to find contrasting trajectories in the diverging political paths they had walked in the first half of the twentieth century but also to draw inspiration for the reconstruction of their postwar societies.
     
    
     Increasingly from the 1960s, the apparent incommunicability between historians of the United States on either side of the Atlantic seemed to be attributable to political/ideological differences, as growing numbers of European scholars, especially in Italy and France, embraced leftist political views as opposed to the prevailing liberal outlook of the Americans.
     
    
     While the emergence of New Left historiography in the United States in theory laid the ground for a rapprochement between them, in practice some distance remained.
     
    
     As Novick put it, although these American historians “regarded themselves as Marxists . . . and they frequently employed Marxist categories . . . their work . . . was notable for its heterodoxy,” largely lacking any Marxist theoretical content.
     16 This astute observation brings us back to Werner Sombart’s question of why socialism did not take root in the United States.
     17 Despite the apparent convergence of concerns that scholars of both continents showed for social, black, women’s, and new labor history in the 1970s and 1980s, theory-driven differences between their respective approaches persisted—insofar as (with very few exceptions) the intricate link between theoretical content and political engagement was much more unorthodox in the United States than in, say, France or Italy.
    
 
   
     
      DIFFERENCES IN APPROACH AND SOME REASONS FOR THEM
     
 
   
    
     The seeming bifurcation in approaches to U.S. history is thus the consequence of deep differences between the respective cultural and philosophical contexts in which European and American historians grew up
      and operated.
     
    
     The former have been more receptive to the development of theoretical/methodological discourses and to heuristic speculation, the latter more prone to assign priority to documentary evidence and to a more narrative and storytelling mode.
     
    
     Despite the globalizing experiences of the late twentieth century, many American historians, while proclaiming the death of exceptionalism and their enthusiasm for new transnational perspectives, still betray their strong if largely unstated adherence to exceptionalism’s assumptions through their general neglect of the historical literature on the United States produced abroad.
     
    
     Such an attitude is confirmed by their eschewing of comparisons with Europe, which might give a better understanding of phenomena and processes relating to their domestic history.
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     There is, of course, no single “European” historiography, the strength of European historians lying rather in the variety and richness of their respective national traditions and consequent perspectives, each of which highlights specific themes and issues that may suggest comparison with the most conspicuous term of reference in the modern history of the Western world.
     
    
     While languages may separate European academies, scholarly specialization, with its implicit requirement to master any necessary language, allows people of different countries to become part of a larger community of historians able to communicate in the lingua franca of their geographic area of investigation.
     
    
     By virtue of their position on the continent, European scholars now routinely develop at least reading skills in foreign languages.
     
    
     Translations of major works may help, but their principal value lies in exposing students and a selected public of readers to recent historiographic developments in the relevant country.
     
    
     In this connection, it is undeniable that the translation of works by Eugene Genovese, George Rawick, and Eric Foner, among others, had a great impact in Italy, not only in providing better tools for university teaching but also in benefiting historians in the field of modern history in general.
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     Other cultural differences also separate European from American scholars.
     
    
     As Thomas Bender has argued, scholarship in American history that is framed in ways that do not necessarily tie it to the nation-state still has to struggle with “the unitary logic of national history.”
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       Although it might be contended that Eurocentric attitudes have not disappeared either and that the national epics of countries such as Britain, France, Germany, and Italy also include references to the exceptionality of their historical experience, it is our opinion that this has not militated against a comparatist approach in those countries (whether between themselves or with the United States) to the same extent as it has among American historians. 
    
     Responsibility for this difference lies largely with the transnational, albeit mainly intra-European, perspective and the heavily philosophical and theoretical character of the intellectual formation that our several educational programs have traditionally offered.
     
    
     Such modes of inquiry have meant that larger numbers of European scholars have turned to the American experience than Americans have looked to Europe to find answers to major historical questions.
     
    
     This divergence seems to be rooted in the exceptionalist and national- or Continental-centric assumptions that respectively shape the attitudes of American and European historians.
    
 
   
    
     Despite the resilience of national identities, intellectual interconnectedness continues to exert a powerful influence among Europeans.
     
    
     The paradox of Europe is illustrated by the current ambivalence over both the safeguarding of national identities and the affirmation of a common heritage as a precondition of the creation of a political superstructure.
     
    
     Despite the very diversity that has helped shape the historical imagination of Europeans, their overall intellectual development partakes of a common patrimony, which, as such, is incorporated in the 
     curricula studiorum throughout high school.
     21 Thanks to this kind of heritage, the several European historiographies rested largely on similar theoretical premises until the mid-twentieth century.
     
    
     The historiographic revolutions that began in the 1960s, with their emphasis on relativism, fostered fragmentation in approaches to history, including that of the United States, and heralded the possible affirmation of a new historical consciousness.
     
    
     In both the Old World and the New, new interests in social history emerged that tried to reconstruct the material cultures and the 
     mentalits of the lower classes, in all their racial, ethnic, and gendered diversity.
     
    
     Although the French school of social history associated with the journal 
     Annales exerted a notable influence on U.S. historical thought, enhancing interest in microhistorical investigation, the British historian E.P. Thompson’s 
     The Making of the English Working Class probably had a more widespread impact on American historiography.
     22 Whether its greater popularity was due to the language factor is hard to tell, for American historians increasingly adopted the microapproach as first propounded by French social historians, although in a theoretically uncomplicated form that was more congenial to their way of doing history.
    
 
   
    
     The new generations of U.S. historians of the 1970s and 1980s enthusiastically embraced Thompson’s approach to the history of labor,
      now seen as not exhausted by the study of its “aristocracy”—that is, the unionized industrial workers, who were overwhelmingly male, native-born, white, and skilled—but also comprising theretofore neglected categories such as immigrants, the unskilled, and females.
     
    
     The works of two such historians, Herbert Gutman and David Montgomery, stood out for their deep concern with theoretical issues among a host of studies that, in the opinion of Michael Kammen, were “on the whole even more empiricist than [that of] the master,” a claim that adds substance to the view of American historians of the United States as antitheoretical and antiphilosophical.
     23
    
 
   
    
     Such a distinctive reception of the new approach to labor history had been anticipated by the success of Hayden White’s 
     Metahistory, in which the author contends that history is essentially like literature: the historical account is made, rather than found, by the writer.
     
    
     With few exceptions—such as the historical sociologist Barrington Moore Jr. and later Immanuel Wallerstein, who successfully derived from historical-cultural backgrounds broad interpretive paradigms able to explain the wide range of political/institutional responses by a variety of Western and Eastern societies alike to the challenges that capitalism and economic modernization posed—the prevalence of a strictly national perspective ironically led the majority of American historians of the United States to privilege the microapproach.
     24 Although the adoption of the new perspective resulted in the publication of many books that enormously added to our understanding of the early social and cultural development of the United States, the lack of a clear theoretical premise lessened the incisiveness of even such fine works as Paul E. Johnson’s 
     A Shopkeeper’s Millennium and Laurel Thatcher Ulrich’s 
     A Midwife’s Tale, making them look like threads of a precious material in need of being woven into a fabric to fully display their value.
     
    
     Of course there were exceptions, best represented by Anthony F.C. Wallace’s 
     Rockdale—but it may be worth noting that Wallace was neither American-born nor a pure historian, his scholarly background being that of an anthropologist.
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     A still-ingrained tendency of European historians to refer to other contexts on their continent and to the United States as a preferential term of reference in the fashioning of meaningful arguments relating to a single historical issue or phenomenon can be defined as an implicit comparative approach.
     
    
     However, as this chapter will later clarify, the generalized adoption of one or more international terms of reference is not sufficient to produce a genuinely comparative study.
     
    
     And although
      comparisons may be of various sorts, sometimes privileging similarities, other times differences, methodological rigor appears to be the discriminating factor.
     
    
     While the transnationalization of American history that is in vogue may sometimes work without that rigor and with scant theoretical information, comparative investigation will never succeed without a clear-cut, theoretically informed research question.
    
 
   
    
     Generally speaking, differences in cultural-political milieus have been pivotal in molding the sensibilities of historians operating on either side of the Atlantic.
     
    
     More to the point, whereas the interest of European historians of the United States in comparing their respective national or even continental positions has continued unabated, the global concerns of the North American superpower have recently deflected the attention of many of its scholars from the western European theater to other parts of the world.
     
    
     This doesn’t mean, of course, that U.S. scholars have completely eschewed the comparative approach.
     
    
     Simply, much as happened with Europeans, their historical vision has been shaped by their specific understanding of the historical experience of their country, including its international political and economic concerns.
    
 
   
    
     To identify the distinctive character of the broadly defined comparative inclination of European scholars in the writing of U.S. history and how it differentiates itself from the approach that their American colleagues take, let us first briefly summarize the career of this method.
    
 
   
     
      COMPARATIVE HISTORY: DIFFERENT TRAJECTORIES IN EUROPE AND THE UNITED STATES
     
 
   
    
     Although extensively applied to other disciplines, such as literature, linguistics, law, and politics, the comparative approach in historical investigation was long hindered by the prevalence of historicist theories.
     
    
     It was only in the early decades of the twentieth century that it began to gain credit, thanks to Max Weber, Emile Durkheim, Henri Pirenne, and Marc Bloch, the founding fathers of the comparative method in the historical and social sciences.
     26
    
 
   
    
     Despite its illustrious antecedents, however, comparative history had to wait until after World War II to take off, its growth a result of the alchemy produced by the convergence between historians and sociologists in the emerging field of social studies.
     
    
     In this initial phase, it was mainly historians of the economy who used the comparative approach, which historians 
     tout court did not begin to adopt in any significant way until the late 1960s or so.
     
    
     Their expanded sensibilities about themes
      connected with social and cultural history undoubtedly contributed to this turn.
     
    
     Early on, European historians’ growing appreciation of internationalizing forces made them increasingly inclined to look at their countries’ histories in a transnational, intracontinental way, especially in light of the new challenges that the ongoing process of integration following the end of the Cold War and the fall of the Berlin Wall posed.
     27
    
 
   
    
     The classic definition of the comparative approach that Bloch provided in 1928—that it aims at discerning analogies and differences between events, structures, and processes, with a view to explaining the reasons thereof—retains its validity.
     28 Later, however, both sociologists and historians felt the urge to better specify the term, not only in consideration of the several methodological options it affords but also to distance themselves from works that, although apparently comparative, do not live up to certain standards either in the character of the investigation or in the development of the argument.
     
    
     Jrgen Kocka, for example, has identified the systematic character of the analysis, the consistency in theoretical effort, and the high level of conceptualization required as qualifying features of any serious comparative work.
     
    
     Writing comparative history thus means “to systematically investigate historical phenomena in terms of similarities and differences, with a view to explaining or using them to formulate deeply thought deductions.”
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       As Kocka admits, the rigor and the vast knowledge of the national histories under consideration (usually but not necessarily two) that the application of this method entails often discourage historians from adopting it. 
    
     Comparing doesn’t merely consist in juxtaposing or discussing in a parallel manner the cultures, economic systems, institutions, or individual phenomena of two or more societies or nations, and so many respectable works whose titles suggest a comparative approach cannot properly be classified as such.
     
    
     Each national historiography in Europe presents examples: mainly collections of essays aimed at illustrating several aspects of the connections, cultural exchanges, and cross-fertilizations that took place over time with the United States.
     
    
     More to the point, the majority of the chapters in these collections deal exclusively with either the European or the American context in relation to the topic of the book.
     30 By the same token, Kocka contends that neither the transnational or transcultural approaches that characterize many historical investigations are sufficient to classify them as comparative studies nor does this qualification apply to those in which recourse to comparison is marginal or cursory.
     31
    
 
    
   
    
     Although not yet fully appreciated by historians, the potential of the comparative method is enormous.
     
    
     Sometimes it can help identify a previously neglected area of research and open up new directions in the reconstruction of a nation’s history.
     
    
     Bloch’s study of the English enclosures eminently served this purpose for better understanding the transformations of the French system of land tenure and land uses in the eighteenth century.
     32 Other times, while having as a primary object the explanation of phenomena and facts concerning the history of the writer’s nation, comparative studies can significantly illuminate new areas of the history of the country selected for comparison.
     
    
     Such is the case, for instance, with Kocka’s study of white-collar workers in Germany and the United States and with Hans-Jrgen Puhle’s book on state intervention and agricultural politics in Germany, France, and the United States, subjects that American historians had almost completely neglected.
     33 As these works illustrate, a sound comparative study must firmly focus on a broad category of investigation that constitutes the 
     tertium comparationis, such as, say, industrialization, the formation of nation-states, class structures, capitalism, progress, backwardness, totalitarianism, democracy, or the welfare state.
    
 
   
    
     The main issues and debates that have informed historical discourse in each of the several European nations have not only translated into varying degrees of interest in comparative history but also largely determined historians’ propensities in the choice of themes.
     
    
     In Germany, the 
     Sonderweg thesis of the country’s divergence from the West has been the prime mover of comparative research, leading to a predilection for subjects such as the formation of nation-states, the impact of strong traditional elites and preindustrial traditions on the development of a modern class structure, and the welfare state.
     34 The theme of an anomalous experience with respect to the other western European countries also prompted a comparative turn in Italy’s national historiography.
     
    
     A general presumption that Italian history is different from those of the other Western countries has underlain the study of Fascism in particular, inviting comparisons on the institutional transformations that the rise of mass regimes engender.
     
    
     One important subject that has engaged Italian historians in comparative analyses of different focus is the debate on neocorporatism—seen as an evolution traceable in every industrialized country in the twentieth century—that unfolded in the 1980s.
     35
    
 
   
    
     In England, the widely shared adhesion to the idea of an assumed English exceptionalism discouraged comparative investigation with European continental realities even as it stimulated some with the United
      States.
     
    
     In two fields only, though with excellent results, the British cultivated comparative studies: economic and urban history.
     36 In France, after the encouraging beginnings of the late 1920s, historiography showed ever-decreasing interest in the comparative perspective.
     
    
     According to Heinz-Gerhard Haupt, suspicion long surrounded it, the result of a number of factors.
     
    
     First were the markedly regional and local roots of French historiography, which privileges contact with primary sources and is wary of possible prevarications resulting from the imposition of preset models.
     
    
     Second was the strong and continuing influence that political positions exerted in determining the central paradigms of the comparative approach.
     
    
     Third was the central place assigned to the French Revolution in the founding myth of modern France, which produced a strictly national narrative.
     
    
     Consequently, a comparative tradition was built, much as in Britain, in the fields of economic history and demography alone.
     37
    
 
   
    
     The work of economic historians deserves separate treatment and special mention, for they have seized the potential of the comparative approach in their investigations of the conditions, timing, and characteristics of industrialization in Europe.
     
    
     In 1952, Aleksander Gerschenkron’s “Economic Backwardness in Historical Perspective” disclosed new horizons for the historical investigation of this phenomenon.
     
    
     Challenging the Rostowian paradigm of similar stages of development in institutions, economic systems, and societies, which set Britain as the first comer and therefore the model every other country ought to imitate to qualify as industrializing, Gerschenkron insisted on the principle of relativity and the importance of interactions between countries in explaining the different paths to industrialization that the several European countries had pursued.
     38 Early on, the growing spread of pluralistic and relativist views of historical processes freed economic historians from the shackles of rigidly mechanistic models and allowed for more nuanced approaches to the study of the origins of industrialization in western Europe.
     
    
     No longer seen as a race among countries, it could now be understood as a nonlinear, open-ended process that took a long stretch of time to definitely affirm itself: the so-called protoindustrial age.
     39 Industrialization has not, however, been the only subject of investigation.
     
    
     E.P. Hennock, for example, conducted important comparative studies on social reform and welfare in Britain and Germany.
     
    
     Public policies, social reform, and the development of the welfare state have figured prominently in European comparisons with the United States, especially in studies by German and Austrian historians and sociologists.
     40
    
 
    
   
    
     This short overview of the development and character of comparative history in Europe illustrates a thrust to refer to the American case.
     
    
     While comparative approaches to European history are not absent from American scholarly production, they appear to be only one aspect of geographically much broader comparative interests that include Latin America and Asia.
    
 
   
    
     Beginning with the pioneering work of Barrington Moore Jr., it seems that sociologists with a historical and politological inclination, such as Reinhard Bendix, Theda Skocpol, and Charles Tilly, have mainly cultivated the comparative tradition in the United States.
     41 This is not to deny that U.S. historians have done commendable work in the field of entangled history.
     
    
     Think, for example, of Daniel T. Rodgers’s 
     Atlantic Crossings, in which the author traces the roots of American progressive thought to the transatlantic intellectual networks of social reformers from the 1870s to the end of the New Deal.
     42 Major work has also been done in the field of Atlantic history.
     
    
     Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker’s 
     The Many-Headed Hydra is indeed an outstanding example of the potential offered by abandoning a perspective heavily centered on the role of the colonizing powers, disclosing instead the marvelous informal networks of interaction and cultural exchange that arose in the Atlantic world between the seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries.
     43
    
 
   
    
     In a related vein, it is worth noting that an important strand of comparative historical studies developed in the United States from the early 1970s that aimed at outlining the economic, social, and cultural similarities and differences characterizing the slave systems in the several parts of the Americas and the consequences of emancipation in each of these regions.
     
    
     Suffice it to mention Stanley Engerman’s many works and editorial initiatives in this field, as well as those by Robert W. Fogel, Eugene D. Genovese, David Brion Davis, Ira Berlin, and Philip D. Morgan.
     
    
     George Fredrickson has investigated the comparative cultural, social, and economic dimensions of race and slavery in an international perspective.
     44 However masterful, all of these works, with the partial exception of Davis’s, have revealed the overwhelmingly extra-European nature of Americans’ historical concerns and made J.G.A. Pocock’s 
     The Machiavellian Moment, which directly addresses the impact of early modern Italian thought on the intellectual formation of Americans, look like an isolated voice in the panorama of U.S. studies of American intellectual history between the colonial and revolutionary eras.
    
 
    
   
    
     Quite unexpectedly, the U.S. South emerged in the 1970s as the most promising region for historical investigations beyond national borders.
     
    
     The new Atlantic, transnational, and global perspectives projected Southern history onto the international scene, generating a literature that greatly modified the region’s long-held image as somewhat marginal and isolated from mainstream American life.
     
    
     The questions raised by the unveiling of a Southern past very different from the prevailing, stereotypical one stimulated fine historical research of a comparative character that shared the focus with Europe, such as Peter Kolchin’s analysis of American slavery and Russian serfdom and Shearer Davis Bowman’s study of German Junkers and U.S. planters in relation to the issue of economic modernization.
     
    
     Don H. Doyle also made important efforts, adopting a comparative approach to such meaningful themes as regionalism, nationalism, and the “Southern question” in the United States and Italy.
     45 Some European historians, Italians in particular, have also identified promising grounds for comparative investigation between the U.S. South and the Italian Mezzogiorno in the pre–Civil War/preunification era, under different lights and with different focuses.
     46
    
 
   
    
     Apart from these explicit comparisons, another European contribution to the rewriting of Southern history has been the conceptualization of the problem of industrialization in a slave society.
     
    
     According to a broad paradigm inspired by European theories of protoindustrialization, defined by the Dutch economic historian Franklin Mendels and elaborated by the British economic historian Sidney Pollard, old and new modes of production and systems of social and labor relations coexisted during a long historical phase.
     47 This view has allowed the investigation to broaden beyond the narrow limits of the traditional North-South juxtaposition and helped place the antebellum South’s experience of capitalism and industry in a more relativistic, open-ended perspective that has downsized the Northern experience in relation to those of western European countries.
     
    
     U.S. historians are increasingly taking transatlantic and global approaches to the study of economic development and early industrialization in the antebellum South, starting from the presumption that slavery was not incompatible with economic modernization.
     
    
     Recent research has documented the rise and development of an autochthonous class of entrepreneurs, the existence of a white working class in industrial and urban locations, and the emergence of a modernizing middle class in the Old South.
     48 Although still largely understudied, the economic and social history of the slave South is revealing itself as a promising field of investigation, the
      importance of which is crucial in reinterpreting U.S. history through the Civil War era.
    
 
   
    
     It is therefore possible to argue that European historians, even when they have dealt with eminently domestic aspects of U.S. history, have always taken an implicitly comparative approach in their investigations, thus infusing new perspectives into ongoing debates.
     
    
     Arguably, the originality of their contributions has stemmed from the wealth of philosophical and theoretical references that inform their cultural and educational backgrounds.
     
    
     While the present thrust toward global studies encourages placing the history of the U.S. South in an international perspective, the necessary generalization that this approach entails raises concerns about the genuine, ongoing commitment of Southern historians to tackling the historical problem of industrialization in a slave society through the comparative investigation of foreign cases.
    
 
   
    
     Another example of the particular contributions Europeans have brought to the study of U.S. history pertains to the important topic of the origins, characteristics, and development of the welfare state in a comparative perspective.
     
    
     Welfare state building has been a favorite topic among historians who compare Europe and the United States—mainly because of a supposedly European, or more particularly German, British, or Scandinavian, Sonderweg of building early and rather strong welfare states.
     
    
     Europeans are usually proud of this statist tradition (the European social model), which—despite all the processes of Americanization—makes Europeans look decidedly un-American and more “generous,” or “advanced” than the United States and its ramshackle, late-coming, and incomplete welfare state (if it has one!)
    
    
     .
     
    
     Comparative research on welfare policy has also been on the agenda of political scientists, economists, and sociologists, giving the field a distinct interdisciplinary tradition.
     
    
     This cross-fertilization fostered historians’ interest in modernization theory and its easy classification of early starters, latecomers, and so forth.
     
    
     In particular, the supposed crisis that welfare states (and public finances in general) have been suffering since the mid-1970s has prompted intensive research on welfare policy in both (western) Europe and the United States.
     
    
     The academic community has joined in public debates to defend welfare policy against its opponents, actively promoting research that embeds welfare policy in a progressive narrative of social justice.
     
    
     American scholars have been keen to demonstrate that the American welfare state was not belated and, in fact, has kept up with European welfare state development—Theda Skocpol’s 
     Protecting Soldiers and Mothers: The Political Origins of Social Policy in the United States, published in 1992, became a classic in the field of the hidden (or not so hidden) American welfare state.
     49
    
 
   
    
     When Bill—or rather Hillary—Clinton started an initiative in the mid-1990s to establish universal health insurance as part of the U.S. welfare system, European academics were enthusiastic.
     
    
     Finally, it looked as if the United States would turn into a full-fledged welfare state.
     
    
     But the initiative failed, vindicating the European skeptics who had never believed in congruence between the European and American welfare states.
     50 Anyway, the typical gamelike comparison—who has the best welfare state?
    
    
     —turned out to be rather fruitless.
     
    
     Instead of working on topics inside the welfare state along the lines of modernization theory and judging the systems for their belatedness or its opposite, the next generation of comparative welfare state historians was much more interested in focusing on a social group that had been closely associated with all welfare state-building processes but nevertheless had not gotten much attention from historians: the 
     Brgertum—the educated, professional middle class—who had to give political support to welfare policy, who staffed most of the associations and institutions of charity and welfare, and who lent their expertise to most of the private, municipal, and state welfare programs.
     
    
     The different attitudes of the Brgertum toward charity and toward the function of municipal and state programs seemed to be a sensor that could indicate the different paths of welfare state building.
     
    
     Or rather, these attitudes would contribute to the establishment of two different concepts of welfare policy: welfare society vs. welfare state.
     
    
     Every dissimilarity could be carefully transformed into a question.
     
    
     Why did the belated American welfare state have a prematurely professionalized corps of social workers?
     
    
     If both the creation of a female dominion in social work and the flexibility of the American university system made this professionalization possible, then why was the strong German welfare state weak when it came to assigning or appointing women to social service?
     
    
     Are the reasons for Germany’s near-total exclusion of women from responsible positions in the municipal and state welfare services also responsible for the strength (the “masculinity”) of the German welfare state?
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       Answers to these questions helped to reveal developed and undeveloped areas in both countries and showed that instead of merely juxtaposing two case studies and adding a twenty-page comparison as a final chapter, it is possible to write comparative history in an integrated way, using queries as a method to weave various strains of national histories together.
 
    
   
     
      CONCLUSION: THE FATE AND FUTURE OF COMPARATIVE HISTORY IN TRANSATLANTIC PERSPECTIVE
     
 
   
    
     The comparative approach has sometimes been looked on with suspicion and skepticism, largely because it was widely perceived as an attempt to forcibly fit sometimes ostensibly different historical cases into an artificial interpretational cage.
     
    
     Through the above explication we hope to have shown that comparison, whether explicit or implicit, conscious or unconscious, is part and parcel of historical writing.
     
    
     This is all the more so in the present times, when the economic and social realities of the world are increasingly interdependent and interconnected.
     
    
     The adoption of Atlantic, transnational, and global perspectives by U.S. historians testifies to their growing awareness that no country’s history can be fully understood or properly evaluated unless it is put in relation to other contemporary realities.
     
    
     Transcending national boundaries, these new approaches observe the larger dynamics and trends that have influenced the historical development of areas of the world of varying geographic extensions.
     
    
     They highlight interplay and mutual influence.
     
    
     Ultimately, however, we contend that such approaches are the manifestation of an urge, often implicit but always present among historians, to use the comparative tool to make sense of historical processes, be they economic, social, cultural, or political.
     
    
     One result, Thomas Bender’s 
     A Nation among Nations, is a remarkable step forward in the writing of a truly interconnected history of the United States.
     52
    
 
   
    
     For the most part, comparative history has long received friendly reviews.
     
    
     But not many historians have practiced it.
     
    
     Despite splendid examples and wonderful books, some still regard it as a marginal affair in European and American historiography, an attitude that its practitioners lament.
     53 But claiming to be marginal may be considered typical of academics striving for more attention.
     
    
     What is more important is the crisis of identity that the traditional comparative method has been going through for several years now in consequence of the rise of transnational history and of histoire croise’s more or less explicit critique of it.
    
 
   
    
     For decades, comparative history was seen as essentially the only reliable method for connecting the histories of two or more countries.
     
    
     Now that writing global and transnational history has become fashionable, it looks as if reflection on what comparison really means is no longer necessary.
     
    
     As histoire croise and entangled history became more and more
      popular, especially among European historians, its proponents began to criticize comparative history for being superficial and for giving up on the historicity and specificity of individual phenomena.
     
    
     They have also tried to invalidate comparative history by accusing it of being tautological.
     
    
     A comparison, they argue, can only prove what the researcher chooses to take into account in constructing the comparison.
     54 Can histoire croise really replace comparative history or claim to be a better, more nuanced or integrated way of dealing with various global or transnational issues?
     
    
     While any new method is apt to detect deficiencies in the older approaches—and there are, to be sure, many boring and mechanistic pieces of comparative history writing—histoire croise has deficiencies and limitations of its own.
     
    
     Born of the postcolonial mood—much like connected, shared, and entangled history—histoire croise in fact principally focuses on either premodern or non-Western societies not yet heavily structured into nation-states.
    
 
   
    
     Comparative history, in contrast, largely influenced by modernization theory, which took the nation-state to be the normal way into the modern world, has privileged the nation-state as a terrain of investigation.
     
    
     Regardless of this difference, histoire croise and comparative history have a lot in common: any kind of history that tries to thematically connect various societies, regions, families—whatsoever—is making a comparison.
     
    
     Insofar as histoire croise tries to distance itself from comparative history, it reverts to a historicist position: making implicit comparisons without openly acknowledging this method.
     
    
     Instead, as Dominic Sachsenmaier has argued, there should be “a growing sense not only that comparative approaches needed to consider exchange processes but also that the historiography of flows, transfers, and shared transformations, if properly conducted, needed to open itself to comparative perspectives.”
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     While it certainly does not make sense to dichotomize comparative history and other approaches, such as histoire croise, transnational history, and entangled history, to overstate our case, comparative history should be the basis of every kind of transnational history because one needs to have the foundations of knowledge of both (or more) cases to analyze transfers, 
     croises, and so on.
     
    
     Comparative history will always take the eminent features of transfer analysis and transnational aspects into account.
     
    
     It will be able consider its objects of research not only in relation to one another “but also through one another, in terms of relationships, interactions, and circulation.”
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       Comparative history should form an umbrella under which these things can be combined; it will serve as an epistemological base, as “dramaturgy” and a form of interpretation. 
    
     Only a comparison can demonstrate the nexus between a universal (or, more cautiously, a transnational or transregional) structure and its specific national, regional, or local shape.
     
    
     Michael Kammen is right when he warns that “the transnational enthusiasts seem to be morally or ideologically disposed to minimize all those irritating yet illuminating differences.”
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       It is only through comparison that the big picture comes into view.
 
   
    
     Another cause of the assumed crisis of comparative history is the perception of its being outmoded.
     
    
     Its rise and fall are similar to the rise and decline of social history and of social science history.
     
    
     From the 1960s to the 1980s, comparative history had numerous strong allies among sociologists who favored historical sociology and hence sought to cooperate with or at least earn the respect of historians.
     58 The relative decline of the social history paradigm and of historical sociology has curtailed cooperation among historians and sociologists and weakened their support for comparative history.
     
    
     The cultural history paradigm that supplanted social history in the mid-1980s was accompanied by a somewhat neohistoricist approach, insofar as it began to emphasize small units and uniqueness over big structures and similarities.
     
    
     Consequently, the comparative method was increasingly criticized for not being sensitive enough to cultural things.
     59
    
 
   
    
     One may also say that the call for global, transnational, entangled, and other such histories signifies (or, perhaps more appropriately, anticipates) a crisis affecting more than comparative history alone, insofar as the idea and the practice of global history are always in danger of suggesting a global historiography, which does not exist—because historians always have a primarily national audience and are embedded in national institutions.
     
    
     But a different perspective is necessary, insofar as a nation “cannot be its own historical context.”
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       Still, because Fernand Braudel’s and Immanuel Wallerstein’s scholarly achievements and latitudinarian knowledge of world history are exceptions rather than the rule, the practice of global or transnational history, if pursued improperly, may distract historians from its main goal: adding new perspectives to and understandings of the history of the nations under investigation. 
    
     Not surprisingly, American historians, who are at the forefront of writing transnational history, often mention the problem of synthesizing their own national history.
     61 Global and transnational history may also suggest the sharing of a common world view, but behind this friendly faade is a strong asymmetry among the various national historiographies, if nothing else because of
      the sheer number of American historians (including all historians working at American universities) and the prevalence of English as a lingua franca.
     62 In this context, a global history approach allows American scholars to include, say, Japan as an example in their research without being able to speak or read Japanese, whereas Japanese historians will need at least a reading knowledge of English and, in all likelihood, cannot write about Japanese history without acknowledging the vast amount of English-language literature on the subject.
     
    
     There are even countries, especially in Africa, whose national history research is mostly produced in the United States.
     
    
     Finally, the practice of global history may loosen the nexus of research and teaching—which, since Wilhelm von Humboldt’s time, has meant that one’s teaching comes out of the expertise one has acquired in a special field of research.
     
    
     But no one really specializes in global history, most people being at best area specialists.
    
 
   
    
     It is true that comparative history—at least that related to the nineteenth or the twentieth century—has a certain national bias, but this is only because the nation-state was enormously relevant in shaping the lives of its citizens, and a great many others besides.
     63 Insofar as location matters, comparative history is a good way to learn about other countries and cultures: it is a conversation among historians of different countries and can still serve as a middle ground where they can connect and convey their new knowledge in a way that their respective national audiences can identify with.
    
 
   
    
     In this chapter, we have contended that whereas Americans have often looked to the European intellectual tradition as a source of inspiration, as in colonial times and the late nineteenth century, thus showing an implicit comparative inclination, the international developments of the twentieth century that climaxed in the outbreak of two world wars increasingly estranged them from European scholarly debates.
     
    
     This attitude began to reverse toward the reestablishment of a dialogue when the first university chairs in American history were instituted in western Europe, following the ideological and cultural campaign that the United States had undertaken there in the 1950s.
    
 
   
    
     Although U.S. historians may explicitly adopt a comparative frame of analysis, it is always implicit in the works of their European counterparts, who use comparison more extensively as a means to better interpret and evaluate not only the several phases of U.S. history but also those of their own countries and of Europe in general.
    
 
   
    
     Recent developments in attitudes among U.S. historians have raised expectations that a seminal dialogue may be restored between historians
      on both sides of the Atlantic.
     
    
     The current wave of transnationalizing American history has already diminished the dangers of European historians’ being outsiders, which had prevailed in the olden times of national master narratives.
     
    
     Any American historian who does transnational or comparative history needs allies—hence European scholars of American history are now playing a much more interesting role.
     
    
     Doing comparative history, however, will not necessarily bring European historians into some united front, easy to identify and able to balance the weight of American historiography.
    
 
   
    
     Comparative history may nonetheless be a method not only of creating interfaces between those who do national and those who do American history in Europe but also of helping to counterbalance the increasing inequality of knowledge that comes along with the hegemonic role of American historiography.
     
    
     If, on the one hand, comparative history somewhat undermines the traditional national historiography and its master narratives, on the other it allows historians to save all that is valid and innovative in their national historiographies.
     
    
     Perhaps what is now perceived as the crisis of comparative history is in fact a transformation, as signaled by the expansion of its scope to realms such as mentalities and cultural practices.
     
    
     As has been contended, comparison contributes to modernize historiography, and in light of the present thrust toward transnational and global studies, comparative history can not only offer the ideal framework for interdisciplinary research, without renouncing its mission of teasing out and highlighting national specificities, but also serve as a forum for ongoing conversation among historians of various countries.
     
    
     Should these promises be fulfilled, they will enhance the ongoing processes of internationalization and fragmentation, which will lead to a true universal history—universal insofar as the principle of particularity will perpetuate.
     64 At the end of this critical reflection, we cannot but conclude that the location where one writes does and always will matter, in the belief that it can provoke original and seminal insights of historical reflection on the forces underlying the historical development of Europe and the United States alike.
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     Although the United States and Europe have no common borders, they have always shared a sense of historical proximity—which has been “translated,” at one point or another, into wars and alliances, migrations, intellectual exchanges, and trade.
     
    
     Yet more and more, Europe is disappearing from the picture, losing relevance and centrality in the American representation of the world.
     
    
     Americans are more interested, geopolitically and academically, in other regions, such as Latin America, the Middle East, and Asia.
     
    
     What this means is that the geopolitical background from which European scholars are writing is deeply asymmetrical: since the fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of the Cold War, Europe has become less relevant for the United States, and, with a few exceptions, when it comes into play at all, it is most often as one collective entity, the European Union.
     
    
     It could be said that Europe—or what is viewed as Europe—is expanding, as the memberships of bodies such as the European Union and the Council of Europe continue to grow.
     
    
     The identity and specificity of individual European states tend to disappear in the American eye.
     
    
     At the same time, the United States remains as relevant as ever to Europeans.
     
    
     In this chapter, we shall look at how this evolving geopolitical condition and our position in both the European and American academic fields translate into our writing about American foreign relations and America’s role in the world.
     
    
     We argue that location plays differently in these fields than in other, related fields of American history, because
      our evolving geopolitical position cannot but inform our objects of investigation and our interpretations.
    
 
   
    
     Foreign relations are broadly conceived and potentially comprise all kinds of connections that the United States maintains with rest of the world, including trade, financial relationships, migrations, and cultural transmissions.
     
    
     Our main focus here, however, is on diplomatic history in the twentieth century, including its cultural dimensions, although we will draw some parallels with migration studies in the modern period, a field that European scholars interested in North America have traditionally privileged.
     
    
     Originally, most of the scholarship that European historians produced on both diplomacy and migrations focused on transatlantic connections and bilateral relations.
     
    
     Whereas European historians of migrations needed to contribute to U.S. history and their own national history, those invested in diplomatic history belonged to the distinct field of international relations and hardly considered themselves historians of the United States.
    
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, over the past twenty years, in the context of the internationalization of Western academia, many European diplomatic historians have increasingly considered themselves specialists in American history, developing expertise in U.S. foreign policy.
     
    
     They have moved from being regarded as I.R. scholars to being seen as local authorities on the United States, as they have been offering an alternative view of the American role in the world and challenging the United States’ conception of its power, both soft and hard.
     
    
     While most American historians deal with U.S. power as projection, European historians argue for it as relation and focus more extensively on its cultural dimensions.
     
    
     This approach has made possible a better understanding of European agency in areas where U.S. authority had often seemed dominant.
    
 
   
    
     At the same time, the interest of a growing number of European historians is no longer captured by the transatlantic relationship but instead piqued by the more international set of relationships of which both the United States and Europe are part.
     
    
     In a sense, there has been a degree of convergence between U.S. and European historiography, as European scholars have turned from bilateral connections to more comprehensive transnational perspectives even while pursuing the role of their own country or continent.
     
    
     A corresponding shift can be discerned in migration studies, as hemispheric and global perspectives have tended to supplant the bilateral focus.
     
    
     European migration was more than a collection of national migrations.
    
 
    
   
    
     Hence, these fields tend to promote a greater awareness of national or European identity among their practitioners.
     
    
     A Swedish scholar studying U.S.-Swedish relations can hardly avoid approaching the topic from the Swedish viewpoint, especially if using Swedish archival materials; a European foreign relations expert examining the relative roles of the United States and Europe in ending the Cold War will likely be particularly sensitive to the European contribution.
     
    
     Other chapters in this book, which points to the importance of place in the writing of history, reflect on the impact of such phenomena as language, local educational structures, and career requirements on the way American history is written in Europe; this chapter is about location too, but the very field of foreign relations means that its European practitioners are conscious of location in a wider sense.
     
    
     They could be said to have a stake in their subjects of study in a sense that is not likely to be the case for, say, a European historian of the inner workings of the New Deal.
    
 
   
     
      MOVING AWAY FROM A TRANSATLANTIC FOCUS IN DIPLOMATIC HISTORY
     
 
   
     
      The Relative Position of European Historians in the Academic Field
     
 
   
    
     Historians of American foreign relations have not always been historians of the United States.
     
    
     In the years following World War II, many European historians with an interest in U.S. foreign policy had a background as historians of the foreign affairs of their own countries or of the international system; they had not specifically studied the domestic history of the United States and very rarely had an academic affiliation as Americanists.
     
    
     This was sometimes a great advantage to them in their domestic academic situation, in that they were perceived as having something to say about international affairs beyond the American scene.
     
    
     In the wider context, they could connect to other historiographies.
     
    
     On the other hand, their comments on specific U.S. issues sometimes reflected their lack of deep knowledge of U.S. domestic history and historiography.
     
    
     Superpower the United States may be, but domestic politics often influence its foreign affairs—and here, European commentators without an understanding of the domestic picture were clearly at a disadvantage.
    
 
   
    
     This first generation of historians had students who determined to develop better expertise on the United States, but approached through its connection with Europe.
     
    
     In the formative phase of European studies
      of American foreign policy, bilateral relations between the United States and the respective home countries of the European Americanists became the primary focus.
     
    
     Several interacting factors were at play here: the availability of national sources, linguistic skills, the inevitably parochial dimension of most national historiographies.
     
    
     Entering the field during the Cold War, French scholars, for example—many of whom were former students or close colleagues of Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, who significantly revived French diplomatic history—turned mostly to the historical relationship between their country and the United States.
     1 Something similar happened in Britain, where much effort was devoted to exploring and sometimes questioning the notion of the “special relationship,”
     2 and in Germany and Italy, with their more often antagonistic stances toward the United States.
     3 This focus on bilateral relations in the early Cold War era is hardly surprising, since the field of American history was in no small measure created as a consequence of U.S. diplomatic attempts to reshape the American public image in allied countries.
     
    
     The generation that produced this kind of transatlantic history, concentrating on issues such as transatlantic migrations, cultural exchanges, and trade, had largely retired by the end of the century.
     
    
     As the field aged, the tendency to focus primarily on bilateral connections declined as historians moved away from transatlantic relationships and toward engaging the larger realm of diplomatic history.
    
 
   
    
     In countries whose universities and research centers have developed American history more recently, this shift has not happened.
     
    
     In Spain, Portugal, Russia, and Poland, most historians of the United States are still foreign relations scholars of their own country, and when they extend their interest to the United States, they tend to work on bilateral relations (see table 6.1).
     
    
     This concentration on connections between the homeland and the United States will most likely decline as the field grows older, and we expect that the perspectives of historians in these countries will also become more international.
    
 
   
     
      An Exception: The “Special Relationship”
     
 
   
    
     There is one striking exception to the general pattern of diminishing interest in bilateral transatlantic relations: the study of Anglo-American relations.
     
    
     In the past two decades, this has been one of the most dynamic fields of historical research.
     
    
     The so-called special relationship has thus become (once again) a privileged topic, studied by many historians
     
      of U.S. foreign relations, particularly in Britain.
     
    
     Actually, claiming some sort of unique, indeed “special” relationship with the United States has not been an exclusive prerogative of Great Britain; other European partners of Washington have made similar assertions.
     
    
     Given the pervasive presence of the United States in European politics, economy, culture, and everyday life and the equal and constant presence of Europe in North America, this claim to specialness in the bilateral relationships between the United States and its various European interlocutors is almost inevitable.
     4 Something different, however, has distinguished the historical representation of the Anglo-American special relationship, rendering it somehow special among the specials.
     
    
     At least three factors, often connected to politics and current affairs, explain this renewed attention.
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        EUROPEAN HISTORIANS OF COLONIAL TO PRESENT-DAY AMERICA
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     The first is the return, albeit in a much more moderate and washed-up form, of a traditional Anglo-Saxonist reading of the modern international system and of the roles the United States and Great Britain have occupied in it.
     
    
     In this interpretation, the torch of civilization, and even of the liberal imperial mission, passed from the United Kingdom to the United States in the twentieth century, in a sort of historical continuum whose common denominator was the alleged superior political culture and more advanced socioeconomic development of these countries.
     5
    
 
   
    
     A second factor is primary sources.
     
    
     The huge asymmetry between U.S. and non-U.S. primary sources renders extremely problematic any historical research on the bilateral relations between the United States and almost every European country.
     
    
     To put it bluntly, while U.S. sources are often rich and abundant, non-U.S. sources are far too often scarce, if not entirely lacking, particularly for recent events.
     
    
     The United Kingdom is an exception to the rule.
     
    
     The British National Archives are among the few repositories that can compete with the U.S. National Archives for foreign affairs and, if possible, declassify material even more diligently and conscientiously.
     6 Thus in the case of Great Britain, the bilateral relationship with the United States can be studied in a truly bilateral way with primary sources—something that is not always possible for other countries.
     
    
     This condition in those countries obliges scholars to rely primarily on American documents even to reconstruct and discuss the choices and policies of Washington’s interlocutors.
    
 
   
    
     The third factor is strictly connected to the above-mentioned political dimension behind the rediscovery of the special relationship.
     
    
     The greater political and diplomatic Anglo-American convergence of the past thirty years has helped stimulate and catalyze renewed attention
      to the U.K.-U.S. special relationship.
     
    
     Despite differences, particularly over how to approach Mikhail Gorbachev and the problem of the reunification of Germany, the Ronald Reagan administration and the Margaret Thatcher government represented, in reality and even more in the popular perception, a sort of axis, cemented by anticommunism, neoliberalism, and a more general relaunching of Anglo-Saxon conservatism.
     
    
     Thatcherism and Reaganism have become symbols of political, discursive, and cultural transformations that took place first and foremost on the transatlantic Anglo-American route.
     
    
     This convergence, with the accompanying rhetorical refurbishment of the special relationship, persisted in the post–Reagan–Thatcher–Cold War era, first with the efforts of Tony Blair and Bill Clinton to define a new, liberal, and transatlantic platform, epitomized by the various Third Way summits of the 1990s, and then in the post-9/11 Anglo-American collaboration that led to the intervention in Iraq and the attempt to define a new foreign policy doctrine of humanitarian intervention and democracy promotion.
     7
    
 
   
    
     Despite its exceptional status in the larger western European field of foreign relations of the United States, the Anglo-American special relationship, as the subject of renewed attention, constitutes one of the most dynamic and innovative subfields of historical inquiry.
     
    
     For similar reasons, scholarship in many of the Central and Eastern European countries has increasingly matched this focus on bilateral relationships, reflecting the contemporary political importance of relations with the United States.
     8
    
 
   
     
      EUROPEAN CHALLENGES TO AMERICAN EXCEPTIONALISM
     
 
   
    
     One preoccupation arising from the background and location of European historians is the challenge over the past few years to American notions of exceptionalism and Manifest Destiny.
     
    
     Studying the history of U.S. foreign relations, in Europe as elsewhere in the world, means dealing with the rise of U.S. power, its multifaceted (and, according to many scholars, unique) nature, the various forms through which it is projected, and its effects and consequences in (and on) the United States and the rest of the world.
     
    
     Americans and Europeans themselves sometimes raise the question of whether European historians—consciously or unconsciously—write American history in such a way as to underscore the importance of Europe.
     
    
     Is a significant purpose of European
      historiography concerning U.S.-European connections, cultural and political transfers, and so on to stress the role of Europe in what the United States and the world are today, and to stress European agency?
    
 
   
     
      Decentering Cold War History
     
 
   
    
     In light of the changing geopolitical roles of the United States and Europe, it is no wonder that a historiographical transatlantic divide is perceptible in analyses of post-1945 U.S. power.
     
    
     In the United States, generally speaking, historians seem to have been (and to still be) very concerned with the forms, means, and goals of the projection of U.S. power.
     
    
     Many U.S. historians have concentrated on the matrices of such projection and its various representations.
     
    
     Studies on race, gender, and modernization theory—to name some of the most innovative and original approaches of the past two decades—have highlighted the plurality of factors behind U.S. foreign policy choices and discourses, as well as the relationship between domestic and international dimensions.
     9 Furthermore, the projection of U.S. power has been discussed for its impact on others (often in a very univocal sense) and for its effects on the United States (the rise of the national security state, the transformation of political discourse, the economic impact of the so-called military-industrial complex, the emergence of the Sunbelt, etc.).
    
 
   
    
     A glance at Europe suggests a somewhat different pattern.
     
    
     European historians of U.S. foreign relations seem to place more emphasis on the relational dimension of power than on its simple projection, imposition, or absorption.
     
    
     They highlight both the constraints on the full deployment of such power and its transformation as a result of the interplay between the projecting, powerful side (the United States) and the receiving end (Europe and the rest of the world).
     
    
     If we take the two classical (and best) studies of the Marshall Plan—those by Michael Hogan and Alan Milward—this difference emerges quite clearly.
     
    
     In its corporatist synthesis, Hogan’s book concentrates on the U.S. domestic dimension; Milward instead shows how Europeans were able to influence the plan and its implementation according to their needs and objectives.
     10 By focusing on the receiving end, Milward and other European scholars have contributed to the challenging of traditional U.S.-centric narratives of American history.
     11
    
 
   
    
     Including the Central and Eastern European countries (i.e., members of the former Soviet bloc and other socialist states) in the larger picture of Cold War history has also moved the lines of the traditional
      U.S.-centric perspective.
     
    
     The implosions of the pro-Soviet regimes and of the Soviet Union itself have finally allowed scholars to use previously inaccessible primary sources.
     
    
     While varying in transparency and comprehensiveness from country to country, with the former German Democratic Republic leading the way and post-Soviet Russia rapidly resealing its precious archival sources, these documents have allowed scholars to produce more complete multiarchival and multinational histories of the Cold War.
     12
    
 
   
    
     Although few studies that are part of what is now commonly called the new Cold War history have dealt specifically with the relationships between the United States and one or more former Socialist countries, the U.S. presence has obviously been central to most of them.
     
    
     Led by the historians James Hershberg and Christian Ostermann, the Cold War International History Program (CWIHP) of the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington DC has been at the forefront of the effort to finally internationalize and decenter the study of the Cold War.
     13 The CWIHP has published important anthologies of declassified documents from the other side of the Iron Curtain, issued a bulletin of essays and edited documents, and more generally engaged in an extraordinary and fruitful effort to promote and intensify the study of the Cold War.
     
    
     The reverberations have been felt throughout the field of international history and have prompted historians to dedicate more attention to the Cold War, as exemplified by the publication of the encyclopedic, three-volume 
     Cambridge History of the Cold War and by the appearance of two journals, 
     Cold War History and the 
     Journal of Cold War Studies.
     14
    
 
   
    
     The new Cold War history, however, has revealed some relevant, and probably inevitable, limits.
     
    
     The first is strictly connected to the study of international processes that involve the United States and to the documentary asymmetry previously mentioned.
     
    
     Not infrequently, the multiarchival nature of the new Cold War history is simply cosmetic: one or two archives tend to be predominant in the quantity of documents used and, even more, in their quality and historical relevance.
     
    
     Furthermore, and even more important, multiarchival and international history is more easily said than done.
     
    
     It requires a level of knowledge and erudition that few possess and goes well beyond mastering several languages; it invariably clashes against the fact that some actors—certainly the United States in the past seven or so decades—have been far more important than others; and it often ends up producing a replica of a noble but very old-style and hardly innovative diplomatic history.
     15
    
 
    
   
    
     However, a wish to challenge the dominant U.S. narrative is at play in parts of European scholarship on the Cold War.
     
    
     The European wish to reclaim European history is perhaps most apparent in the writing of the more “triumphal” aspects of later twentieth-century history—notably the rise of human rights and the fall of communist regimes.
     
    
     The London School of Economics scholar Michael Cox has claimed that “many American accounts privilege the role of the United States in seeking to explain the end of the Cold War,” with the unfortunate result of writing others—especially Europeans—out of the success story.
     
    
     For “those so moved,” he says, there is now a lot of work that can be done to show that maybe those Europeans were not quite as passive as all that.
     16
    
 
   
    
     What is involved in the different transatlantic perspectives inherent in scholarship on the Cold War are the choice of objects to study and the lens through which certain events are seen.
     
    
     When it comes to which actors and movements were responsible for the end of the Cold War—and the whole question of who “won”—it makes a difference whether the focus is on the power game, and its underlying systemic conflicts, of the superpowers involved or on the importance of the “German question”—that is, the future of Germany.
     
    
     Many American scholars chose the former approach, whereas the latter informs much European scholarship.
     
    
     The question of Germany obviously begins in the European context, which is also where it ends.
     
    
     But when the object of scholarship is the power game between superpowers, the points of departure are the United States and the Soviet Union—not Europe.
     17
    
 
   
    
     Many historians in Europe have been moved to emphasize the significance of European agency.
     
    
     For example, the project “An Epoch-Making Decade: ‘The Long 1970s’ and European-Transatlantic Transformation Processes,” funded by the Danish Research Council for the Humanities, makes the point that Europeans were far from passive recipients of rights from freedom-loving Americans.
     
    
     By looking at European national and transnational networks and by analyzing various multilateral diplomatic efforts to convene an all-European security conference with a special focus on human rights and democratization, project members claim that it is “possible to speak of changes within the European and transatlantic frameworks during the 1970s that reach far beyond the so-called Americanization processes after 1945.”
    
      
       18
       Daniel C. Thomas and Angela Romano made similar points in stressing Europe’s agency in the process that led to the 1975 Helsinki agreements. 
    
     They demonstrated that very few people in the United States realized the importance of the Conference
      on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) or its results.
     19 The Final Act of the CSCE proved to be a formidable instrument in the fight for human rights.
     
    
     The United States initially took the conference to be an initiative conceived by the Soviets to legitimate their domination over Eastern Europe.
     
    
     It was the European Community that was responsible for putting human rights on the Helsinki agenda, a move that was followed by Eastern-bloc dissidents and activists, who begged their Western supporters, including those in the United States, to prevent the Final Act from becoming a dead letter.
     
    
     Finally, several recent works have emphasized the crucial role that Western Europe, and Western European financial assistance, played in piloting both the peaceful demise of communism in Central and Eastern Europe and the subsequent postcommunist transition.
     20
    
 
   
     
      Reclaiming National Histories and European Agency in the Cultural Field
     
 
   
    
     Some European historians have reclaimed their national histories too.
     
    
     To take another Danish example, the research project “Ameri-Danes,” on Americanization processes in Denmark in 1945–75, has focused on the interplay among culture, consumption, business, and politics.
     
    
     The project has been interested in documenting “where Danish trends are parallel to what is found in other European countries, but equally important also where they are not”—one implication being that when Danes absorbed American ideas and material culture, they were, at least to an extent, appropriating American stuff for their own purposes.
     21 Again, the emphasis, in this and in other cases, has been on the relational and interactive dimensions of U.S. power: how, once projected, it has been resisted, absorbed, transformed.
     22
    
 
   
    
     The leitmotif running through these projects is a European ambition to show that the United States is not acting in a vacuum and that a plurality of actors is involved.
     
    
     Focusing on the receiving end and emphasizing the agency of European political parties and cultural organizations, European historians have challenged the vision of the United States calling the tune in Europe.
     
    
     The implicit criticism vis--vis American colleagues is that the latter are sometimes too inward looking—too willing to universalize the American perspective.
     
    
     More attention needs to be given to the receiving end and to the relational dimension involved—to the interplay between the projecting, powerful side (the United States) and the receiving end (Europe and the rest of the world).
     
    
     Examples here
      are the reception of modernization theory and of the Marshall Plan, both of which American and European historians have analyzed differently.
     
    
     Equally important are the many studies now showing how even pro-U.S. political forces often acted independently and somehow shaped U.S. policies and strategies in Europe.
     23
    
 
   
    
     Other examples can be found.
     
    
     One concerns the cultural and political intervention of the United States in post–World War II Europe.
     
    
     The use of the Central Intelligence Agency to promote American views of a liberal and federalist Western Europe among social groups and political and cultural organizations has been extensively studied since the 1990s.
     
    
     Richard J. Aldrich has shown, for example, that despite the United States’ secret support for the European Movement, channeled through the American Committee on United Europe, the CIA was never able to act as a puppet master.
     
    
     According to Aldrich, this collaboration is more accurately described as one of “prominent European politicians in search of discrete American assistance, rather than the CIA in search of proxies.”
    
      
       24
       Looking at the British Left, Hugh Wilford has demonstrated that if the CIA did indeed try to make it less socialist and more Atlanticist, politicians and intellectuals financed by the Americans during the Cold War were never manipulated by them.25 Studies dealing with other national examples have reached similar conclusions.26
 
   
    
     In the cultural no less than the economic and political areas, that is, Europe-based historians have been intent on showing that there is another side to the story of Americans exerting control over Europeans.
     
    
     Looking at the cultural interventions of the United States, Scott Lucas has proposed abandoning the sterile opposition between freedom and control in favor of a focus on negotiations between the two sides: “Private initiative was not produced by a state puppet-master pulling strings; the mobilization of culture in the Cold War came through negotiation. . . . The significance of the [United States] was not in creating the cultural crusade but in providing a strategic vision and the organization for a crusade which went beyond the efforts of any individual or group.”
    
      
       27
      
 
   
    
     Continuously focusing on the receiving end, European publications on American philanthropy in Europe have similarly questioned the relevance of unilateral paradigms.
     
    
     Several contributions published in Ludovic Tourns’s 
     L’argent de l’influence insist on the decisive role that European intellectuals played in the success of social and intellectual experiments made in Europe thanks to money given by American foundations.
     
    
     Thus the research hospital created in Lyons in the 1920s
      was a coproduction of local industrial philanthropists, local academic eminences, and the Rockefeller Foundation.
     
    
     Tourns and his coauthors also show that anticommunist intellectuals and academics who received help from American foundations had some leeway in their relationships with their rich benefactors—for example, Eastern European exiles based in Paris around Constantin Jelenski developed their own conception of intellectual support for the Eastern bloc.
     
    
     In some cases, Europeans were even able to inspire models of reform for their American benefactors.
     28
    
 
   
    
     Works such as these have drawn attention to the importance of cultural diplomacy, “the exchange of ideas, information, values, systems, traditions, beliefs, and other aspects of culture, with the intention of fostering mutual understanding.”
    
      
       29
       In her pioneering work Who Paid the Piper: The CIA and the Cultural Cold War (1999), the British journalist Frances Stonor Saunders showed how cultural diplomacy, as the initiation of cultural exchange, is not secondary to political diplomacy but instead functions as an intrinsic aspect of it. 
    
     Detailing how the CIA enlisted left-leaning intellectuals in the fight against the Soviet threat, Saunders demonstrated how cultural diplomacy can be employed in many ways and for various purposes.
     30
    
 
   
    
     “Culture Is a Central Component of International Relations.
     
    
     It’s Time to Unlock Its Full Potential . . .”—this is the title of a 2007 report on cultural diplomacy by Kirsten Bound, Rachel Briggs, John Holden, and Samuel Jones for the British think tank Demos.
     31 In her book 
     From Civil to Human Rights (2009), Helle Porsdam has a chapter on the importance of cultural rights in which she suggests that this area of human rights will be very important in the future.
     32 Ensuring the right to culture of all human beings, regardless of status, and safeguarding their democratic access to cultural goods may become a dominant motif, though it is not without divisive potential.
     
    
     The United States may deploy cultural diplomacy, but the European experience suggests that such a method is often subject to mediation, modification, and even transformation as it is applied.
     33
    
 
   
     
      THE TEMPTATION TO GO NATIVE: A CONSEQUENCE OF THE GENERATIONAL CHANGE?
     
 
   
    
     In recent years, it has been possible to discern something of a generational shift in the approaches of European scholars to American foreign relations, associated with their increasing specialization as Americanists,
      their greater diversity of research interests, and, for some, a growing engagement with the cultural turn.
     
    
     They are more firmly grounded in U.S. historiography than their predecessors were and are sometimes perhaps tempted to go native, though convergence is never complete.
    
 
   
    
     For one thing, European scholars are often selective in what they take from American historiography, which varies from country to country.
     
    
     In the Netherlands, for example, while researchers of security policy have looked closely at trends in the United States, individual international relations scholars have focused on themes with which the Dutch identify (such as international law and human rights).
     
    
     They have not wanted to focus too much on what is happening in the United States but have been more interested in the effects of U.S. policy abroad.
     
    
     France and Italy are still dominated by traditional diplomatic history, though a younger generation is proposing a perspective that is slightly different from that of classical analyses of intergovernmental relations.
     34 The same goes for Denmark, where research is going on along more traditional lines—strictly diplomatic and political history—but where, at the same time, there are signs of different approaches coming to the fore, including social and cultural history.
     
    
     There seems to be a difference in interest and outlook between Danish scholars who have been educated in the United States or who have done their PhDs on American history and those who have not specifically focused on the United States and for whom the country is chiefly interesting because of its status as a superpower.
     
    
     For the first group, U.S. domestic history is worth pursuing in and of itself, whereas for the latter its relevance lies chiefly in the light it may shed on foreign policy issues.
    
 
   
    
     What is happening in Denmark is part of certain larger, generational changes among European historians of the United States.
     
    
     As the field is gaining maturity in countries where American history developed at an early stage of the Cold War, the second and third generations of scholars, often recruited as full-time Americanist historians, are much more familiar than their predecessors were with the codes and references of American historiography.
     
    
     Most have been partly or entirely trained in American universities, and many have been Fulbright scholars.
     
    
     More and more European scholars are members of the Society of Historians of American Foreign Relations (SHAFR) and participate in its annual meetings.
     
    
     Because of the small number of publications in their field in their home countries and especially because it is easier to know the research that is being conducted in the United States than that in other European countries, European scholars sometimes consider the
      American production the standard to emulate in terms of methods and references.
    
 
   
    
     Also, freer from political prejudices about the United States and less concerned by the discussion of the Americanization of Europe than the previous generation, members of the younger generation often aim to write the kind of American history that American scholars could write.
     
    
     One effect of the native turn is the increasing interest in the domestic influences on foreign policy making in the United States.
     35Another is the way in which European historians have turned to U.S. history to help make sense of contemporary domestic European concerns.
     
    
     This has been particularly striking in countries whose political institutions are usually immune from civil society interference, such as France.
     
    
     Produced in political contexts where domestic actors’ influence on policy making is suspect, many recent publications have revealed some fascination with the American pluralist political system, where, conversely, nonstate actors, particularly business lobbies and ethnic groups, have increased their influence on the foreign policy–making process since the end of the Cold War.
    
 
   
    
     In France, Pierre Mlandri and Serge Ricard’s edited volume on the domestic determinants of U.S. foreign policy in the twentieth century can be seen as a turning point for historians who usually practice traditional diplomatic history.
     36 It is surely the more visible roles that ethnic groups (especially Jewish, Latino, and Armenian American) and nongovernment organizations have recently played in American foreign policy making that have aroused the interest of a younger generation of historians.
     37 This interest has sometimes come from a desire to explain a rupture in Washington’s sense of its role in the world.
     
    
     Justin Vasse, a French historian long socialized in the United States, has proposed a genealogy of neoconservative thinking, looking carefully at the influence of the Coalition for a Democratic Majority and the Committee on the Present Danger, to explain the hawkish turn that foreign policy took under Reagan and later under George W. Bush.
     38 The focus on nonstate actors’ influence on foreign policy can also be the consequence of an interest in a transnational (social or humanitarian) movement with a strong U.S. base.
     
    
     For example, Pauline Peretz’s research on American Jews’ solidarity movement with Soviet Jews in the Cold War led her to study the role of the Jewish lobby in the adoption of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, which linked economic privileges to migration policies in relations with nonstate economies in 1974.
     39
    
 
   
    
     It is notable that this focus on domestic (especially ethnic) influences on American foreign policy has translated into research on
      similar influences in Europe.
     
    
     The new attention devoted to Jewish organizations’ influence on French foreign policy vis--vis Israel and the Middle East since the Franois Mitterrand presidency is a side effect of the violence of the “Jewish lobby” controversy in the United States.
     40 But this phenomenon goes beyond the controversial case of the “Jewish lobby,” as this questioning has been transferred to other groups—such as French citizens of Polish origin, as shown by the research that Florence Vychytil-Baudoux initiated on the comparative politicization of Poles in post–World War II France and the United States.
     41
    
 
   
    
     Europeans thus look at the United States to draw lessons (both theoretical and political), and American academic frameworks influence European historiography, but European historians have not become clones of their U.S. counterparts.
     
    
     European scholars have their own preoccupations, arising from their locations.
     
    
     But one important qualification needs to be made here—as previously mentioned, certain archives in the United States have been opened to researchers earlier than have European archives, and access to sources makes a difference.
    
 
   
     
      DIVERGENCE OR CONVERGENCE BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND EUROPE?
      
     
      TWO CASE STUDIES
     
 
   
    
     This chapter has attempted to draw attention to the degree to which European scholarship in the area of foreign relations has questioned American tendencies to take for granted that what goes for the United States also goes for the rest of the world.
     
    
     In this last section, we will look at two other examples of scholarship in which the current geopolitical situation has influenced aspects of European writing on the American role in the world.
     
    
     The first concerns human rights—more specially, European reactions to and analyses of U.S. claims about what constitutes the core of human rights.
     
    
     Our second example is the European historiography of transatlantic (free) migration, which U.S. writing on migration history has affected and which has in turn generated publications that help to interpret migration beyond the “golden door” and “nation of immigrants” paradigms.
    
 
   
     
      (Human) Rights Talk
     
 
   
    
     Human rights have come to dominate international discourse, yet it is only fairly recently that historians have begun to show a serious,
      scholarly interest in them.
     
    
     Elizabeth Borgwardt’s 
     A New Deal for the World: America’s Vision for Human Rights (2005) and Lynn Hunt’s 
     Inventing Human Rights: A History (2008) are two examples from the United States.
     
    
     A third U.S. example is Samuel Moyn’s 
     The Last Utopia: Human Rights in History, which attracted significant attention when it was published in 2010.
     42 Moyn disputes both the argument made by Hunt and others that human rights stretch back to the age of the American and French Revolutions and Borgwardt’s (and others’) focus on early post–World War II events such as the framing of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as the most important for the launching of the human rights revolution.
     
    
     Instead, he traces the breakthrough of human rights to the need for a depoliticized and moral response to disillusionment with contemporary ideologies and revolutionary political projects in the 1970s.
     
    
     It was only then, Moyn argues, that human rights truly became a social movement—moved, that is, from the halls of the United Nations to streets and public squares and became a tool with which to ask for international legal protection for individuals.
    
 
   
    
     Not surprisingly, reactions to Moyn from historians and social science scholars—both American and European—have tended to focus on his decoupling of today’s human rights movement from all that went before.
     
    
     That Moyn sees the human rights movement as a newfangled and utopian creed without any antecedents before the mid-1970s simply leaves out too much—from the proclamation by American and French revolutionaries of the rights of man, through the abolitionist cause and the importance, after World War II, of the International Bill of Rights and regional human rights instruments, to the American civil rights movement and various anticolonial movements.
     
    
     Moyn’s “narrative, tightly focused on public discourse soon after the war, overlooks the most salient point: that the defeat of fascism permitted liberalism and democracy to flourish,” Gary J. Bass writes.
     43
    
 
   
    
     Beyond the issue of Moyn’s time frame, colleagues have critiqued some of the other claims in 
     The Last Utopia, and these responses highlight the importance of location in interesting ways.
     
    
     In an entry on a weblog for students engaged in doctoral studies in the field of human rights, William A. Schabas—a Canadian historian and legal scholar at Middlesex University in London—points out, for example, that Moyn’s analysis is “a bit too US-centric.
     
    
     It does not . . . acknowledge the 1970s as a period when human rights in Europe improved dramatically, and pulled ahead of the United States.”
     
    
     By focusing on the United States,
      Moyn also fails to “adequately assess the role of the ‘third world’ in the development of modern human rights,” Schabas furthermore writes, thereby joining other European or Europe-based historians and social science scholars who have been more attentive than their U.S. colleagues not just to the role of Europe but also to the importance of decolonization for post–World War II developments in human rights.
     44
    
 
   
    
     For the British historian Robin Blackburn, a further problem is that Moyn fails to mention the many movements in the 1960s and early 1970s that helped broaden notions of human rights: “women’s liberation, gay liberation, the hopes for ‘socialism with a human face’ in Czechoslovakia, the overthrow of dictatorship in Portugal and Spain, the European surge of trade-union mobilizations.”
    
      
       45
       Again, this comment points to Europe as an important human rights forum. 
    
     But it also points to something else—the comparative lack on Moyn’s part of reflections on the importance of that part of the human rights spectrum that concerns economic, social, and cultural rights.
     46
    
 
   
    
     “We need,” Blackburn argues in his review of Moyn’s book, “to deepen our notion of human injury. . . . Social and economic demands with a progressive character—the right to work, pensions, basic income, minimum wages, shorter working week, universal healthcare, etc.—can sometimes be advanced using the language of rights, even if over the past twenty years ‘HRD’ [human rights discourse] has more often been tethered to the liberal-imperial masthead.
     
    
     Conditions could change, and efforts to bring out the anti-militarist and socially egalitarian potential of respect for human rights, without quote marks or abbreviation, deserve support.”
    
      
       47
       Blackburn’s argument is often made by European human rights scholars who support the wording of the Vienna Declaration of 1993, that “all human rights [i.e., civil and political as well as economic, social, and cultural rights] are universal, indivisible and interdependent and interrelated.”
      
       48
       By contrast, a number of Americans tend to think and argue that the core of human rights consists of civil and political rights only and that economic, social, and cultural rights do not constitute rights (properly understood) at all.49
 
   
    
     This distinction is not watertight, of course: there are Americans who would never dream of questioning whether economic, social, and cultural rights are something other than rights, just as there are Europeans who consider civil and political rights more real and important than any other kinds.
     
    
     We are dealing with generalizations.
     
    
     It is worth noting, therefore, that a couple of recent attempts by U.S. historians to diverge from the view of American history as exceptional have approached a
      more European outlook on human rights.
     
    
     In 
     From Civil Rights to Human Rights: Martin Luther King, Jr., and the Struggle for Economic Justice (2005), Thomas F. Jackson discusses how King increasingly saw his and his fellow Americans’ fight for civil rights as a part of something bigger: a more global fight for human rights.
     
    
     In this global fight, Jackson shows, King and his supporters came to view the legal battles that the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People fought for formal de jure equality as not going far enough—King eventually realizing that without economic justice, African Americans (along with minority groups and victims of colonization around the world) would never reach equal standing with the white majority.
     50
    
 
   
    
     Thomas Borstelmann reaches a similar conclusion in 
     The 
     1970s: A New Global History from Civil Rights to Economic Inequality (2011).
     51 For Borstelmann as for Jackson—and King—what was happening in the United States in the middle of the twentieth century was but part of a global development.
     
    
     As a result, in part, of the civil rights and other social movements, Americans have gained much more formal equality.
     
    
     However, the 1970s saw not only a drive for greater political equality but also a demand for deregulation and privatization, which has made U.S. society much more economically unequal.
     
    
     At one and the same time, that is, the United States became more and less equal.
    
 
   
    
     When it comes to (human) rights talk, it would thus seem, there is a clear divergence between Europeans and Americans, reflecting their different geopolitical views.
     
    
     As European and American historians and social scientists increasingly strive toward transnational history, however, a certain convergence is also seeming to come into play.
    
 
   
     
      Migration History
     
 
   
    
     In the field of migration history too, European scholars have sought to complicate the historiography, which in this case emerged primarily from the American academy.
     
    
     Initially, in the early twentieth century, European researchers cooperated on the same agenda as U.S. historians, although they were on the sending end of the migration chain.
     
    
     These American historians often had an ethnic relationship to the group they researched, which they strove to locate in the context of the United States as “a nation of immigrants,” and were concerned with issues of assimilation, discrimination, and pluralism.
     52 Often in cooperation with second- and third-generation immigrants, they explored the roles these ethnic groups played in the peopling of America, the fighting of its wars,
      and the shaping of its democracy.
     53 In highlighting such contributions to American society, these authors were connecting themselves to the history of the “emerging giant,” and European migration historians joined in this project.
     
    
     The rising geopolitical standing of the United States in the course of the twentieth century added to the value of this European investment in migration history.
     
    
     As in international relations, these migration stories were asymmetric, in the sense that they faced west and tied the sending nation to the United States.
     54
    
 
   
    
     But such positive stories had a limited audience, and conditions in Europe eventually militated against this genre.
     
    
     After the Second World War, migration history encountered serious obstacles in some key countries.
     
    
     In West Germany, the painful Nazi legacy of nationalism discouraged investment in the topic of migration, while Soviet-dominated and totalitarian regimes blocked migration history to the west and diverted research of migration to the east.
     
    
     But Europe’s internal borders slowly eroded, especially economically, and the British historian Frank Thistlethwaite’s famous 1960 call for research on both the sending and the receiving ends prompted scholars to pay more attention to the experience of and in European nations.
     55 Historians in Europe came to recognize more fully that the United States is just one destination among many—an alternative to domestic destinations, other European areas, overseas colonies, and indeed staying at home.
    
 
   
    
     The imperatives of integration had long prodded American scholars to conceptualize an assimilationist framework for immigration history.
     
    
     The quota legislation in turn, tying numbers of immigrants to national origins, encouraged a development of quantitative methods, and the quantitative impulse of the 1970s computer innovation allowed the analysis of and comparisons between large groups.
     
    
     This helped to focus attention on the sending nations, and European scholars were ready to contribute to the kind of approach that Thistlethwaite urged.
    
 
   
    
     In this phase, historians in western European countries with high levels of past emigration and no colonial empire as alternative destination took the lead in launching large research projects in migration.
     
    
     These led to the first European comparative studies, especially in the Nordic countries, and to closer transatlantic cooperation with American ethnic heritage groups, buoyed by Americans’ renewed interest in their ethnic roots.
     56 The Scandinavian emigration had a volume of 2.1 million, concentrated between 1860 and 1920.
     
    
     Swedish researchers produced twenty dissertations total on this subject in the 1960s and 1970s, followed by eight more over the three following decades.
     
    
     The production in Germany was even more impressive.
     
    
     German historians had close to six million emigrants to write about.
     
    
     Emigration studies in Germany peaked in the 1980s and 1990s, with an accumulated 150 titles in that period.
     57
    
 
   
    
     This success served as an inspiration for countries with colonial alternatives and/or smaller emigration volumes.
     
    
     One example is the Netherlands, where a new scholarly phase began in the mid-1970s when Robert P. Swierenga, an American quantitative historian of Dutch American lineage, traveled to Europe and sought cooperation with Dutch academics.
     
    
     Fulbright grants fostered further transatlantic exchanges and fruitful collaboration, linking sources about origin to sources about settlement and facilitating new studies focused on regional chain migration, women, and religious subgroups.
     58 Most European countries sooner or later addressed their emigration experiences and produced national overviews.
     
    
     Italy came relatively late to the field.
     
    
     In 1984, Anna Maria Martellone sighed that this research was only beginning to take shape, but twenty years later the field was well covered.
     59 The end of the Cold War liberated the Eastern European countries from their earlier restraint.
     60
    
 
   
    
     The most recent phase in migration research has in part been a response to changing conditions in Europe.
     
    
     The persistent labor migration from North Africa and former European colonies, augmented by political refugees, obliged many European nations to acknowledge that they too had become immigrant societies.
     
    
     The subsequent political debates led to more policy-driven research to solve tensions associated with migration, and academic interest in (American) migration history intensified.
     
    
     The United States, after all, offers a model of a kind of a multicultural society and possible strategies for integration.
    
 
   
    
     The Institut fr Migrationsforschung und Interkulturelle Studien (IMIS) at the University of Osnabrck, for example, founded in 1991 as an interdisciplinary center for migration research, has attracted visiting historians from around the world.
     
    
     Its many publications have helped transform the study of American immigration into a more broadly conceived research area in European migrations with contemporary global implications.
     61 This emerging transnationalist turn has also elevated culture to the place that nation-states formerly held as the important category of analysis—a development that has favored connections over divisions.
     
    
     This approach encourages comparative studies of migrations and the persisting interplay of cultural influences, both inside and outside the United States.
     62
    
 
    
   
    
     Other studies have furthered this transnationalist approach.
     
    
     Recent and increasingly reliable estimates of return migration, for example, have helped to balance the asymmetry in the volume and direction of European migration.
     
    
     Between 1840 and 1920, approximately a quarter to a third of all European emigrants returned to their homeland, the discovery of which has sparked a renewed interest among European scholars in modes of communication and the transfer of ideas, practices, building patterns, products, jobs, and religious convictions, so complementing the tales of departure and arrival at both ends.
     63 This converging historical project has also given attention to transfer points in the migration process, which has again served to erode the sending-receiving polarity in migration research.
     64
    
 
   
    
     Transnational influences are likely to continue conditioning approaches to migration history in Europe.
     
    
     They emanate from not just bodies like the IMIS but also the United States and the extraordinary large-scale migrations in recent decades from Latin America and Asia, each composed of peoples from several countries but categorized in regional terms, phenomena that may prompt European scholars to undertake pan-European studies instead of focusing on particular national or ethnic migrations.
     
    
     The tendency for much research funding to pass through the European Union and other agencies, some with a remit to develop common migration policies, will also encourage such a perspective.
     
    
     As Europeans become more self-consciously European, so too will their approach to history.
    
 
   
    
     What we have called the internationalization of the field of American foreign relations history has served to extend European scholarly inquiry to the entire world.
     
    
     A growing number of European scholars are moving from studying “the United States and us” to studying “the United States and the world” or “the United States in the world,” looking at the American presence on distant continents—Africa, Latin America, and Asia—and at Atlantic migration as part of a global phenomenon.
     65 The transatlantic paradigm seems to be, if not directly disappearing, then at least becoming less popular and exclusive.
     
    
     There are still books being published with a strict transatlantic perspective, and as we have shown, the study of the relationship between the United States and a specific country is still central in many national historiographies.
     
    
     But a number of younger European scholars are becoming attracted to a transnational paradigm instead.
     
    
     With their heavy focus, initially sparked by their location in Europe, on the relational dimension of U.S. power, they are
      increasingly tending to place the United States at the center of a web of multiple connections, thus expanding the scope of their analyses well beyond the strict bilateral or transatlantic dimension.
     66
    
 
   
    
     The increasing practice of transnational history—the general interest in ideas, diasporas, diseases, environmental destruction, networks, and transnational movements as a whole—has surely encouraged these changing perspectives.
     
    
     In one sense, U.S. and European historiographies are better integrated, as the focus on relational issues has drawn attention to European agency in a number of areas, making possible a synthesis of scholarship from both sides of the Atlantic, much as Frank Thistlethwaite appealed for.
     
    
     But European identity is not lost.
     
    
     Indeed, it is in this field, which must continue to monitor the history and practice of such bodies as the European Union, the Council of Europe, and the European Court of Human Rights, that specialists in American history will likely be most conscious of being European, as well as Danish or Spanish or German or whatever.
     
    
     This consciousness can only be heightened if U.S. governments and other authorities insist on talking about Europe as a single entity.
     
    
     Whether an authentic pan-European historiography of the United States will develop remains to be seen, but it is most likely to be promoted when Europe and the United States are paired in a global context and in all the rich complexity of their relationships.
     
    
     If the writing of history is informed by location, historiography can also strengthen or otherwise change scholars’ evolving sense of place.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 7
     
 
   
    
     Location and the Conceptualization of Historical Frameworks
    
 
   
     
      Early American History and Its Multiple Reconfigurations in the United States and in Europe
     
 
   
     
      TREVOR BURNARD AND CCILE VIDAL
     
 
   
    
     The complex phenomena of globalization that the world has been experiencing have encouraged historians in the past twenty years to address and to problematize the issue of spatial scale.
     
    
     A genuine spatial turn is appearing among historians with a new interest in space and territory.
     1 This has led to the multiplication of intense debates on transnational and national history and to thinking about various alternative scales of analysis and kinds of history that could replace or complement national history: global or world history, connected history, comparative history.
     
    
     Born of a desire to escape a long-lasting exceptionalist bias of U.S. historians and to deparochialize U.S. history, the call for the internationalization of American history in the early 1990s took place in this context.
    
 
   
    
     The history of the colonial period in particular has been transformed as a result of contemporary historiographical rethinking of spatial boundaries.
     
    
     That early North Americanists have been especially receptive to a dramatic geographical reorientation of their subject is not surprising, since they work on a period when the American nation and nation-state did not yet exist.
     
    
     The perspective on political relationships is quite different in the study of both early modern European and Native American polities than in scholarship on nation-states after the revolutionary era.
     
    
     Early North Americanists also work on societies born from the first process of globalization, in relation to European imperial expansion, the rise of modern capitalism, and African and European
      diasporic movements.
     
    
     Hence, they have been particularly eager to abandon what they consider an anachronistic framework of analysis.
     
    
     By 
     anachronistic, we mean assuming that the geographical boundaries of the contemporary United States should also define the limits of early America.
     
    
     At stake is the definition of 
     early America.
     
    
     Although most early Americanists now work on the whole of the Americas—and early America is no longer systematically confused with British or colonial North America—this chapter focuses on early North American history, which remains a subfield alongside British Atlantic history, to sustain the dialogue with the other chapters in this book, written by scholars who work on U.S. history from the nineteenth to the twenty-first century.
    
 
   
    
     In the past twenty years, early North American history has been transformed by the rise of Atlantic history that connects the histories of Europe, Africa, and the Americas, putting a strong emphasis on transnational and transimperial relations among these four continents.
     
    
     Atlantic historians insist that one cannot understand the way societies on both sides of the Atlantic evolved and were transformed without taking into account the impact of Atlantic exchanges and dynamics.
     
    
     Atlantic history differs from an earlier transatlantic history that focused on the relationships between Europe and the Americas and dealt mostly with the modern period.
     2 In contrast, the new Atlantic history focuses on a specific historical moment in the early modern period characterized by the expansion of colonization, the slave trade, and slavery, before the creation of the American nation and nation-state.
     
    
     It seeks to put Africa at the core of its narrative.
     
    
     The place devoted to Africans and Africa constitutes a major difference from a renewed transatlantic history for the modern period that questioned U.S. exceptionalism, as promoted and exemplified by historians such as Daniel T. Rogers in his important work on Atlantic interactions in the late nineteenth century.
     3
    
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, the general adoption of the Atlantic paradigm and unit of analysis and the rapid institutionalization of this area of study in the United States among early Americanists have not stopped the debate about other possible scales of analysis and frames of reference—such as imperial, continental, hemispheric, global, and world history.
     
    
     They have also not completely resolved the complex and ambiguous relationship of early American and U.S. history.
     
    
     Moreover, Atlantic history has also developed in Europe, among historians of early North America or the British Atlantic in particular.
     
    
     Other proposals to get away from the hegemony of (modern) national history also confront them.
     
    
     Consequently,
      the multiple reconfigurations of the conceptualization of frameworks in early American history is a particularly interesting case study in which we can analyze and evaluate the impact of national or continental location on historical writing.
    
 
   
     
      FROM EARLY AMERICAN HISTORY TO ATLANTIC HISTORY IN THE UNITED STATES
     
 
   
    
     Since the study of early American history began to expand quickly in the United States in the 1950s and 1960s, after a prolonged fallow period in the 1930s, its practitioners have been preoccupied with the relationship between colonial and national history and with their geographical units of analysis.
     
    
     Two historians of the American Revolution, Bernard Bailyn and Jack Greene, played especially crucial roles in the rise of early American history and in the academic formation of several generations of early Americanists.
     
    
     Both, for different reasons, were eager to move from the teleological perspective that informed works from before World War II on the colonial period, which also had an important impact on such works until very recently.
     
    
     Among other things, they were trying to escape the Whiggish implications of viewing early American history as mere prologue to and explanation of the American Revolution.
     
    
     Their advocacy of this fresh way of seeing helped early Americanists to progressively broaden their interests, from their initial focus on New England and then the Chesapeake, areas that played leading roles in the American Revolution, to other southern colonies and the mid-Atlantic colonies, followed by the British West Indies and finally Spanish Florida, French and Spanish Louisiana, and the other Spanish borderlands in the Southwest.
     
    
     A belief in the virtues of multiculturalism in particular spurred this new broadening.
     4 The study of early America has always been attuned to changes in the contemporary American landscape.
    
 
   
    
     Hence, the boundaries of early America, which originally meant only the thirteen colonies, were redefined and enlarged to include the whole North American continent and/or all British colonies in the Americas.
     
    
     Lest embracing the British West Indies be construed as a return to a British imperial perspective, however, the French and Spanish borderlands were integrated, once again connecting colonial history to American national history, as these colonies eventually became part of the U.S. national territory.
     
    
     Unlike in the first period of development of borderland studies, which Herbert E. Bolton initiated in the 1930s, the focus was not only on Spanish but also on French colonies.
     5
    
 
    
   
    
     Similarly, multiculturalism also transformed the writing of the history of European migrations to early North America, as the new interest in the 1980s and 1990s in non-English migrants testified.
     6 Precisely in this period, the multiplication of works on the various colonies, with a preference for community studies but also research with a bottom-up perspective on all social actors—migrants of all ethnic origins, women, Natives, and slaves of African descent—led to a call for new syntheses against the rising historiographical fragmentation that early American studies were experiencing.
     7
    
 
   
    
     The new Atlantic history was thus born from the aggregation and reconceptualization of various colonial, imperial, and Atlantic histories: the old imperial school; the first Atlantic history, which appeared in the 1940s and the 1950s; colonial American history, transformed by the rise of the new social history, starting in the 1950s; and the history of the Black Atlantic, which multiplied from the 1970s with works on the slave trade, slavery, and the African diaspora.
     
    
     In addition, ethnohistory and the new Native American history developed alongside these exciting historiographical trends.
     8 As these long and multiple roots testify, the practice of Atlantic history is older than the concept of Atlantic history.
     
    
     If the term 
     Atlantic history was first used institutionally in the United States in the Program in Atlantic History and Culture that the Department of History at Johns Hopkins established in the late 1960s, “no [American] university replicated its model in the 1970s and 1980s.”
    
      
       9
       It was only in the 1990s that the modern idea of Atlantic history really emerged. 
    
     One of its key intellectual influences was the International Seminar on the History of the Atlantic World, 1500–1825, at Harvard University, which helped popularize the new historical framework.
     10
    
 
   
    
     At its best, Atlantic history offers a global interpretative framework and coherent narrative to examine the making of the early modern world of the Americas, Africa, and Europe.
     
    
     An Atlantic perspective allows historians to replace the older and Eurocentric narrative of European overseas expansion with a polycentric history of the encounters among Europeans, Natives, and Africans in a conscious effort to get away from the “paradigm of power that had dominated modern historical studies from the beginning.”
     
    
     In other words, Atlantic historians shy away from a focus on the single point of view of Europeans and, more generally, of white male elites.
     11 Moreover, while early Americanists’ interests first expanded geographically within the borders of either British American colonies or present-day U.S. territory,
      the major innovation of the new historiographical current was to expand the unit of analysis to the whole Atlantic world and thus to move further away from U.S. or other national history exceptionalism.
     
    
     Atlantic historians are committed (if they are committed to any underlying principles in what is a remarkably nonprescriptive form of inquiry) to avoiding any hint of a teleological narrative based on the transition from colony to nation.
    
 
   
    
     Atlantic history’s principal theme—that the Atlantic world from the fifteenth through the nineteenth century was more than just an ocean, more than just a physical fact, but was a particular zone of exchange and interchange, circulation and transmission, that extended well beyond the immediate banks of the body of water—not only is true in the sense that these connections profoundly shaped the texture of life on at least four continents over a very long period but is also a conceptual leap forward, allowing historians to make links among places, people, and periods that enrich our understanding of the complexities of a vital passage in the development of the world that we all inhabit.
     
    
     The idea of Atlantic history as a field of historical inquiry that is more than the sum of several national or regional histories is appealing in intellectual terms alone.
    
 
   
    
     Paradoxically, the seduction of Atlantic studies also comes from the intensity of the debate both between proponents and opponents of Atlantic history and among Atlanticists themselves.
     
    
     There are many competing definitions of the Atlantic world(s) and some very contradictory conceptions of the way Atlantic history should keep developing.
     12 Indeed, what might characterize the field most is its strong reflexivity.
     
    
     It has encouraged the publication of many theoretical articles, monographs, round table proceedings, and edited volumes to make sense of the variety of works that have appeared under the label 
     Atlantic history, to legitimize, nuance, or contest the validity and interest of the Atlantic paradigm, and to scrutinize both the advantages and the limits of an Atlantic approach.
     13 In spite of these efforts to precisely define its object and methods, the Atlanticists’ community has resisted all attempts to circumscribe and order the area of study and to impose a unique and dogmatic direction on it.
     14
    
 
   
    
     All the debates and tensions in Atlantic studies are linked to the presumptions hidden in the Atlantic paradigm.
     
    
     Atlantic historians tend to insist that the relations animating the Atlantic space played an essential role in the evolution of societies on both sides of the ocean, whose transformations it is impossible to explain without taking into account
      the connections among Europe, Africa, and the Americas between the fifteenth and the nineteenth century.
     
    
     This raises four unresolved, related issues: the respective influence of internal and external factors on the evolution of each society; the importance of transatlantic connections with respect to local, regional, continental, and global relations among the external influences affecting each society; the consequences of mobility, circulations, and exchanges that do not always have transforming effects; and finally, the differentiated impact of Atlantic dynamics on Europe, Africa, and the Americas.
    
 
   
    
     Consequently, the diversity of interpretations among Atlanticists could be subsumed into the tensions between comparisons and connections, between histories within and beyond the Atlantic world, and between Atlantic history as a conversation or as a field of study.
     
    
     Should we develop a more mobile and connective Atlantic history, which would mainly investigate the circulations and exchanges that led to the emergence and growing integration of the Atlantic world?
     
    
     Or should we create a localized Atlantic history, which would focus on the impact of these connections on the internal evolution of the connected societies in a comparative perspective and mostly underline the diversity and fragmentation of the Atlantic word?
    
      
       15
       Favoring connections and insisting on integration might lead to the writing of the history of “a reasonably coherent and autonomous Atlantic world” with a single narrative for the whole, while prioritizing comparisons and putting the emphasis on diversity and fragmentation could encourage the writing of several connected histories within and beyond the Atlantic world with multiple narratives, privileging the Atlantic scale but also opening to other scales of analysis, such as the global scale.16 Consequently, in future the questions scholars will ask will change to whether Atlantic studies should grow into a “full-blown field of study with the potential to encompass older fields such as European, American, African, or Latin American history, and the imperial and national histories such continental classifications have traditionally assumed,” or remain a conversation among specialists of the different people and regions of the Atlantic world, allowing them to put their works in perspective and “calling attention to the larger contexts and promoting transnational comparisons.”
      
       17
       In short, should the Atlantic world stay a simple unit of analysis and frame of reference or should it become the object of inquiry itself?
      
       18
      
 
   
    
     Historians of British American colonies and historians of early North America based mainly in the United States first developed Atlantic
      history, in the 1990s.
     
    
     Hence, for a long time it was nothing but a “reconfiguration of British colonial America” and a conversation in which the historians of the British American colonies tried to include colleagues working on others parts of the Atlantic world.
     19 Historians’ strong focus on the British Atlantic, to the detriment of the French, Iberian, and Dutch Atlantics; on the national Atlantics, to the detriment of the Black Atlantic; and on the American colonies, to the detriment of the European metropoles and African slave trade outposts and settlements, hindered the integration of the field.
     
    
     Yet Atlantic historians had no choice but to concentrate on these areas if they wanted to prove the heuristic value of the Atlantic paradigm and to respond to the critical proponents of alternative historical frameworks, world historians in particular.
     
    
     After two decades, it is still mainly early North Americanists in the United States who practice Atlantic history, although the field now includes a rising number of U.S.-based Caribbeanists, Latin Americanists, and Africanists.
     
    
     So far, however, it has failed to attract U.S.-based historians of early modern Europe, who instead embrace the imperial turn.
    
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, the recently published 
     Oxford Handbook of the Atlantic World, which offers one of the first synoptic and critical overviews of the history of the Atlantic world, testifies to Atlanticists’ genuine effort to go beyond their initial focus on the British Atlantic and the European settlements in the Americas.
     20 Early Americanists, even those studying the British Atlantic, have expanded their comparative frameworks to all corners of the Atlantic world and to Africans and Native Americans as much as to Europeans.
     
    
     This multiauthor volume could be considered a first step toward the transformation of Atlantic studies into a “full-blown field of study.”
     
    
     Paradoxically, however, Europe remains the blind spot, the most neglected continent in the book and in Atlantic history generally.
     
    
     This is so for two reasons.
     
    
     First, the editors wanted to avoid a Eurocentric perspective.
     
    
     Second, the impact of the Atlantic world was probably weaker on Europe than on the Americas or Africa.
     21 The Atlantic paradigm is certainly least convincing from the point of view of European history.
     
    
     It competes with great difficulty with a (European) continental or global approach.
     22 Its unattractiveness within the historiographical currents of European history could influence whether and how Europe-based historians of early North America would take the Atlantic turn.
     
    
     It is certainly hard for Atlantic historians to find much of an audience in European history networks.
     
    
     This is where historiography brings us back to location.
    
 
    
   
     
      EUROPE-BASED HISTORIANS OF EARLY NORTH AMERICA AND ATLANTIC HISTORY
     
 
   
    
     In the 1940s and 1950s, when Atlantic history had its first iteration, as a way of describing a sort of transatlantic Western civilization, it was primarily European Europeanists who first wrote about the Atlantic “community,” “civilization,” “space,” and “economy,” in the context of World War II, the Anglo-American alliance, and then the Cold War and the creation of NATO.
     23 A few British historians who played a crucial role in the development of American studies in the United Kingdom were also influential.
     24 Except for Robert Palmer, who conceived with Jacques Godechot the concept of “Atlantic Revolution,” most U.S.-based historians did not take part in this debate.
     25 One generation later, the rise of the new Atlantic history was the result of a tight collaboration among historians of the British Atlantic or early North America working on both sides of the Atlantic.
     26 However, in contrast with the influential Europe-based historians, although a minority, interested in Atlantic history in the 1950s and 1960s, Europe-based historians of Europe since then have been distinctly reluctant to take the Atlantic turn.
     
    
     The strong hegemony of national history and the difficult integration of colonial or imperial history into national history in European academic systems may explain the long delay in the adoption of an Atlantic perspective beyond the Europe-based historians of early North or British America.
     27
    
 
   
    
     One possible explanation for the joint development of Atlantic history among early North Americanists and British Atlanticists in both North America and Europe is the fact that U.S. historians eager to develop Atlantic studies knew from the start that they needed the assistance of historians not only from Britain but also from continental Europe (and from Latin America, the Caribbean, and Africa) in developing Atlantic perspectives.
     
    
     Bernard Bailyn thus opened his Harvard University seminar in Atlantic history to an exceptional degree to non-U.S. advanced graduate students and young scholars.
     
    
     Silvia Marzagalli has identified a total of 249 participants in its first ten years.
     28 Among them, North American (mostly U.S. and a few Canadian) historians counted for a large majority: 176 participants, or 71 percent.
     
    
     But there were also four participants from Africa, four from Australia, twenty from Central and South America, and fifty from Europe.
     
    
     This suggests the existence of a transatlantic academic and intellectual community with a strong Western bias or west-east dimension and a more difficult
      relationship between historians from the Northern and Southern Hemispheres.
     
    
     Almost half of the fifty Europeans were Anglophones, which demonstrates the privileged position of British and Irish historians in Atlantic discourse.
     
    
     There were also ten German historians, six French, three Dutch, two Portuguese, two Swedish, one Danish, one Spanish, and one Austrian.
     
    
     A majority of the Europeans were specialists of early North America.
    
 
   
    
     The high number of European Anglophones who participated in the seminar reveals that Great Britain– or Ireland-based historians took the lead in the rise of Atlantic history in Europe.
     
    
     The simplest explanation for this is the strong integration of the Anglophone academic systems and the fact that Europe-based early North Americanists are the most numerous in these two countries.
     
    
     Political imperatives might also have played an important role in their precocity: in conjunction with the “special relationship” uniting the United Kingdom and the United States, British exceptionalism is one reason for the original greater popularity of Atlantic approaches for scholars of the Anglophone world than for those of the Francophone and Hispanophone worlds.
     
    
     As a result of their Euroskepticism, the British have often used the Atlantic as a counterpoint to Europe because it enabled them, especially the English, to convince themselves that their destiny was not linked with that of other Europeans.
     
    
     This was particularly true when Atlantic studies was mostly about the British Atlantic, even though British historians of Great Britain were as reluctant to take an Atlantic perspective as were French or Spanish historians of metropolitan France or Spain.
    
 
   
    
     Likewise, the high number of historians of the British Atlantic and early North America from all European countries at the Harvard seminars reflects the important role they have played in the rise of Atlantic history, especially in the United Kingdom and Ireland but also in France, Germany, and the Netherlands, though much less so in Italy, Spain, and Portugal, where Atlantic studies are not yet highly developed.
     29 They have been instrumental in diffusing an Atlantic perspective among Europe-based historians of the Caribbean, Latin America, Europe, and Africa, serving as cultural brokers between the U.S. and the European academies.
     30 They have organized historiographical and epistemological symposia and published special issues to discuss Atlantic history and demonstrate its utility and interest.
     31 In 2009, European historians of early North or British America created the Summer Academy of Atlantic History with assistance from a few U.S. scholars.
     
    
     According to its website, its “aim is to bring together scholars of Atlantic History on the
      European side of the Atlantic and to provide a(nother) platform for young European and American researchers to discuss their research with established scholars (both from the Americas and from Europe).”
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     Furthermore, the topics and approaches that Europe-based early North Americanists discuss and the kinds of Atlantic history they are developing do not seem at first sight to be very different from the topics and approaches of U.S.-based Atlanticists.
     
    
     The similarity in perspective is especially true of specialists of the British Atlantic who can be found on both sides of the Channel.
     33 Nevertheless, scholars who take advantage of their linguistic differences or skills and the proximity of archives to study non-Anglophone migrants
     34 and non-British societies in North America
     35 sometimes pay more attention than their U.S. counterparts to the connections between migrations in continental Europe and the Atlantic and to the impact of Atlantic dynamics on European societies.
     36 More generally, Europe-based historians of early America are more sensitive than their American colleagues to the fact that Atlantic history has been adopted and developed mainly by Americanists and not so much by historians of Europe or Africa until recently.
     
    
     Hence, they have organized conferences on the impact of the Atlantic world on the old worlds in ways that reflect their geographical position.
     37 The work of the British sociologist Paul Gilroy on the Black Atlantic has influenced their concern about Africa.
     38 However, some British historians of Africa have criticized Gilroy’s conception, in which “Africa figures as an object of retrospective discovery rather than as an active agent.”
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       Following the model of John Thornton, who has influenced historians of early America by stressing the significance of Africa as an originary area of Atlantic cultures, Atlantic historians have preferred to explore actual relations among Africa, Europe, and the Americas.40
 
   
    
     Consequently, in recent years, Atlantic history has won a new legitimacy in many European countries beyond the early North Americanist communities.
     41 Nevertheless, in contrast with the situation in the United States, where specific chairs, masters and PhD programs, book collections, awards, and an H-Net list in Atlantic history have been created and have multiplied very quickly, Atlantic history remains weakly institutionalized in Europe.
     
    
     In the matter of publications, Brill, a Dutch company that publishes books in English, has a series on the Atlantic World (which is edited, however, by two historians based in the United States), and the Taylor and Francis Group, an English company, has a journal titled 
     Atlantic Studies, whose initial focus on cultural studies, critical theory, and literature has expanded to history.
     42 Nevertheless,
      no chairs in Atlantic history have been established anywhere in Europe, and European universities have created few specific MA or PhD programs in Atlantic history.
     43
    
 
   
    
     But beside scientific and political motivations, Europe-based historians of the British Atlantic and early North America have institutional and positional incentives to adopt and promote Atlantic history.
     
    
     First, it was impossible for them to ignore Atlantic history if they wanted dialogue with their U.S.-based colleagues, among whom it became prevalent.
     
    
     In fact, the development of Atlantic history might have improved the visibility, recognition, and position of some Europe-based historians (of early North or British America or other cultural areas of the Atlantic world) in the American academy.
     
    
     Hence, an Irish historian, Nicholas Canny, based in Ireland, and a British-born historian, Philip Morgan, who is a professor at Johns Hopkins University (and Harmsworth Professor at Oxford University in 2011–12), edited 
     The Oxford Handbook of the Atlantic World, 
     1450–1850.
     
    
     Most of all, among the forty contributors to the book (including the two editors), twenty-nine have a position in the United States, one in Canada, eight in Europe (five in the United Kingdom, one in Ireland, and two in France), and two in Brazil.
     
    
     Among the eight contributors based in Europe, seven could be described primarily as Europeanists and one as an Africanist.
     
    
     Likewise, three of the four members of the Atlantic history standing editorial board of the Oxford Bibliographies Online study early North or British America and have a position at a European university.
     44
    
 
   
    
     The adoption of an Atlantic approach, a cutting-edge epistemological innovation that offers many advantages to its practitioners, might also have reduced the marginal position of historians of early North America within North American studies in Europe, which historians of the nineteenth-, twentieth-, or twenty-first-century United States have long dominated.
     
    
     It is worth noting, for instance, that the Center for North American Studies at the cole des hautes tudes en sciences sociales, which was founded in the early 1980s and has become the leading research center on U.S. history in France, included historians of only the nineteenth and twentieth centuries for its first twenty years of existence, although it trained graduate students working on all periods.
     
    
     The recruitment of two specialists of the colonial period in the mid-2000s coincided with the desire of its director, Franois Weil, to develop Atlantic studies.
    
 
   
    
     Likewise, while European historians of the United States have not formed their own association,
     45 historians of early North America have
      been pioneers in the creation of a historical society: the European Early American Studies Association (EEASA), based on the model of the successful British Group of Early American History (BGEAH), which has been promoting Atlantic history since its formation in the late 1990s.
     
    
     Apart from “foster[ing] international collaboration between early Americanists throughout Europe,” according to its website, the association aims “to [develop] early American scholarship that stresses the cosmopolitan origins of early American history” and “to show . . . how a European perspective on early American history can complicate and enrich an early American scholarship that is increasingly focused on Atlantic rather than purely American links.”
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       Obviously, Atlantic history has played a role in this intellectual and institutional initiative.
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, the EEASA conferences, which started in 2008 in Paris and take place every two years, have so far attracted mainly historians of the British Atlantic or of early North America and not so many of Latin America, Europe, or Africa.
     
    
     One reason could be that, outside the United Kingdom, most Europe-based historians of early North America are affiliated with departments of Anglophone studies and not history departments.
     
    
     If they chose to take a full Atlantic turn, they would break away from their close colleagues working on U.S. history after the American Revolution.
     
    
     This is an impossible move in their institutional position.
     
    
     For them, Atlantic history needs to remain a simple conversation and not evolve into a full-blown field of study.
     
    
     Among Europe-based historians of early North America, only those affiliated with history departments might have the option to become fully fledged Atlantic historians.
     
    
     But even in their case, this would imply a reorientation, toward collaborating mainly with colleagues working on continents and regions other than the Americas, especially specialists of Europe, who dominate history departments in Europe and do not seem to share the excitement about the merits of Atlantic history.
     
    
     They might prefer other historical frameworks.
    
 
   
     
      THE ATTRACTION OF ALTERNATIVE HISTORICAL FRAMEWORKS IN THE UNITED STATES AND IN EUROPE
     
 
   
    
     Among early North Americanists in the United States, the debate about the advantages and limits of Atlantic history has led to the emergence or reappearance of historical frameworks that attempt to replace or complement Atlantic history.
     
    
     Indeed, Atlanticists have not tried to impose a new scale of analysis—the Atlantic scale—to the detriment of all other
      spatial scales; rather, historians have responded to the introduction of this new scale more generally, addressing and problematizing the issue of spatial scale instead of working at the colonial or national scale, as a result of inertia or tradition.
     47 Consequently, the rise of Atlantic history needs to be viewed alongside the development of hemispheric and continental history and the growing interest in world or global history as exciting new frames of reference that can supplant or supplement the traditional lenses of national or imperial history.
     
    
     All these frames of reference try to complement, overpass, or suppress the nation as the most common unit of historical analysis; none corresponds to any kind of political entity.
     
    
     This makes Atlantic history significantly different from imperial history, although the new imperial history increasingly consists of a global history of empires that compares imperial formations over time and space and studies their intra- and interrelations.
     48 Consequently, all these historiographical currents partake in the rise of transnational and transimperial history and share a dual emphasis on comparisons and connections.
     
    
     They differentiate themselves in their objects and the chronological and geographical scales of comparison.
    
 
   
    
     Despite the commonalities of these frameworks, it is not insignificant that in their recent collection of essays about Atlantic history (which offers a critical evaluation of the new historiographical current and includes an entire section on alternative frameworks), Jack Greene and Philip Morgan have not included a chapter on “the new imperial history (or the imperial turn),” although they write in their introduction that they would have done so “if space had permitted.”
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       It is Trevor Burnard’s chapter, on the British Atlantic, that discusses this issue most directly.50 That imperial history is raised in the context of British Atlantic history is not surprising, since imperial history has always been an important historical field in Great Britain, where it has experienced a major transformation since the 1990s.51 Not only in the United Kingdom but also in France and elsewhere in Europe, the choice of historical framework in which to consider developments in the early modern Americas, Africa, and Europe is more restricted for early North Americanists than in the United States, to the alternatives of Atlantic history and a global history of empires. 
    
     Does location, whether national or continental, play a role in the choice between these alternative frameworks?
     
    
     Indeed, it seems an essential factor in “the politics of comparison.”
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       Paying attention to the location of the narrator—is the historian writing from Europe, America, or elsewhere?
    
     —helps us understand the political imperatives that have mingled with scientific motivations to
      expand or restrain the historiographical comparisons and lead the scholar to include or exclude some objects or territories.
    
 
   
    
     But before we examine the various incentives to choose among these historical frameworks, it is necessary to explain why one has to choose, since it is possible on an intellectual level to reconcile these multiple scales of analysis, which are more complementary than competing.
     
    
     In fact, one could even argue that we should embrace and play with all of these frameworks, combining them or selecting some among them according to our objects of investigation.
     53 For instance, many of the leading historians in Atlantic studies who are specialists of the British Atlantic empire and who play an important role in the promotion of the field also previously participated in the publication of the multivolume 
     Oxford History of the British Empire and its companion series.
     54 All of these new kinds of history require broad linguistic skills, the mastering of many huge historiographies, and work in archives scattered in many places.
     
    
     If practicing Atlantic or global history can be challenging for an advanced historian and is most successful as a collective enterprise, entering the field can be highly difficult for undergraduate and prospective graduate students, even if they have strong linguistic or analytic skills.
     
    
     Thus, research instruments (such as surveys, textbooks, historiographical works, bibliographies, and archival guides) and programs offering special training have to be developed, which means making choices.
    
 
   
    
     To give one example: in France in the early 2000s, in the context of an intense public and scientific debate about the French colonial past, some historians tried to create a large research center devoted to the study of colonialism and imperialism.
     
    
     Since decolonization, the historiography on colonies and empires had not completely ceased, but it had become largely deinstitutionalized and thus made invisible and delegitimized.
     55 Nevertheless, because there had been a parallel debate in the public sphere about the history and memory of the slave trade and slavery, with important social movements and actions organized in 1998, on the occasion of the 150th anniversary of France’s second abolition of slavery, by associations of people from the overseas departments protesting both the neglect of and discrimination against people from the Caribbean in the metropole, in 2001 the French parliament passed a law recognizing the slave trade and slavery as crimes against humanity.
    
 
   
    
     Three years later, the French government decided to create a commission to explore how to develop and promote the history and memory of these phenomena, and at its behest a day of national commemoration
      was instituted in 2006.
     
    
     This followed the establishment the previous year, by the National Center for Scientific Research, of the International Research Center on Slaveries (CIRESC), on the model of the Wilberforce Institute for the Study of Slavery and Emancipation at the University of Hull or the Gilder Lehrman Center for the Study of Slavery, Resistance, and Abolition at Yale University.
     56 The French government was trying to calm social unrest in the overseas departments and had, obviously, electioneering preoccupations.
     
    
     It was also easier for the state to publicly address the issue of the slave trade and slavery, presented as finished phenomena whose abolition was closely linked to the Second Republic, than to question the postslavery and postcolonial character of present-day overseas societies and the relationship between republicanism and colonialism.
     57 These political realities do not mean that the CIRESC is not an important institution, with ample scientific and academic, as well as political, rationales for its establishment.
     
    
     Nevertheless, its focus is on a comparative history of all systems of slave trades and slaveries and their abolitions at all periods of human history and at a global scale.
     
    
     At the time, for financial reasons, it was impossible to create another research center, which could have addressed other issues important to historians of colonialism and imperialism.
    
 
   
    
     So how and why do historians choose what topics they study and what frameworks of historical inquiry they use?
     
    
     First, we must acknowledge that there are always scientific and intellectual reasons to prefer one framework over another.
     
    
     For instance, scholars of Native American history have been especially critical of some of the principal assumptions undergirding Atlantic history.
     58 One reason for these criticisms is that Native Americans occupy a distinctive place among Atlantic actors, since they did not take part in the transatlantic—free or forced—mass migrations that gave birth to the Atlantic world.
     
    
     Nevertheless, as Daniel Richter has underlined, Native Americans lived as much as Europeans and Africans in a “new world”: “Native People, of course, did not literally travel to this ‘Indians’ New World,’ but the changes forced upon them were just as profound as if they had resettled on unknown shores.”
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       Among other things, these changes encouraged not only multiple movements of migration and resettlement within the Americas but also some limited transatlantic mobility from the Western Hemisphere to Europe.60 Still, some historians think that continental history is better suited than Atlantic history to take into account Native American points of view: the fact that large parts of North America for a very long time remained Indian country or frontiers and borderlands where imperial rivalries allowed American Indians to maintain their sovereignty and exercise their agency makes some practitioners dubious about employing a historical framework in which Europeans are principal actors forcing transformative change.61 Continental history also takes into consideration better than Atlantic history the Pacific side of North America, with its Spanish and Russian colonies, or settlements in the eighteenth century.62 These Pacific perspectives are hardly mentioned by Atlanticists—taking an Atlantic perspective often precludes taking a Pacific view of historical change in colonial contexts.
 
   
    
     On the other hand, it could be argued that continental approaches are not free of anachronism, since the Rio Grande was not an imperial, national, or ethnic frontier in the early modern period.
     
    
     One might prefer a hemispheric framework that also “encourages the contextualization of regions that during the colonial era formed part of the same national culture.”
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       French or British Caribbean colonies are thus better connected with their North American sisters. 
    
     Likewise, the Spanish borderlands—that is, the northern frontier territories of the Spanish empire in North America—should be linked with the heart of New Spain and compared to other frontier regions in Spanish or Portuguese America.
     
    
     Moreover, hemispheric history complements rather than competes with Atlantic or global history.
     
    
     Taking into account the impacts of the connections not only with Europe and Africa but also with Asia is essential to understanding the way American societies were transformed and evolved.
     
    
     Further, despite many differences among these various American societies, the hemisphere can be said to constitute a more coherent unit of analysis in space and time than one predicated on the future boundaries of the United States.
     
    
     However, one of the faults of Atlantic history is that its practitioners have a tendency to impose an American narrative on Europe and Africa.
     
    
     Indeed, it is not insignificant that two of the historical frameworks that are presented as alternatives to an Atlantic approach—continental history and hemispheric history—concern only North America or the Americas.
     
    
     This orientation is very revealing of a strong America-centric bias in Atlantic studies, which seem less pertinent for scholars of African and especially of European history.
    
 
   
    
     The major question that arises from all these discussions, of course, is how far we should allow the undoubted spatial turn of scholarship on the early modern world to determine frameworks of analysis.
     
    
     If geography is merely to replace society or culture as an unthinking category of analysis, we are not moving as far forward as we might suppose.
     
    
     It will
      also form a barrier against our connecting with colleagues in European history in particular but also those in African history who are as interested in interiority as in large-scale spatial connections.
    
 
   
    
     Paradoxically, some historians have criticized Atlantic history as just a revamped form of older styles of imperial history, displaying some of the drawbacks of that mode of analysis, notably Eurocentric bias.
     64 Other scholars have underlined that the newly proposed view of the Atlantic world as one of “entangled empires” also leaves aside Africa and an alternative, diasporic conceptualization of the Atlantic world.
     65 This tendency is reinforced by the choice of many authors to stop Atlantic history at the independence of European colonies in the Americas, which was obtained for the most part by the end of the 1820s.
     66 Consequently, this historiography may overemphasize the white or Euro-American Atlantic.
     
    
     The result would be the imposition of this analytical framework on the entire field of Atlantic studies, despite the fact that a growing number of historians point out that there was not one but several Atlantics, “shaped by the position, experiences and perspectives of each individual” and group.
     67
    
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, other historians have argued that even though the history of the Atlantic world cannot be reduced to the history of empires, even of entangled empires, empires mattered greatly within and outside the Atlantic world.
     68 These scholars present imperial history as a valuable competing or complementary framework to Atlantic history.
     
    
     Although national Atlantics were not exactly identical to national Atlantic empires—English merchants, for instance, were active well beyond the borders of the British empire, and a reconfigured French Atlantic survived the dismantling of the French Atlantic empire at the end of the Seven Years War, with migrations between the French metropole and its former colonies and between former colonies becoming more important in the late eighteenth century and the nineteenth century
     69—some Atlanticists use 
     Atlantic and 
     empire as synonyms.
     
    
     This allows them to work on “empires” without problematizing the notion.
     
    
     In contrast, historians working in the frameworks of colonial studies, postcolonial studies, and the new imperial history have put the concepts 
     empire and 
     colonial at the heart of their reflection: instead of predefining these categories ahistorically, they consider them as highly historically contingent and contested processes between “colonizers” and “colonized,” which needed constant work to be built, reconstructed, and imposed.
     
    
     They prefer to speak of “imperial (social) formations,” in order to insist on the processual, flexible, and conflicting dimension of
      the interactions between imperialists and colonists.
     70 In taking into account all historical actors, both “colonizers” and “colonized,” this new imperial history also points up a problematic tendency among Atlanticists to overemphasize “subaltern” agency over the realities of colonial domination and to minimize the destructions and violence that went with European imperialist and colonialist projects.
    
 
   
     
      THE POLITICS OF COMPARISON
     
 
   
    
     Beyond scientific evaluations of the heuristic power of these various historical frameworks, political and social pressures from the society in which historians live and work also influence their choices.
     
    
     Hence, the transformation of the geography of early American history from the 1970s and the rise of Atlantic studies in the United States from the 1990s cannot be understood without taking into consideration the spread of multiculturalism and the Hispanicization of the United States.
     
    
     The confluence of academic and contemporary geopolitical trends is particularly obvious in the prevalence of comparative books on British and Spanish colonies and empires in Atlantic studies,
     71 and in the debate about relations between the Hispanic and British components of and the place of North American history between Eliga Gould and Jorge Caizares-Esguerra, which appeared in two issues of the 
     American Historical Review in 2007.
     72 In the last article, Caizares-Esguerra links his position in the controversy to his origins as “an Ecuadorian whose children have been born and raised in this country” and explains the “political implications of our academic debate.”
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       He starts his response with a description of Austin, divided by International Highway 35 into white suburbs on one side and Hispanic districts on the other, to emphasize the inversion between core and peripheral regions in the Atlantic world in the early modern period and core and peripheries in national histories, which might not reflect relations of power and discrimination at the outset of the twenty-first century. 
    
     Since, except for Cuba and Puerto Rico (and the Philippines), the Spanish Empire disappeared with the early modern period, Atlantic history constitutes a better response to the expectations of the multicultural, particularly Anglo-Hispanic, U.S. audience than the new imperial history, whose main focus is nineteenth- and twentieth-century empires, although it could also fuel the denunciation of contemporary U.S. imperialism in Latin America.
     74
    
 
   
    
     Likewise, the emergence of the new imperial history in Great Britain or the rise of the debate about the integration of national and colonial
      history in France from the 1990s can be viewed as “one symptom of the pressure of postcolonial social, political and demographic realities on the production of modern knowledge,” as Antoinette Burton has underlined for the United Kingdom.
     75 In the same way, Catherine Hall has explained how the imperial turn was taken after the very important arrival and permanent establishment in the metropole of migrants from the former colonies—including those from places that are called the Old Colonies in France, the Caribbean territories and the Indian Ocean islands—following decolonization in the 1950s and 1960s and the birth of second- and third-generation children in the past few decades.
     
    
     Their presence in the heart of English society led to the disintegration of the constructed split between metropole and colonies on which the empire was built: “The increasingly vocal claims made by Britons of color, the challenges they mounted to what it meant to be British, to belong in this society, opened up new thinking about race and nation and critical return to the empire and its legacies.
     
    
     Scholars working in the field of British history turned to questions about the connections between metropole and colony. . . . They deconstructed the separation made between domestic and imperial history.”
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       In France, because of the trauma of decolonization, especially the wars in Indochina and Algeria, the same process has happened, but more recently and more slowly: the first step was reached when colonial and slave studies were increasingly institutionalized, thus becoming more visible and legitimized, but it is only in the past few years that a new imperial history exploring the “tensions of empire”77 between metropole and colonies has started to develop for the early modern period.78
 
   
    
     In any case, the most common chronology in Atlantic history suggests that as an identifiable field of historical inquiry, it stops with the age of revolutions (the American Revolution, the Haitian Revolution, and Latin American independence movements at the end of the 1820s).
     
    
     This means neglecting the West Indies and the Antilles, the territories that were at the heart of both the French and the British Atlantic empires in the early modern period and were decolonized at the end of the nineteenth century or in the 1960s or remain in the dependency of European metropoles.
     
    
     It also does not speak to the tensions of contemporary, postcolonial European societies.
     
    
     Not surprisingly, despite the fact that the Caribbean was one of the most “Atlantic” spaces—as a plantation system’s stronghold, where all the Atlantic empires intersected—it is one of the areas of study most neglected by Atlanticists, or, to be more accurate, it has not been put at center stage of Atlantic narratives.
     
    
     This
      disregard is more pronounced for the British West Indies than for the French Antilles because of the importance of the Haitian Revolution in Atlantic studies.
     79 In contrast, the new imperial history, which is increasingly a comparative and entangled history of empires over time and space on a global scale, allows historians to better link the empires of the early modern and the modern periods—the Old Colonies and the subsequent African, Asian, and Pacific colonies—even if they still give priority to the more lately built empires.
     
    
     There are new, pathbreaking works on, for instance, the relations and influences between the Caribbean experience and the conquest and colonization of Algeria, which could not have appeared in the framework of Atlantic studies, because Atlanticists usually do not converse with historians of nineteenth- and twentieth-century empires in Africa and Asia.
     80 But in noting this conundrum, we return to the scientific motivations for choosing among several frameworks of analysis, which demonstrates that it is difficult to disentangle intellectual and scientific enticements from political and social pressures.
    
 
   
    
     Taking into consideration the divergent histories of most of the Caribbean islands and of continental America also illuminates another tension in Atlantic studies: the focus on either colonization or slavery.
     
    
     Both the United States and Brazil remained slave societies long after independence.
     
    
     In contrast, most Caribbean societies remained colonial long after emancipation, while in Haiti and Cuba, independence quickly followed the abolition of slavery, but a century apart.
     81 The debate about the chronological limits of Atlantic history reflects this tension, with numerous historians arguing that one end point should be the abolition of slavery in the Americas, at the close of the nineteenth century, instead of the end of most Atlantic empires, at the century’s beginning.
     82 This discussion is not trivial but rather an important guide to the ways in which the Atlantic world is conceptualized.
     
    
     In both cases, the question of colonial domination is at stake, but on the one hand, the emphasis is on its external dimension, the relationship between the metropole and the colony (the question of empire), and on the other hand, the focus is on its internal dimension, including the exploitation of non-European populations (dealing in particular with the question of slavery and more generally with that of unfree labor).
    
 
   
    
     It is thus surprising that Atlanticists have in general retained the 1820s as the most common end of Atlantic history, since many of them insist on the crucial role that individuals and private initiative played over the European crowns’ control, and on the important autonomy
      that colonies enjoyed until the mid-eighteenth century because of the weakness of imperial constraints and centralization.
     
    
     The use of the expression 
     early America instead of 
     colonial America is very revealing about this trend.
     
    
     Hence, the new promotion of the 1880s as the best end for Atlantic history better fits the emphasis on the slave trade and slavery as more crucial phenomena than empire building in the birth and intensification of the integration of the Atlantic world.
     
    
     In this perspective, Africans and Africa are put at center stage of the Atlantic narrative, which a Eurocentric bias no longer distorts.
    
 
   
    
     The new end is also more in conformity with the way Americans consider their present-day society.
     
    
     They see it less as postcolonial than postslavery, a fact that the lack of success of postcolonial studies among historians of early North America demonstrates.
     83 The most important issue for many American historians is the legacies of slavery, including the persistence of racial thinking and discriminations.
     
    
     Indeed, as Sylvia Frey has underlined, “the emergence of racial ideologies and racial orders is one of the great fault lines, perhaps 
     the great fault line, in studies of Atlantic history.”
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       In contrast, in Europe, where the legacies of slavery are visible mainly in what the European Union calls the ultraperipheries—the overseas departments—and not at the center of the national territories, the racial question appeared later in the public debate and was not been immediately linked to the legacies of slavery. 
    
     It was first raised in relation to migrations into the metropole from former colonies in (North) Africa and Asia: only such movement entices these societies to address their postcolonial dimension.
     
    
     Thus, it is not surprising that U.S.-based early North Americanists have a tendency to privilege Atlantic over imperial history and that Europe-based North Americanists are more tempted by the imperial than the Atlantic turn despite the strong influence that the powerful U.S. academy exercises.
     
    
     The increasing importance in European academic systems of big collective research projects financed by the European Union might also encourage Europe-based historians to take the approach they do.
     
    
     These research projects inevitably try to promote and develop the history of Europe, including its relations with the wider world.
    
 
   
    
     To guess how Atlantic history and a global history of empires will keep developing in both the United States and Europe is impossible, or at least unwise.
     
    
     To an extent, Atlantic history has matured, insofar as there is a host of articles denouncing the limits and flaws of its perspective or announcing its fall.
     
    
     Nevertheless, the study of the Atlantic is still
      very much alive in the Anglophone world.
     
    
     It has kept its attraction among historians of British America and is gaining new ground among historians of the Caribbean, Latin America, Europe, and Africa on both sides of the Atlantic.
     
    
     The recent rise of continental, hemispheric, and imperial history has not succeeded in halting this trend.
     
    
     Ten or twenty years ago, for instance, Atlantic history, imperial history, and world history hardly existed in France.
     
    
     Since then, these fields have bloomed quickly, even though they still raise intense discussions and strong resistance from scholars committed to national history.
     
    
     Instead of competing with one another, these historical frameworks jointly contribute to the questioning of the national frame of reference.
     
    
     This does not mean, however, that they will develop in the same way in Europe as they are likely to do in the United States.
     
    
     Indeed, as this chapter has demonstrated, location, both national and continental, matters for historical writing and for the conceptualization of historical frameworks, but it matters in complex ways, with multiple factors, such as local institutional constraints, academic culture, political and social pressures, and power relationships between increasingly connected academic systems, which could have complementary or contradictory effects.
     
    
     This might explain why, despite the apparent expansion of the various forms of transnational history, the national paradigm has proved to have strong resilience.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      PART FOUR
     
 
   
    
     Perspectives from Elsewhere
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 8
     
 
   
    
     Positionality, Ambidexterity, and Global Frames
    
 
   
     
      THOMAS BENDER
     
 
   
    
     Beyond reframing American history, the La Pietra project (1997–2000) for internationalizing its practice included an aspiration to advance the role of scholars working outside the United States.
     1 Whether or not the La Pietra meetings had much to do with it, transnational and global framings of American history have flourished beyond anything the participants could have imagined.
     
    
     But the greater incorporation of foreign scholars and their scholarship, which the participants (one-third of whom were Americanists working outside the United States) strongly desired, has not been realized to the degree envisioned or hoped for.
     
    
     Of course, the number of books and articles by historians working abroad that one sees cited in notes in journals and books published in the United States has increased considerably in the dozen years since the “LaPietra Report” appeared, but that increase falls short of being commensurate with the quantity and quality of work that these chapters reveal.
     
    
     Let us hope that this book accelerates the engagement and incorporation.
    
 
   
    
     At the La Pietra meetings, we anticipated that a global framing of American history would make it more accessible and useful for scholars and the public abroad.
     
    
     Particularly important was opening to and connecting with the work of these scholars.
     
    
     There was an image of the Janus-faced European historian as a key figure, at once engaged with the disciplinary practice and findings of historical scholarship in the United States and aware of a very different audience, of European students and
      public.
     
    
     Is the global framing (or other transnational or comparative framings) of use in this difficult role?
    
 
   
    
     The chapters here expose a certain navet at the Villa La Pietra.
     
    
     They point to important questions about both the raison d’tre for historiographical cosmopolitanism and the theoretical and practical issues facing scholars of U.S. history who work outside the United States.
     
    
     There is also a looming question, sometimes implicit, sometimes explicit, about whether there is something in American history, historiography, and professional institutions that makes the incorporation of these scholars more difficult.
     
    
     To these large and consequential questions I cannot give answers, but I can share thoughts.
    
 
   
    
     The wide-ranging overview in the first chapter reveals that European engagement with American history and society from the beginning of the republic is greater and more diverse than I had realized.
     
    
     For Europeans well beyond Alexis de Tocqueville, America served as a reflecting pool for thinking about modernity and alternative political arrangements.
     
    
     Early in the nineteenth century it was useful for political reflections, but by the end of that century it represented something else: market capitalism and industrial productivity, with hints of opportunity.
     
    
     Later yet, it became an advertisement for the pleasures of consumerism and popular culture.
     2 In each of these phases, 
     Amerique, as Michael Geyer and Charles Bright have phrased its worldly presence, was a prompt to imagining alternative futures.
     3 For western Europe, its usefulness has declined since 1989, particularly in the new millennium, while for those parts of Europe that emerged from the dissolution of the Soviet bloc, American political, economic, and cultural practices have had at least a momentary appeal and usefulness.
     4
    
 
   
    
     As the authors of these chapters indicate, American academic institutions and resources have set the standards for scholarship since World War II, despite recent self-criticism and some public loss of confidence within the United States.
     
    
     Yet equally striking is the extraordinary postwar European development of historical scholarship on the United States, particularly by the quite numerous current generation of historians, whom one author here has called the third generation.
     
    
     There has been a vast increase in the number of positions in American history in Europe, to more than six hundred, from near zero in 1945.
     
    
     The increase has been most dramatic in the former Soviet bloc nations, where research and instruction in U.S. history had been marginal at best in the Cold War, save in Moscow.
    
 
    
   
    
     Many of the positions for Americanists were established in American studies or English language and literature programs rather than in history departments.
     
    
     This was partly the result of the national focus of European history departments and a tradition of foreign study centers.
     
    
     But American foundations also encouraged it.
     
    
     The Ford Foundation and the Rockefeller Foundation turned to the area studies model of the United States in addressing the need for more foreign study centers in view of the postwar emergence of U.S. global power.
     
    
     Moreover, at the same time, there were substantial investments in American studies programs in the United States.
     
    
     The Fulbright Program also emphasized American studies.
     
    
     In the short run, as this volume testifies, the foundations and the Fulbright Program gave an enormous boost to American studies, but in the longer term this left historians in an odd institutional location in European higher education, often without the standing of history department appointments.
     5
    
 
   
    
     This circumstance has had further consequences in recent years, as American studies as a field of inquiry has evolved into cultural studies, with a stronger emphasis on identity questions and issues of subjectivity and less on issues of causation and forms of institutional arrangements and power.
     
    
     While giving much welcome visibility to previously marginalized populations and institutions, this scholarship has often done so at the expense of the study of established power and the relation between the relatively powerful and those less so.
     
    
     It has also produced fragmentation that has discouraged synthetic narratives, which would make American history accessible to a wider range of readers.
     
    
     That said, on the basis of the work in this volume and the academic location of the contributors, it seems that American history has been increasingly incorporated into European history departments and may be said to be flourishing in many parts of that continent.
    
 
   
    
     This development raises the large and important question of positionality in historiography, a theme that runs through all of these essays.
     
    
     What is the relation of the position or location of the author to the subject and to authors in other locations?
     
    
     What community of historians does one write for?
     
    
     One’s local profession?
     
    
     The institution of historical writing and teaching in the United States?
     
    
     Or should we expect a wholly new perspective that is itself transatlantic?
     
    
     What is the optimal relation of European scholars and their scholarship to these and other potential audiences?
     
    
     Does it point toward a cosmopolitan historiography?
     
    
     If so, what might that look like?
     
    
     And what might these alternatives mean in practice?
     
    
     Parallel with these concerns is the question of whether
      Europeans are likely to contribute more fruitfully to scholarship on American history by framing their work as comparative, transnational, or global—or national.
    
 
   
    
     This volume shows quite clearly that early European work in the American field was achieved by way of transnational approaches.
     
    
     The name of the game was connecting American history with aspects of one’s national history.
     
    
     Frank Thistlethwaite was an early advocate of the transatlantic study of reform and ideas, while other pioneers turned to foreign relations and immigration—all of which extended the national history into American history.
     6 One could do this without demanding a chair in American history.
     
    
     Leaders of a later generation, supplied with a legitimating professorship in the American field, had the possibility, increasingly taken, of going native.
    
 
   
    
     At La Pietra there were several conversations about this.
     
    
     My recollection is that some of the younger foreign participants were uncertain of the merits of going native.
     
    
     Some of the Americans, myself included, felt strongly that if internationalizing the practice and the geographical scope of American history were to be of distinctive value, it would depend on intellectual cosmopolitanism rather than assimilation or passing for a native.
     
    
     I would like to make that case here, partly because the strong sense of we-ness and self-enclosure that has historically permeated American scholarship on the United States could use some ventilation.
    
 
   
    
     American exceptionalism still has a subliminal life, to which European scholarship and a transnational or global framing can produce a valuable corrective.
     
    
     Even among native historians who would deny American exceptionalism, there is a tendency to enclose U.S. history, separating it from the larger history of the globe.
     
    
     I should be clear, however, about what I mean by 
     exceptionalism.
     
    
     I do not mean mere difference or even claims to superiority.
     
    
     Rather, I follow the strong version that Daniel Rodgers has articulated.
     7 He makes a distinction between exceptionalism and uniqueness or difference within a diverse whole.
     
     
      Exceptional
      in its dictionary definition means “outside the norm.” 
    
     Treating the United States as an exception effectively homogenizes what it is apart from, in this case the world.
     
    
     Thus with American exceptionalism there can be no common or global history with local variation, since the rest of the world is reduced to a single “other.”
    
 
   
    
     A colloquial language usage common to all American universities (so far as I am aware) illustrates this point.
     
    
     It reveals the degree to which we unthinkingly separate ourselves from all that is not us.
     
    
     Ironically, my
      example is the name of the office in American universities where foreign visiting scholars and enrolled foreign students must report on arrival with their visas.
     
    
     It is typically called the Office for International Scholars and Students.
     
    
     Given its clientele and function, it should be called the Office for Foreign Students and Scholars.
     
    
     But instead it misuses the word 
     international, equating it with 
     foreign in a way that suggests the United States is not part of 
     international.
    
 
   
    
     Throughout this volume there are various references to positionality, whether with that specific word or not.
     
    
     I concur with the concise statement on the matter in the preface, for I think that the condition of positionality is unavoidable in intellectual work and is in fact a positive value.
     
    
     To wit, I quote: “European historians, like all historians, are conditioned not only by the time in which they write but also by the places from which they write.”
     
    
     I think this is fundamental.
     
    
     While 
     going native rightly describes the impressive capacity of some scholars to incorporate the culture of American intellectual life and its vernacular practice of history into their work, it cannot be complete, it cannot wholly erase difference—and thank goodness for that.
     8 The result is an invaluable scholarly ambidexterity.
     
    
     It can enable Europeans to fully engage American historiography but retain in their work a distinctive flavor, as a biologist would phrase it.
    
 
   
    
     The spatial statement in the preface also appeals to me because it echoes the spatial language that the philosopher Thomas Nagel used to weigh the relation of subjectivity and objectivity in his book 
     The View from Nowhere.
     9 To the extent that we distance ourselves from the object of inquiry, we reduce subjectivity.
     
    
     That makes sense, but we cannot retreat to nowhere.
     
    
     There is a limit, which is the crucial basis for our subjectivity or, phrased differently, our particular insight into the world of which we are a part.
     
    
     My point here is that I do not see going native or remaining European as choices; they are complementary perspectives that together offer distinctive insights, not unlike those that American historians of Europe can have.
     10 In the case of European scholars of American history, I hope that their distinctive insight will counter and weaken the we-ness of American historical discourse.
    
 
   
    
     The context of our scholarship is not limited to the differences of European and American space, however.
     
    
     More practically it is also about the institutions of academic professionalism.
     
    
     Each of us works within a social matrix that constitutes our audience and conditions what chapter 4 calls our “conventional knowledge.”
     
    
     This is what localizes national cultures of intellectual life.
     
    
     It also supplies us with collective
      concepts, a vocabulary of motives, and the key questions that shape our work.
     11 These cultures are different in the United States and in Europe, and various in Europe.
     
    
     The audiences for historical knowledge vary by national culture.
     
    
     This too shapes professional practice, either allowing esotericism or, conversely, demanding (as in Italy) the capacity to speak to the greater public.
     
    
     But all of these differences mean that the resources for a cosmopolitan community of historians are available for students of the United States, wherever they are located.
    
 
   
    
     One might say that the variations or differences in the cosmopolitan community are often modest, even small.
     
    
     No problem.
     
    
     As Sigmund Freud recognized long ago and Carlo Ginzburg pointed out in quoting Freud on Giovanni Morelli, small insights make all the difference.
     
    
     Morelli distinguished copies from originals, Freud wrote, by “insisting that attention should be diverted from the general impression and main features of a picture, and he laid stress on the significance of minor details, of things like the drawing of the fingernails, of the lobe of an ear, of aureoles and such unconsidered trifles which the copyist neglects to imitate and yet which every artist executes in his own characteristic way.”
    
      
       12
      
 
   
    
     The second big question running through the whole project is that of the uses of transnationalism, variously construed as a connector of Europe- and U.S.-based historians.
     
    
     Three framing models are on the table: comparative history, transnational history, and global approaches.
     
    
     It is clear from the chapters in this volume that Europeans are more inclined than Americans to do comparative history.
     
    
     The obvious reason is the absence of language skills among Americans.
     
    
     Yet chapter 2 makes an intriguing point about one subfield in which U.S.-based historians have been more inclined to take a comparative approach: Southern history and slavery.
     
    
     That part of American history, as C. Vann Woodward long ago observed, ill fits the exceptionalist ethos.
     
    
     Perhaps that is why the South, which, like Europe, has suffered defeat, is of interest to European historians.
     13 Or it could be the difference of slavery and race, particularly as issues of race become more important in Europe.
    
 
   
    
     The logic of exceptionalism may discourage American Americanists from undertaking comparative studies, but the growing separation of American historiography from the social sciences is surely a factor as well.
     
    
     The American Historical Association recently and successfully requested the National Research Council to henceforth classify history as a humanities discipline.
     
    
     The reasons were not wholly intellectual, but the move was symbolic of changing intellectual orientations within the
      discipline.
     
    
     The cultural turn away from the social sciences toward the humanities has had consequences such as lessening interest in large-scale and analytical questions intrinsic to historical sociology and in larger social theories that both invite and provide routes to comparative studies.
     
    
     This shift is more evident in U.S. history than in American scholarship on European history, which shows that the discipline is at its best when it maintains its historical mix of humanistic and social scientific aims and methods.
     14
    
 
   
    
     I am happy to vote for all of the approaches that open up national history, but I want to make a case for a global framing, which contains all of the others.
     
    
     Moreover, there is a historical claim for such a project: as I have argued elsewhere, American history and global history (and global capitalism) began at the same moment, with the same event.
     15 On this, Adam Smith (in 
     The Wealth of Nations) and Karl Marx (in 
     The Communist Manifesto) agree.
     
    
     To say this is not to say that every monograph must be a global history, but it does mean that we must recognize that vectors of historical change operate across space as well as temporally.
     16 And those vectors can derive from deep time as well as extend to the ends of the earth.
     17
    
 
   
    
     Although comparative history need not reify nation-states, it often takes them as natural units of analysis.
     
    
     This can be a problem, as when it abstracts nation-states from global or other transnational histories.
     18 On the other hand, a global frame and most transnational frames address the shared or common history of the relevant entities, which are usually more than two, while inviting comparisons.
     
    
     Likewise the more complex forms of transnational investigation referred to in the chapters as entangled and 
     histoire croise.
     
    
     In fact, it is almost psychologically and analytically impossible to avoid at least implicit comparisons while working in a global frame.
    
 
   
    
     The global framework assumes or demands at least one global or transnational historical process in which all entities participate, whether affecting or affected by it, with similar or different local outcomes.
     
    
     For example, I have argued that a global crisis resulting from unregulated capitalist urbanization and industrialization generated a transformation from laissez-faire to various forms of social liberalism, of which American Progressivism was one version, with different particular outcomes by nation.
     19
    
 
   
    
     Perhaps the best example of a global framing of American history is Odd Arne Westad’s 
     The Global Cold War, a work mentioned only in passing in this volume.
     20 A Norwegian scholar now working in Great
      Britain, he does not consider himself a historian of the United States or the book a study of the United States, and in fact he made that comment at the Bancroft Prize dinner honoring him and his book as an outstanding work in the field of American history.
     
    
     Yet the United States is at the center of this global history.
    
 
   
    
     Atlantic history has become increasingly popular in American history departments.
     
    
     Yet the profession’s departmental research and curricular structure severely temporally constrains its definition.
     
    
     In the United States, the category Atlantic history effectively excludes scholarship focusing on the period after about 1815, such as James Kloppenberg’s 
     Uncertain Victory: Social Democracy and Progressivism in European and American Thought, 
     1870–1920.
     21 Nor does it include the major work by Daniel Rodgers (even though 
     Atlantic is in the title).
     
    
     Works on the nineteenth- and twentieth-century Atlantic world by Europeanists in American departments fare no better: the U.S. academy may admire but does not recognize as Atlantic histories the Atlantic studies of Mary Nolan, Victoria De Grazia, Volker Berghahn, or some of the scholars in this collection.
     22
    
 
   
    
     The problem is that in the United States, unlike in Europe, the historiographical concept of the Atlantic world originated in a rebranding of American colonial history.
     23 It is clear, as these chapters point out, that European scholars came to transnational studies of the Atlantic by a different route, not bound by the distortion of the teleological colony-to-nation framework from which Atlantic studies emerged for historians in the American academy.
     
    
     The European freedom on this account enriches their concept of the Atlantic world or Atlantic history well beyond that of scholars working in the American academic context.
     
    
     The opening of historiographical space that this freedom represents reveals the substantial benefit of location and the importance of considering positionality in historical studies.
    
 
   
    
     Let me add two other possible framing devices.
     
    
     One is empire.
     
    
     The history of the United States coincides with the history of empires, as it began as part of one and became one itself.
     
    
     Empire connected Europe and America (and the rest of the world) in a spectrum of ways worthy of temporal and spatial examination.
     
    
     The other approach recently arrived from the antipodes.
     
    
     The notion of a settler society connects Europe and America, especially in recent uses by Ian Tyrrell and James Belich.
     24
    
 
   
    
     A final point: this book is a deeper collaboration than usual.
     
    
     Usually, each chapter in a collective volume has a different author, but here each
      chapter is itself a collaboration that extends to joint authorship by international teams.
     
    
     Although one can see a particular hand at work in some cases, each chapter is nevertheless both better for the collaboration and remarkably well realized as a single essay.
     
    
     If scholarship goes in the direction of global framing, international collaboration will surely be an essential part of it.
     
    
     This volume is a marvel of such work.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 9
     
 
   
    
     Reflections from Russia
    
 
   
     
      IVAN KURILLA
     
 
   
    
     Russia occupies an unusual position with respect to the European historiography of the United States.
     
    
     First, put bluntly, there is the question of whether it belongs to Europe as Europe is usually understood.
    
 
   
    
     Russia is an Asian country as well as a European one, belonging, for example, to the Eurasian Economic Community.
     
    
     Russian scholars have at times been regarded as part of European academia and at other times not, such as during the Cold War.
     
    
     So do Russian historians of the North American colonies and the United States belong to the community of scholars discussed in this book, or do we contemplate European historians from the outside?
     
    
     Or, to put it another way, are Soviet and Russian historiography European?
     
    
     There are arguments for both positions.
     
    
     In principle it should be possible to develop a historiography that stops at the current borders of the European Union or the Schengen zone, but even in this case one would need to remember that the period of the most rapid development of the study of U.S. history in Europe coincided with the Cold War, when the continent was split apart and political forces heavily influenced American studies.
     
    
     (This helps to explain why Russia for many years now has had a large contingent of American history specialists.)
    
 
   
    
     Second, Russia has developed its own way of approaching the United States, its own counter-Orientalism (playing on Edward Said’s term), its distinctive view of the American past.
     
    
     Soviet studies of American history were numerous; hundreds of monographs were published; tens of
      dissertations were defended.
     
    
     The Soviet version of American history became a kind of hegemonic discourse in Eastern Europe during the Cold War and has subsequently been rejected by the majority of those countries, at least in the political sphere, while surviving in the works of some academics.
    
 
   
    
     Finally, my favorite (constructivist) methodology obliges me to be attentive to the use of academic history in constructing national identities.
     
    
     In Russian studies of the North American colonies and the United States, one can locate the elements of identity politics; indeed, such elements can be clearly seen.
     
    
     This book in its turn is an attempt to research or perhaps shape some “European” approach to U.S. history.
     
    
     The authors do not regard themselves as participating in a great project of constructing a European common identity, but others of us may be intrigued by what their exercise could suggest about the possible emergence of “Europeanness.”
    
 
   
    
     Historians study where and why the American and European experiences were different and similar, thus engaging in the debate on national identity.
     
    
     Going a bit further into identity analysis, we find an intriguing problem.
     
    
     When inserting Russia into the equation, we get three identities, with Europe in the center and the United States and Russia providing the two extremes of European history, representing virtual limits that demarcate Europe’s shape (Europe being “neither Russia nor America”).
     
    
     Russian and American world views differed markedly.
     
    
     Russia and the Soviet Union on the one hand and the United States on the other played the mutual roles of significant Others, helping to define the national identity of each for the greater part of the twentieth century.
     
    
     Europe (as commonly understood) played a lesser role in the creation of these two polar identities in the Cold War standoff.
     
    
     Such intensive use of U.S. history and politics in Soviet discourse made the connection between the Soviet domestic agenda and the academic study of the United States closer in the Soviet Union than in other European countries.
    
 
   
    
     Russian and European scholars studying U.S. history pursue many common themes.
     
    
     However, they also have differences.
     
    
     Without digging deeply into Russian historiography, let us recall some turning points.
    
 
   
    
     In December 1825, a group of Russian nobles mutinied against the new emperor, Nicholas I, demanding the introduction of a constitution.
     
    
     They elaborated several constitutional projects with clear resemblances to the U.S. Constitution.
     
    
     The Decembrist rebellion was smashed; many
      participants were executed or exiled to Siberia.
     
    
     However, their interest in U.S. models prompted one scholar to characterize the rebellion as “a mutiny of Americanists.”
    
      
       1
      
 
   
    
     Russian interest in U.S. history took academic shape in the middle of the nineteenth century, when the two countries had similar problems and political and social agendas, including slavery and serfdom, territorial expansion, and social reform.
     
    
     These issues were already largely foreign to Europe, from which the two countries therefore experienced a common distancing or exclusion.
     
    
     Moreover, Nicholas I based his program of technological modernization on the expertise of American engineers and inventors, whom he invited to St. Petersburg and Moscow.
     
    
     Kharkov University’s Professor Dmitry Kachenovsky published the first academic study of recent American history in 1858 and inspired his student Maxim Kovalevskii, who later wrote excellent books on American democracy.
     2
    
 
   
    
     History was not a favorite discipline for the early Bolshevik government, though it invited hundreds of American engineers and technicians to assist the Soviet Union in its industrialization in the late 1920s and early 1930s.
     
    
     The United States was associated with the future rather than the past.
     
    
     But the few interwar historians who studied U.S. history, such as the patriarch of Soviet historians, Aleksei Efimov, laid the foundation for the further spread of U.S. studies among the next generation of scholars.
     3
    
 
   
    
     The boom in U.S. history in Russia coincided with the end of the Second World War and the beginning of the Cold War.
     
    
     Both wars contributed: for many young Americanists were World War II veterans who had admired the Allies and often chose the wartime alliance as their theme.
     4 But it was the Cold War that poured funds into the field and required ideologically orthodox descriptions of the “most probable enemy.”
     
    
     Russian scholars who tried to escape politically charged recent history often turned instead to early Russian-American contacts or colonial America.
     
    
     Still, the choice of revolutionary eras inherent in Marxist historical writing resulted in good studies of the American Civil War (its centennial in the early 1960s boosted the topic).
    
 
   
    
     Soviet history students who chose the United States as a field were usually among the most capable.
     
    
     Even though the whole field was used as an arena of ideological struggle, the state could not afford to hire poorly equipped scholars.
     
    
     That resulted in some really deep research produced by Soviet historiography, especially in critical areas of American history.
     
    
     The Soviet view on the major problems was essentially
      Marxist, and the stress on conflict rather than consensus helped Soviet Americanists produce good works on black slavery and the working-class movement in the United States before American revisionist historians reinvented those themes in their writings.
     5
    
 
   
    
     In the Soviet Union, American history was a popular while also somehow an elitist part of academia, due both to the Cold War standoff and to the continued fascination with the forbidden American culture and way of life imagined by nonconformist youth.
     
    
     So Soviet studies of U.S. history and politics rapidly expanded after the Second World War, thus making the Soviet case paradoxically closer to that of the U.S. ally Great Britain than to that of continental Europe.
    
 
   
    
     The dissolution of the Soviet Union and the “socialist camp” and the destruction of communist ideology that marked the end of the Cold War created a crisis in the Soviet study of American history.
     
    
     The good news was the freedom of expression, freedom to choose one’s theme of research and to travel to the United States to work at archives full of primary sources.
     
    
     The bad news was an abrupt decrease of funding.
     
    
     The new generation of Russian scholars is less dependent on the state agenda and more mobile, traveling to the United States more easily and more frequently than their predecessors.
     6 And again, after decades of isolation, Russian historians of the United States are trying to reenter European academic life.
    
 
   
    
     However, freedom from state-defined agendas does not mean freedom from the pressing issues of the home society.
     
    
     From such a perspective, any study of American history in Europe can be seen as comparative history.
     
    
     What the authors of the first chapter of this book stress—the “homemade” nature of the historical questions—makes us as Russians interested in those problems of American history that are important for our agendas, open or hidden.
    
 
   
    
     Any historical research is a dialogue: we ask questions of the past (of whatever country we study) and look for the answers in the historical sources.
     
    
     The important problems we want to reflect on are our questions (and later, interpretations).
     
    
     Why do we ask those questions?
     
    
     We believe that the problems any study poses are connected with national agendas—broadly defined, they include not only political agendas but also the social and cultural issues a society faces in a given period.
    
 
   
    
     From this viewpoint, any study of the history of the United States outside that country is a unique dialogue between the historian’s society and the American past.
     
    
     Thus, the study of European historiography, for Russians as for Europeans, involves reflection upon the existence of the
      problems and questions that are common for Europeans but rarely (or never) come to the mind of an American historian.
     
    
     Do all Europeans ask the same kind of questions (which American historians do not), or are the authors of this particular book just a group of representatives of national historiographies with nothing in common besides being “non-American”?
     
    
     I am delighted by the authors’ and editors’ decision to avoid state-by-state descriptions and instead to offer a common framework for analysis.
    
 
   
    
     Each of the chapters of this excellent book has its own merit.
     
    
     I will comment on just a few of the topics that I consider the most intriguing, those resonating with my experience as a Russian U.S. historian.
    
 
   
    
     When the authors construct a “European historiography,” they can reflect on the borders of “Europe” in the different periods of the field of “U.S. history.”
     
    
     Thus, in the nineteenth century, Russian scholars considered Russia’s relations with the United States part of the wider problem of Russia and the West or even Russia and Europe.
     
    
     However, in the 1920s, the Russian mind juxtaposed the United States to Europe, and from 1945 Europe itself was split.
     
    
     From this viewpoint, Russia’s place in Europe also changed over time.
     
    
     A subsequent historiographical exercise might benefit from more openly incorporating temporality, tracing the linkage between the development of historical studies of the United States and the development of Europe as a whole.
    
 
   
    
     Institutional contexts matter, as chapter 3 demonstrates, and the Russian community of U.S. historians is probably the biggest one outside the United States, with the likely exception of Great Britain.
     7 That is an obvious heritage of the Cold War, but it is also a great resource for individual young scholars.
     
    
     The major division in Russian academia lies between the universities and the Russian Academy of Sciences, which until recently was a network of purely research institutes but now also provides some graduate and even undergraduate training.
     
    
     The Bologna Process is gradually deconstructing the model of education borrowed from Germany, so some of the challenges that the rest of Europe has faced have their counterparts in Russia.
     8 However, another heritage of the Cold War is the continuation of the relative isolation of Russian U.S. historians from their European colleagues.
    
 
   
    
     Historical politics is an important phenomenon in contemporary Europe, and the United States cannot escape being part of that.
     
    
     This takes us into a very different domain, but the many examples of changing street names and erecting monuments throughout central and eastern Europe, with Soviet heroes replaced by American ones,
      demonstrates that American history is directly involved in regional memory battles.
    
 
   
    
     There are striking similarities between European and Russian treatments of American history, not only in, say, studies of migration to the United States but also in the ways of shaping research problems.
     
    
     While in Italy the study of their own underdeveloped South boosted an interest in the American South, in Russia the study of the process of settling and mastering the vast Siberian forests and southern steppe produced an interest in the American West.
     
    
     Among recent Russian-language titles, one can find “American and Siberian frontiers” and allusions to comparative endeavors.
    
 
   
    
     This brings us to an important contribution that this book makes to our field: it encourages us not only to look for comparisons between American and our national experiences but also to compare the uses of U.S. history within different home environments.
     
    
     So comparative history turns the European study of the United States into a comparative study of European nations dealing with that country in different ways.
    
 
   
    
     The problem of language that chapter 4 discusses may be seen as just another example of the difficulties in comparisons.
     
    
     It might be expected that the study of race in American history, which invokes such different connotations in European contexts, would not encounter the same problem in Russia, but in fact the problematic of race also has a distinctive translation into the Russian agenda, where interethnic tensions usually take the place of interracial.
    
 
   
    
     Chapter 6 argues for significant differences in the respective ways that U.S. and European scholars treat issues in international relations.
     
    
     One of the major differences between European and Russian analyses of U.S. history is that the predominant approach to U.S. foreign policy of the former is a study of power.
     
    
     Russian scholars can criticize U.S. policy in different parts of the world, explain the connections between business interests and American foreign relations, or analyze the sociocultural foundations of foreign policy making, but few seem mesmerized by U.S. power.
     
    
     The Russian approach also includes the study of the sources of U.S. conduct, the links between the home agenda and foreign policy, and the stereotypes that shape the international visions of American elites.
     
    
     It is probable that, being citizens of a rival superpower, Soviet scholars did not see power itself as a problem.
     
    
     Further, while European Americanists sometimes feel it unjust that American accounts of the end of the Cold War write Europeans out of the success story, Russian scholars (supported by Russian society) experience deep
      frustration at the interpretation of the end of the Cold War as a U.S. victory (despite, for instance, the key role that Mikhail Gorbachev played).
    
 
   
    
     Finally, Russia has only a tangential relation to Atlantic history, with its sophisticated interdependences of trade, exploration, and war.
     
    
     However, the Russian exploration of the Pacific coast of North America in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries could provide a substantial opportunity for comparative studies of commonalities and differences in exploration and settlement.
     
    
     Augmenting Atlantic history in this way may heighten understanding and lead to the creation of a more universal field.
    
 
   
    
     The construction of new identities can have its own merits, from both academic and institutional points of view.
     
    
     Defending dissertations, promoting debates about our work, and launching collective projects may become more vigorous in the European network of U.S. historians.
     
    
     Academic networks, however, perhaps need to strengthen institutional ties (as chapter 3 implies in its description of the very different practices in the national academies in Europe).
     
    
     Many European scholars of American history, it seems, have better connections with their U.S. colleagues than with fellow Americanists in their neighboring countries.
     
    
     So the “Europeanness” in our field still seems to be more a pending project than an accomplished outcome.
    
 
   
    
     However, identity is never finally fixed.
     
    
     That is why Russian scholars, who were part of European academia back in the nineteenth century and were then excluded from it for most of the twentieth, are now building their road back.
     
    
     The example of eastern and central Europeans proves that this is possible.
     
    
     Nonetheless, the comparative analysis of American history studies in Europe and Russia demonstrates that notwithstanding the many similarities, there are major differences in approaches, arising from very different historical experiences.
    
 
   
    
     This is rather good news: it is difference that makes us move ahead.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 10
     
 
   
    
     Doing U.S. History in Australia
    
 
   
     
      A Comparative Perspective
     
 
   
     
      IAN TYRRELL
     
 
   
    
     The chapters in this volume show the richness, complexity, and depth of European historiography on the United States and demonstrate in subtle ways how location and perspective still matter in the interpretation of U.S. history.
     
    
     The context of researching in Australia is vastly different in many ways from that in Europe, but there are some underlying commonalities.
     
    
     In the first section of this essay, I outline the context of the social production of historical scholarship in Australia.
     
    
     In the second section, I compare Australian and European historiography of American history to draw out presences and absences in the European case.
    
 
   
     
      AMERICAN HISTORY IN AUSTRALIA
     
 
   
    
     There are currently thirty-nine universities in Australia, but in only about a third of these is serious work done in American history.
     1 While the number of researchers is less in Europe than in the United States, researchers in Australia specializing in U.S. history probably amount to less than half of the total history faculty of a single large U.S. state university.
     
    
     At any one time, there is a slightly larger number of doctoral students enrolled.
     
    
     Europe’s concentration of research is therefore clearly much greater, even though much less than that of the United States.
     
    
     While both European and American universities have faced cutbacks in resources available for teaching and research in the humanities
      in recent years, history departments in Australian universities have faced continual review, administrative upheaval, and downsizing over the past two decades.
    
 
   
    
     The essays in this book, particularly chapter 1, show that timing is important.
     
    
     The takeoff in professional historiography in Europe came, by and large, in the immediately post–World War II period, when American power made the study of the politics, institutions, and culture of the United States more or less unavoidable.
     
    
     Nevertheless, as chapter 1 shows, European U.S. history has much deeper cumulative historiographical traditions, going back to the nineteenth-century luminaries Alexis de Tocqueville and James Bryce and early twentieth-century figures such as the Dutch historian Johan Huizinga.
     2 Despite some antecedents in the interwar period, U.S. history in Australia dates from the visit of Allan Nevins to Sydney University in 1943.
     
    
     From that time to the 1960s, Norman Harper at Melbourne University did pioneering work in the field.
     3
    
 
   
    
     The boom in the study of the United States in Australia (and New Zealand) occurred in the 1960s and early 1970s, when higher education in the Western world was expanding rapidly, and its story roughly parallels that of the European expansion, though from a smaller base.
     
    
     Of active historians, it seems that a larger proportion in Australia than in Europe have been trained in the United States; a good many of these are Australians or New Zealanders returning from American graduate schools, while some (smaller number) have been trained in Australia.
     4 Others, particularly in the 1960s and 1970s, were Americans.
     5 The Australian situation is more like the Canadian than the European case in this and many other respects.
     6
    
 
   
    
     Another theme running through this volume is language and translation.
     
    
     Chapter 4 enlarges the concept beyond the mechanics of language to style and rhetorical presentation in innovative ways, but it would be difficult to isolate an Australian style that is outside the U.S. version in these terms.
     
    
     In the use of the English language, the position in Australia is similar to that of Great Britain and unlike those of some other participants in this European project.
     
    
     Australian historians have found American publication relatively easy because of the shared language, though it is clear that in Europe, an increasing amount of new scholarship is being produced in or translated into English.
     
    
     Other factors suggest that being Anglophone has drawbacks.
     
    
     Australia has become a monolingual society.
     
    
     “Community” languages proliferate because of the nation’s sheer post–World War II ethnic diversity, but few academics or students have
      command of even one foreign language.
     
    
     European historians’ command of English is far better than Australian historians’ command of any foreign language required or useful for the research of American history.
     
    
     Few Australian scholars can investigate key non-English sources for what the new transnational history treats as important—including borderlands, much of early “America,” and the multilateral history of migration.
     
    
     The only major exception is the very few Latin Americanists, such as David Cahill.
    
 
   
    
     The second chapter in this volume rightly points to the importance of the political and cultural contexts in which European histories of the United States are written, and the same applies to Australia.
     
    
     I would, however, also direct attention to the structural features for reproduction of knowledge, as studied by the authors of chapter 3.
     
    
     Despite apparent similarities between the United States and Australia, there is little place for American history in the “staffing”—that is, the faculty—of Australian universities, though more in the curricula.
     
    
     There is a widely held if unstated assumption in Australia that almost anybody can teach and talk about aspects of American history (especially to the public).
     
    
     Thus an American teaching some other topic in history might be asked, when numbers fall in that field, to contribute to U.S. history.
     
    
     Mind you, a significant impetus to the study of American history in Australia came from people who were not trained in the field but came from related fields or simply adapted well.
     
    
     The late Rhys Isaac, a South Africa–born, England-trained historian of France, is the best example.
     7
    
 
   
    
     The social production of history through professional practice is inevitably distinctive to some degree in every country.
     
    
     In Australia, experts in the American field tend to look toward the metropole, in this case the United States, for intellectual sustenance—and do not reach out to their colleagues in Australia except through the biennial conferences of the Australian and New Zealand American Studies Association (ANZASA).
     
    
     These have been important venues for sharing concerns and developing collegiality.
     
    
     But in regard to specialized research work, these historians look to the United States for validation, because only with international success will Australia accept them.
     
    
     A similar reservation applies to other fields of non-Australian history—but the magnetic pull is stronger in U.S. history than in any other field since the U.S. market can still sustain monographic publication in a way that few others can.
     
    
     This makes the selection of material for the 
     Australasian Journal of American Studies (
     AJAS; founded in 1980) difficult, though what it has achieved is commendable, given the obstacles.
    
 
    
   
    
     Reflecting the particularly Australian interest in things American, the engaging parts of U.S. history are, for students, post–World War II history, race, the American Civil War, Hollywood and other pop culture, and recent presidential history.
     
    
     For more than two decades, most of the people who have commentated in the Australian media on U.S. foreign policy, for example, have not been linked with American history at all, and their historical knowledge of the United States is limited.
     
    
     In universities, many people study and teach American topics, for example in film, literature, and cultural studies, but are not and in many cases never have been members of ANZASA, and some key figures reject the idea that the United States (rather than film, for example) is their field of study.
    
 
   
    
     Strategic studies people as much as or more than historians shape the wider public perception of American foreign policy and the United States more generally—because their work is more present centered and instrumentalist.
     
    
     The world of American history and American studies in Australia is therefore wider than the one that its American history specialists inhabit.
     
    
     Australia has annual Fulbright symposia, but historians are almost always frozen out because the topics concern current events—for example, trade relations, the state of the American-Australian alliance, and contemporary environmental issues.
    
 
   
    
     The United States Studies Centre at the University of Sydney, created with money from Rupert Murdoch and the Australian government, shares the utilitarian and present-centered outlook, even though certain of its subsidiary academic programs give history a place.
     8 The center’s work has lifted the profile of the academic study of the United States, especially its politics, but not noticeably the place of history in that scheme of things.
    
 
   
     
      COMPARATIVE REFLECTIONS
     
 
   
    
     In European studies of American history, there is a noticeable concentration on topics concerning internal matters of interest to various European countries and on transatlantic issues.
     
    
     But there is no direct relationship between geographic placement on the one hand and interpretation or intellectual preoccupations on the other.
     
    
     This is particularly the case in Australia.
     
    
     The pronounced academic interest in the American South, black-white race issues, and slavery is unlikely to have been due to reflection on Australia’s race problem, which is more akin to Amerindian history, in terms of amnesia and social marginalization.
     9
      Moreover, American history in Australia rarely engages the country’s Asian context, noticeable in the strength of Asian history there.
     
    
     Australian historians of the United States show no effective or persistent interest in Asian-American contacts and relations.
     
    
     The field of Australian-American relations was prominent from the 1940s to the 1960s, necessitating a Pacific focus in the work of, for example, Norman Harper, Neville Meaney, and, much later, Roger J. Bell, but this approach is now seen as not mainstream.
     
    
     The study of the major issues of U.S. historiography—such as the American Revolution, Atlantic history, slavery, Progressivism, and civil rights—has replaced the history of Australian-American relations as the dominant form of historical practice.
     
    
     Nevertheless, the past three presidents of ANZASA have tried and are continuing to support linkages with Asia, especially the Japanese Association for American Studies.
    
 
   
    
     In Australia, the full professionalization of history came much later than in either Europe or the United States.
     
    
     The Australian Historical Association dates from only the 1970s, and U.S. historians were not integrated into it until several decades later.
     
    
     This is because ANZASA is a slightly older organization, established in 1964, and U.S. historians in Australia felt allegiance primarily to it.
     
    
     Delayed professionalization meant different professionalization patterns from both the United States and Europe, patterns that accentuated the dependency on overseas theory and practical links.
     
    
     One could, by comparing the United States, Europe, and Australia, build a model of the differential professionalization of historiography and show its uneven development, with different relations between historians and publics and between professional academic history and nonacademic forms.
     
    
     Unevenness and hence the ability or need to borrow from others changes the configuration of institutions and accentuates ties to foreign sources of culture.
     
    
     Australian historiography until the 1970s was more international than later in nearly all fields, being disfigured in the 1980s and 1990s by cultural nationalism—yet is now discovering or rediscovering transnational approaches.
     10 Sometimes, as in the work of Marilyn Lake and Patrick Wolfe, Australianists have fruitfully studied the United States in transnational perspective.
     11
    
 
   
    
     Judging by the work that these chapters document, the view from Europe seems, with some exceptions, Atlantic centered.
     12 Australia’s location and history have, in contrast, encouraged a tradition of comparative analysis of settler societies in the larger British world diaspora.
     
    
     Wolfe and others have recently reinvigorated the comparative study of
      U.S. and Australian settler societies in innovative ways that incorporate transpacific comparisons or suggest that such an approach might be productive.
     13 The settler society approach is not so obvious in the European case.
     
    
     Some of these comparative histories have pointed to the importance of neglected U.S. linkages across the Pacific, even from the nineteenth century.
     14
    
 
   
    
     Australia’s location in the Pacific should call Australian academic attention to the changing global role of the United States, which is intimately tied to its two-ocean geopolitical position.
     
    
     U.S. academics have been slow to realize and capitalize on this insight, as Bruce Cumings argues.
     15 The addition of Pacific perspectives is appropriate to U.S. historiography and to current events, as Barack Obama is taking the Asia-Pacific far more seriously than previous presidents have done.
     
    
     This perspective is also highly relevant given the epochal change in the balance of power between Asia and Euro-America, which might take one hundred years to accomplish but already seems irreversible.
    
 
   
    
     Another perspective from the Pacific concerns language.
     
    
     When we think about it from an Asia-Pacific angle, we see that lack of facility in foreign languages is a real yet relative problem.
     
    
     While Europeans might criticize Americans who write U.S. history without possessing foreign languages, the question of non-European languages tends to be neglected.
     
    
     Knowledge of Chinese and Japanese, plus other Asian and African languages, might be equally important for future approaches to U.S. history.
    
 
   
    
     Most if not all of the European countries have powerful national education systems with centralized bureaucratic control of standards and funding, like Australia.
     
    
     This is indeed different from the United States, with its federal mix and its private and state university divisions.
     
    
     But the continental European structures are also different from those in Australia, which seem more like the British in some respects, for example in research evaluation and student funding.
     
    
     In student places and student financing, Australia is a partial model for or harbinger of the recent British changes rather than a follower.
     16 In Europe, an emphasis remains on nationally based historical scholarship, and so too in Australia, but without the European Union’s supranational layer of policy formation for higher education.
    
 
   
    
     The role of money is key in all these systems.
     
    
     Funding problems and intrusive state bureaucracy are concerns shared between Europe and Australia but less so by the United States, where bureaucratic intervention is comparatively minimal.
     
    
     However, U.S. lawmakers’ political
      interventionism is, as shown in the disputes over the National History Standards of the 1990s and ongoing attacks on the National Endowment for the Humanities, always a potent threat linked to budgetary constraints.
     
    
     Finally, across the entire Western world, funding constraints in the wake of the 2008 recession have interfered with humanities scholarship and have had far greater effects than direct political interference on types of interpretation, though the motivation for financial restraint may often be politically conditioned.
    
 
   
    
     The relationship between American studies and American history appears variable in many of these European countries and might have been dealt with systematically.
     
    
     In some countries American studies has a loosely affiliated or organized structure and in others a more coherent interdisciplinary focus.
     
    
     In smaller education systems, like Australia’s, bracketing history, literature, and other fields together is needed for practical reasons, but the disciplines remain distinct.
    
 
   
    
     A final comment concerns an absence, not a presence.
     
    
     More than one of the chapters raises the question of the wider public, to show that different academic-public relationships exist in Europe.
     
    
     The consideration of “the public” could include, from an Australian or an American perspective, the position of public history in the United States as a self-conscious field.
     
    
     An idea that perhaps does not travel well, public history seems absent from European histories of the United States, whereas Australian historians have adopted its terminology and methodology.
     17 The shaping of public history relates to the different traditions of state and local history writing in the United States and in various European countries, which might well have been considered, since they have historically structured the growth of fields and institutions of a professional nature in the United States.
     
    
     The equivalents cannot occur in Europe, because the role of state and local historians is institutionally and politically different, focused on the home country.
     
    
     One wonders how this configuration alters the nature of European historical scholarship on the United States on a scholarly level, especially in comparison with the historic importance of the “useful history” concept in the United States.
     18
    
 
   
     
      CONCLUSION
     
 
   
    
     It would be easy to turn such a piece as this into a bleat about the problems of doing U.S. history abroad and lament lack of recognition.
     
    
     However, European history, it is clear from the other chapters, is achieving high
      standards, innovative breakthroughs, and a greater recognition in the United States, especially when works are translated into English.
     
    
     Australian scholars have not had the same linguistic disadvantage, but they have, like Europeans, had a capacity to think as outsiders.
     
    
     Structure also matters, however.
     
    
     The broad teaching of U.S. history to undergraduates and graduate students in Australia, not the specialized graduate school focus that prevails in the top American universities, means that fresh insights can be obtained and are used in scholarship, just as in Europe, as these chapters show.
     
    
     In Australia, however, the teaching-research nexus, which has until recently been quite strong, is weakening, with the plethora of Australian Research Council funding schemes for postdoctoral work, relief from teaching, senior research fellowships, and the like.
     
    
     Once again, structures intervene to shape scholarship, in this case forcing it toward international collaboration, team research, large-scale projects, and quick publication outcomes, with the emphasis on metric evaluations that privilege articles over books.
     
    
     This application of the model of the “hard” sciences is hostile to the synthetic approach that has been notable in Europe and also offers a very different scenario for the future from that of the United States.
     
    
     For this reason alone, Australian research will likely continue to offer variations on the interpretation of the American past as this system takes stronger root over the next twenty years.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 11
     
 
   
    
     Viewing American History from Japan
    
 
   
     
      The Potential of Comparison
     
 
   
     
      NATSUKI ARUGA
     
 
   
    
     As a Japanese historian of the United States, I have an abiding preoccupation: what meaning does my work have in mainstream historiography, predominantly written by U.S. historians?
     
    
     This book directly confronts this concern and leads me to the conclusion that foreign scholars can indeed make a contribution to the field of American history.
     
    
     Thus encouraged, I argue further that foreignness, while lacking an ingrained native perspective, can nevertheless be a useful tool for uncovering aspects that have been overlooked.
    
 
   
    
     Before laying out this argument, I will briefly discuss the development of American history and its present state in Japan in light of the chapters that my European colleagues have contributed.
     
    
     Location matters to history writing because it is not a mere geographical place.
     
    
     It has its own culture, language, people, politics, institutions, economy, and all other features of human life.
     
    
     This book argues for the pertinence of several factors in Europe, and I am particularly struck by those for which there have been strong parallels in Japan.
     
    
     As in Europe, in Japan the political context and the structure of academic institutions have been profoundly important in shaping approaches to American history, not least in fostering the distinctive subject of American studies; in both arenas there has been a conscious creation of a need and a desire for learning American history; and changing historiographical trends in Japan echo those that chapter 1 delineates.
     
    
     The initial Japanese interest in American society and history came from the need to protect the
      country after it opened its doors to the West in the mid-nineteenth century, and politics has continued to impact academia.
    
 
   
     
      THE PAST AND THE PRESENT STATE OF U.S. HISTORY IN JAPAN
     
 
   
    
     Two decades ago, I wrote in an article in the 
     OAH Newsletter that Japanese historians of the United States were isolated both domestically and internationally.
     1 Since that time, the international isolation may have diminished, but U.S. history still lies largely outside the historical academic establishment in Japan.
     
    
     Yet if they are not often found in traditional history departments, somewhat paradoxically Japan apparently has a larger number of Americanist historians than any European country, the United Kingdom included, thanks essentially to the sheer size of its higher education sector.
    
 
   
    
     In Japan the study of history has traditionally been divided into national, Eastern (mainly Chinese), and Western (European, in particular British, German, and French).
     
    
     Few history departments in Japanese universities have professors of American history or offer U.S. history courses, which are usually placed in other departments, such as English literature, political science, or especially American studies.
     
    
     American studies departments and programs turn out the majority of historians of the United States in Japan.
     
    
     While in Europe there exists a tradition of linking U.S. history to European national histories, Japanese historians of the United States have worked more closely with Americanists in other disciplines, such as political science, economics, and literature, than with historians of Europe, Asia, or Japan.
     
    
     In contrast to their colleagues in some European countries, whose primary field until fairly recently was often their own country or international relations (see chapter 6), Japanese Americanist historians focus on the United States and rarely have contact with their colleagues who work on the history of Japan.
     
    
     They have perhaps been able to specialize in American history somewhat more readily than European historians, who are subject to the requirements set by their universities, governments, and national audiences, as chapter 3 discusses.
     
    
     It might also be noted that unlike in European countries and the United States, the doctoral degree until recently has not been a requirement for becoming a university professor in Japan.
     
    
     Today the number of Americanists with PhDs, from both Japan and the United States, is increasing, but they are still not a majority.
    
 
    
   
    
     The political conditions in the Meiji era shaped the structural position of U.S. history in Japan.
     
    
     When Commodore Matthew Perry’s black ships forced the Tokugawa 
     bakufu (government) to open its doors to the West in 1853, this spurred Japan’s leaders to learn about American society, and to protect their nation they needed to modernize it with Western ideas and technology.
     
    
     They looked initially to the United States, with its freedom and democracy and rise as a world power.
     2 Many books and pamphlets on the subject were published.
     
    
     Yukichi Fukuzawa, one of the most important intellectual leaders, translated the Declaration of Independence and the United States Constitution.
     
    
     “All men are created equal” was the first sentence in Fukuzawa’s pamphlet series 
     Gakumon no Susume (Encouragement of learning; 1872–76), which introduced the ideas of the Enlightenment; 3.4 million copies were sold.
     
    
     Today many Japanese children can recite the sentence without knowing that it came from the Declaration of Independence.
     
    
     Heroes of American history—such as George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, and Abraham Lincoln—were introduced, and subsequently the celebrated works of Alexis de Tocqueville and James Bryce were published in Japanese translations.
     3 Yet when the Meiji government eventually embarked on building a new, modern nation under the rule of the emperor, it looked to European monarchies such as Britain and Germany for ideas and institutions, because by then the darker sides of American history, such as slavery and plutocracy, had been more fully recognized and the American example was no longer seen as ideal.
     
    
     Government officials and professors of national universities were sent to European countries to study both practical and academic subjects, so the study of Western history focused on Europe and ignored the United States.
     4
    
 
   
    
     The Taisho era (1912–26), which followed the Meiji, saw a brief moment of relative democracy.
     
    
     In 1918 a systematic and academic approach to American history began with the establishment of the Hepburn Chair of the American Constitution, History and Diplomacy in the Faculty of Law at the University of Tokyo.
     5 It should be noted that it was not placed in a history department.
     
    
     Its first professor, Yasaka Takagi, initially spent three years studying at American universities and made American democracy his central theme, like many U.S. scholars of the time, seeing Puritanism as its spiritual origin and the frontier as its most important environmental explanation.
     6 In the 1930s, when Japanese-American relations deteriorated, leading to the Pacific War, the teaching of both the English language and American history was
      discouraged.
     
    
     However, interest in American society and longing for American culture, as illustrated especially by Hollywood movies, did not fade away among many Japanese people.
     
    
     On the eve of the war, some books on American history, such as Frederick L. Allen’s 
     Only Yesterday, were translated into Japanese and sold well.
     
    
     Liberals, believing that mutual understanding between the two countries would be the only way to prevent hostilities, regarded studying about the United States as of critical importance, and in 1939 the Institute for American Studies was founded at Rikkyo University.
     7 Having survived its wartime political and financial adversities, it has become a major center of American studies in Japan.
     
    
     After the war, Takagi and his associates anticipated European developments by founding the Japanese Association for American Studies (JAAS) in 1947.
     
    
     From 1950 to 1964, Takagi and his colleagues published the five-volume 
     Genten Amerikashi (Documentary history of the United States).
     8
    
 
   
    
     As in Europe, during the Cold War (and under the occupation) the study of American history in Japan received a large amount of financial aid from U.S. government organizations and other American agencies.
     
    
     Much of this kind of support has continued, now shorn of its initial political implications, and in addition a number of Japanese foundations have funded research, education, and international exchange projects that have sent young Japanese scholars to American research institutions.
     9 Today at least two hundred universities offer classes on American culture and society, and about forty have American studies majors.
     
    
     In American studies, history is considered the core field, but U.S. history still remains outside history departments in most universities.
     10
    
 
   
    
     In continental Europe, departments or schools of American studies in universities have provided academic homes for historians of the United States.
     
    
     In Japan, the American studies institutes in some universities have played a similar, important role, serving as libraries, offering open seminars and conferences, and publishing newsletters, journals, and books.
     11 The significance of international seminars and conferences, which give Japanese scholars opportunities to work closely with American professors, cannot be overestimated.
     
    
     The first of these was the Tokyo-Stanford University Seminar in American Studies (1950–56), followed by the Kyoto Summer Seminar (1951–87), the Sapporo Cool Seminar (1980–95), the Nagoya Summer Seminar (2007–11), and the Doshisha American Studies Summer Seminar (2012–14).
     12 Academic associations also play their part.
     
    
     The JAAS was reorganized in 1966
      and now has about twelve hundred members.
     13 More than a third list history as their field of study, and a majority have full-time college teaching positions.
     
    
     The association also publishes the annual 
     Amerika Kenkyu (American review; founded in 1967) and 
     Japanese Journal of American Studies (founded in 1981).
     
    
     There are also a number of local associations for American studies from Hokkaido to Kyushu.
     
    
     As in some European countries (see chapter 1), historians of the United States in Japan have been establishing separate groups.
     
    
     The Society of American Historical Studies was founded in 1975 and reorganized in 2004 as the Japanese Association for American History.
     
    
     It has a current membership of more than four hundred (of which about one hundred are graduate students) and publishes the annual 
     Amerikashi Kenkyu (Studies of American history; founded in 1978).
     
    
     As these figures suggest, the number of scholars practicing American history appears to be larger in Japan than in any country other than the United States.
     
    
     But there are nearly eight hundred four-year universities in Japan, whose almost three thousand scholars of European history far outnumber those of American history.
     
    
     The latter is still a newcomer and not a well-recognized field in Japanese academia, even though many books on U.S. history, both academic and general, are published in the country.
    
 
   
     
      FROM INTERNATIONAL ISOLATION TO INTERNATIONALIZATION
     
 
   
    
     Generally speaking, until one or two decades ago, Japanese historians of the United States were isolated from their colleagues in the United States and other parts of the world.
     
    
     This international isolation resulted from the differences of language and culture.
     
    
     Chapter 4 explores some of the implications of language difference on writing U.S. history in Europe.
     
    
     I find this bemusing, for from a Japanese viewpoint all Indo-European languages seem sufficiently similar that continental Europeans could readily learn English.
     
    
     Further, the majority of Americans share with Europeans a cultural history of Judeo-Christianity and the heritage of myths and folklore of ancient Greece and Rome and the Germanic tribes.
     
    
     This is what we Japanese think of as Western language and culture.
     
    
     No doubt there are problems of translation and understanding from one part of that culture to another, but if so, what are the implications for understanding across much greater cultural divides?
     
    
     With respect to the body of American historical writing, Japanese scholars face a challenge in escaping from their remote or outlying position.
    
 
    
   
    
     The Japanese public likes to read about American history and society—but in Japanese.
     
    
     There are numerous translations of books written by U.S. historians.
     
    
     Japanese Americanists have been heavily involved in such translations, though it must be acknowledged that many Americanists occasionally depend on translated versions of U.S. history, especially on topics outside their specialty.
     
    
     Needless to say, for their own research they use English-written primary sources in archives in the United States or elsewhere and secondary works in English.
    
 
   
    
     Several chapters in this book refer to recent internationalizing trends, from which Japan has benefited.
     
    
     An increasing number of Japanese Americanists have been trained in U.S. universities, and there have been major institutional efforts promoting international exchanges and conferences to bring U.S. history specialists in Japan into the global academic community of American history.
     
    
     Several foundations have supplied financial support for such enterprises.
     
    
     For example, with a grant from the Japan–United States Friendship Commission, in 1990 the JAAS, in collaboration with the U.S.-based American Studies Association, began to include at its annual meetings two workshops in English, in which both American and Japanese scholars participate.
     14 With the increasing internationalization of academic associations and exchanges of scholars, the international isolation of American history in Japan is not as great a problem as formerly.
    
 
   
    
     Japanese Americanists can, however, encounter some of the problems that European scholars discuss in this volume.
     
    
     They engage with American historiography by reading and listening to U.S. scholars, who are often invited to seminars and conferences.
     
    
     But, to employ the phrase that chapter 6 uses, a rising generation of younger scholars has tended to go native in research and writing.
     
    
     This is still not common, though it creates an identity dilemma for Japanese historians of the United States: are they historians of the United States who happen to be Japanese or “Japanese” historians?
     
    
     Can Japanese historians of the United States still do research based on their Japaneseness in this globalizing world?
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     Japanese historiography of the United States from the 1950s through the mid-1960s may be said to have been divided into two streams: one influenced by Marxism, and the other reflecting U.S. historiography, which was followed by a majority of Americanist historians in Japan, most of whom were members of the JAAS.
     
    
     In the late 1950s and the 1960s, adherents of the former produced important articles and books about American slavery and racism.
     
    
     The latter group published pioneering works on political and intellectual history under the influence of
      American consensus historians such as Richard Hofstadter and Louis Hartz.
     
    
     This picture changed in the later 1960s, as in Europe, when the New Left came to dominate American history.
     
    
     Soon thereafter, Marxist historians joined the JAAS, and the two groups worked together in conferences and seminars.
     
    
     This was the context of the organization of the Society of American Historical Studies.
     
    
     In the mid-1980s, about a decade later than in the United States, the new social history came onstage in Japan.
     
    
     As these examples illustrate, Japanese historians of the United States closely follow American historiography and absorb much of it, though they rarely influence it (except, as again in Europe, in topics such as migration and bilateral foreign relationships).
     
    
     In general, the international exchange is still flowing one-way from the United States to Japan.
    
 
   
     
      THEN HOW CAN A FOREIGN HISTORIAN CONTRIBUTE TO THE HISTORIOGRAPHY OF THE UNITED STATES?
     
 
   
    
     Here I propose a broader use of the idea of comparative history than that of the generally accepted definition, studies of more than one society not far removed from one another in space and time.
     16 William Sewell has offered other meanings and draws attention to “comparative perspective”: “viewing historical problems in a context broader than their particular social, geographical, and temporal setting.”
     
    
     He suggests the validity of comparisons between distant societies or the study of a single nation—not two or more—from another perspective.
     17
    
 
   
    
     In an echo of chapter 5, I argue that a loosely defined comparative history approach, or Sewell’s comparative perspective, can provide new insights about the United States and produce new questions and new findings overlooked by historians operating from domestic American perspectives.
     
    
     For this purpose, I will draw on my study of child labor in America during World War II.
     18 But before discussing this research, perhaps I can suggest that the comparative perspective points up another little-noticed aspect of American society: people enjoying consumerism within a nation at war.
     
    
     Examinations of American society from within the national boundaries tend to focus on the image of a society totally committed to the war effort, but an outsider’s view highlights another, quite different, characteristic.
     19
    
 
   
    
     In wartime America, women were a major target for labor mobilization, whereas in Japan, school-age children and young people were mobilized.
     
    
     From the American standpoint, we may see the wartime
      employment of women as the norm and ask, “Why weren’t Japanese women mobilized?”
     
    
     Then we might investigate the mobilization of the United States and Japan in the war and try to explain the causes of the undermobilization of women in Japan.
     
    
     However, if we reverse the position and look at the United States from a Japanese perspective, we may ask, “Why were women, not children, a target for mobilization?”
     
    
     In my research, this very question allowed me to uncover the increase of child labor and youth employment and the decrease of school enrollment in American society during World War II.
     
    
     This in turn leads to a reconsideration of the domestic experience of the war.
     
    
     Beginning with the fact of more women going to work on the home front, one might conclude that the war advanced the historical trend toward more gender equality.
     
    
     However, if one’s point of departure is the increase in child labor, the war may no longer appear so good for American society as generally believed, in that it retarded the education and welfare of American children and youth.
    
 
   
    
     The existence of child labor in the United States during World War II perhaps would have remained unnoticed were it not for the question posed from a Japanese standpoint, the kind of question that can be produced only when American society is looked at from the outside.
     20 The German historian Jrgen Kocka has remarked on the possibility of comparative approaches allowing one to “identify questions and problems that one might miss, neglect, or just not invent otherwise,” citing Marc Bloch’s research.
     
    
     Bloch, with his understanding of the English enclosures of the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries, revealed in fifteenth-, sixteenth-, and seventeenth-century Provence “corresponding though not identical changes in the structure of landownership” and contributed to “a far-reaching revision of the history of the region.”
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       To some extent, Kocka’s comments may apply to my study. 
    
     I started my exploration of wartime American society with a question derived from my understanding of the mobilization of school-age children and youth in support of the war effort in Japan.
     
    
     This led to a discovery of the corresponding, though different in nature, phenomenon of child labor during the war in the United States, something that had been unnoticed and that might contribute to some revision—even if not far-reaching—of the history of the American home front.
    
 
   
    
     In conclusion, I would like to call attention to the transnational meaning of this comparative perspective.
     
    
     The definition of transnational history usually centers on the subject of study—“peoples, institutions and ideas across and through national boundaries.”
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       However, it may also encompass a transnational perspective. 
    
     The comparative perspective that I have just illustrated looks into American society from the outside, crossing national boundaries.
     
    
     In transnational studies we usually deal with more than one nation, but in the above example the focus is on a single nation but from a transnational viewpoint.
     
    
     As it shows, with a foreign perspective, even a study of one nation can contribute to both comparative and transnational historiography.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 12
     
 
   
    
     Not Quite at Home
    
 
   
     
      Writing American History in Denmark
     
 
   
     
      DAVID E. NYE
     
 
   
    
     Scandinavian historians were seldom much concerned with the United States before World War II, and in Denmark only a few scattered courses were first offered in the 1930s.
     1 The field developed slowly after 1945, stimulated by the Fulbright Program.
     2 No American historians lived permanently in Denmark before the 1980s, although several came temporarily on exchanges.
     
    
     For decades, these visiting Americans and a few Danes taught U.S. history primarily in departments of English and seldom in history or political science departments.
     
    
     A Danish Center for American Studies was almost established in 1970 at rhus University, but antipathy to the Vietnam War shaped a political climate that made it impossible, and the first such center emerged two decades later, at the University of Southern Denmark.
     3
    
 
   
    
     Arriving in 1982, I began as a foreign lecturer with a two-year contract at Odense University.
     
    
     I was not expected to stay, and the position did not include a pension.
     
    
     Like Americans on previous exchanges, I thought of it as a European interlude.
     
    
     However, a new book that was to be my ticket back home instead led to a job at Copenhagen University in 1987.
     
    
     The longer I remained in Europe, the more it refocused my teaching and research.
     
    
     This chapter reflects on that process, from the late Cold War until 2012, keeping in mind three other American U.S. historians hired in the late 1990s: Eric Guthey (Copenhagen Business School), Russell Duncan (Copenhagen University), and Jody Pennington (rhus University).
    
 
    
   
    
     In the 1980s there were five U.S. historians dispersed among Denmark’s seven universities.
     
    
     The other four passed away or retired before the first American studies degree program opened, in 2003.
     
    
     Younger scholars not yet visible in 1982 replaced them.
     
    
     As the only U.S. historian at my university, I saw myself as a visitor.
     
    
     No Danish history department offered U.S. history courses, and the English faculty retained a strong British orientation.
     
    
     In all the Nordic countries, the shadow of Vietnam delayed the growth of the field.
     
    
     Indeed, in Norway the leading Americanists felt it necessary at the height of the anti–Vietnam War protests to write a letter that disavowed their support for U.S. foreign policy while asserting their continued interest in studying the United States.
     
    
     As late as 1991, Copenhagen University emphatically rejected a proposal to establish a center for American studies, even though external funding was available.
    
 
   
    
     In the 1980s, most Danish historians remained focused on political, military, and diplomatic history.
     
    
     Several of them considered Frederick Jackson Turner’s frontier thesis a viable argument and regarded Richard Hofstadter’s 
     The Age of Reform as a foundational text.
     
    
     In recent decades, the movement of scholars via the Fulbright Program and other exchanges has increased interest in social and cultural history.
     
    
     Yet even in 2012, Danish historians remained strongly Eurocentric, and Danish academic administrators still forced almost all U.S. historians to be part of English departments.
    
 
   
    
     Despite this unreceptive academic environment, Danish culture gradually provided me with a new framework of perception and comparison.
     
    
     The Nordic countries had sought a third way between American capitalism and Soviet communism.
     
    
     During the Cold War they were caught between the great powers, but they stubbornly resisted being subsumed into either the U.S. or the Soviet cultural orbit.
     
    
     They created capitalist welfare states with free university education, free medical care, and a wide range of social services.
     
    
     In Scandinavia, the monarch remained a powerful symbol and prime ministers performed little of the ceremonial work required of American presidents.
     
    
     And in contrast to religiously pluralistic America, the predominantly Lutheran population remained almost indifferent to abortion or sex education and found debates about creationism absurd.
     
    
     There were minorities of Fourth World peoples in Lapland and Greenland as well as new immigrants (many with Moslem backgrounds), but the Nordic countries were far more homogeneous than the United States, and the world’s highest taxes weakened class differences.
     
    
     In short, the politics and culture of
      Scandinavia provided provocative contrasts to those of the United States.
     
    
     The Nordic countries did not feel that they were behind the United States but rather that they were on a different path.
    
 
   
    
     Nordic distinctiveness robustly persists despite full exposure to American popular culture.
     
    
     The average citizen has seen thousands of hours of American programs, but Scandinavian television does not dub U.S. films or television shows.
     
    
     Their libraries and bookstores contain many American books.
     
    
     The local butcher or baker speaks English well and can sing American songs from memory.
     
    
     The penetration of U.S. popular culture into these nations may suggest that they are Americanizing, but no one who lives in them can miss the justifiable pride that Scandinavians feel in their societies.
     
    
     They see things to admire in the United States, but they do not want to imitate it.
     
    
     They have lower unemployment, a better trade balance, less national debt, a high standard of living, and the world’s highest literacy levels.
     
    
     They are advanced technologically, if measured by such things as television and mobile phone ownership and Internet use.
     
    
     Despite the cold climate, they use considerably less energy per capita than the United States.
     
    
     Their citizens are slimmer and live longer.
     
    
     An American historian immersed there begins to see the United States in new and not always flattering ways.
     
    
     In short, living in Denmark had a much stronger impact on my thinking than Danish history departments did.
    
 
   
    
     Professionally, European Americanists proved crucial to my development.
     
    
     The United States Information Agency sent me to lecture in all parts of Europe and sent American scholars to Denmark as well.
     
    
     My network also grew through the Europe-wide Socrates and Erasmus academic and student exchange programs.
     
    
     If there were few U.S. historians in Denmark, there was a community of European Americanists, including the congenial Nordic Association for American Studies, where I found a few other Americans, notably Bob Baehr in Norway, who opened many doors.
     
    
     The frequent conferences and seminars included memorable events in Dubrovnik, Rome, Venice, Salzburg, Munich, Mainz, Berlin, Amsterdam, London, Oslo, Troms, Tampere, and Uppsala.
     
    
     This Europeanization culminated in a year (1991–92) at the Netherlands Institute for Advanced Study as part of a group of seven scholars organized by Rob Kroes.
     
    
     We focused on the recontextualizations and transformations that occur during Americanization and held many conferences, whose proceeding were collected into six volumes of essays.
     
    
     With Mick Gidley, a British colleague, I edited fifteen essays for 
     American Photographs in Europe (1994).
     4 These examined such things
      as the reception of American art photography at German exhibitions from 1893 to 1929, the arrival of the Kodak camera in Britain and the response to its democratization of image making, the role of photography in immigrant writing, the reception of American photography in France after World War II, and the 
     Family of Man photographic exhibit in Moscow during the Cold War.
    
 
   
    
     Even as I became rooted in Europe, I still expected to return to the United States.
     
    
     Yet I had began to think about my research in new ways.
     
    
     At the Roosevelt Center in Middleburg, the Netherlands, I heard Tony Badger give a paper discussing whether Europeans should aspire to write books that were indistinguishable from those published by Americans or whether this was a fundamentally mistaken goal.
     
    
     In a plenary session at an Oslo conference, Orm verland admitted that as a Yale graduate student he had had precisely that aspiration and took no interest in immigration history, much less Nordic ethnic groups in the United States.
     5 In midcareer, however, he redefined his professional goals and became part of a cohort of European scholars who recovered a nuanced social and cultural history of immigrant life, including many works of American literature published in the United States in languages other than English.
     6
    
 
   
    
     Such translation and recovery projects were beyond my capabilities and outside my interests.
     
    
     The advantages I increasingly found in an Old World location were quite different.
     
    
     On one level, making constant comparisons between the United States and Europe brought new topics into view.
     
    
     Just as important, I found myself increasingly drawn into contact with European historians of technology.
     
    
     Our shared points of reference were not the United States but electrification, railroads, communication networks, and the social construction of technological systems.
     
    
     I remained an Americanist in this new context, but the themes and audiences were new.
     
    
     At the same time, the field of American studies in the United States was shifting rapidly, to focus on race, multicultural identities, cultural studies, gender issues, and borderlands.
     7 Technology had been a central concern of American studies in the 1950s and 1960s, but it had all but disappeared from the field by the 1990s.
     8 I wrote less for this disappearing audience than for the Society for the History of Technology (SHOT), whose meetings I attended more regularly than any others.
     
    
     I eventually won three prizes from SHOT and served on its executive committee.
     
    
     When job offers did come from the United States, all were in technology studies.
     
    
     In an unanticipated way, the European sojourn had facilitated a shift in my professional identity.
    
 
    
   
    
     Ironically, in the midst of this transformation I was called to the first professor’s chair in American studies in Denmark, which led to fuller integration of both me and U.S. history into Danish universities.
     
    
     Returning to Odense in 1992, now renamed the University of Southern Denmark, I built up the first Center for American Studies.
     
    
     We expanded to a permanent staff of six (three in literature, myself, and two other historians, Helle Porsdam and Carl Pedersen) plus a visiting Fulbright scholar each year.
     
    
     There also were adjunct faculty in other departments, some teaching assistants, and a few PhD students.
     
    
     We hosted several conferences, and for six years I coedited 
     American Studies in Scandinavia.
     
    
     It was still a small group but quite a change from the previous norm, of one or two Americanists appended to an English department.
     
    
     By 2012 the center was turning away more students than it could admit to the BA and MA programs, and it had trained most of the recent Danish PhDs in American studies.
     
    
     Between 1982 and 2013, permanent Danish university positions held by historians of the United States increased from five to ten, even though four of these professors retired or passed away.
     
    
     But although the field generally moved against the tide of Danish retrenchment in the humanities, a popular American studies program at the Copenhagen Business School closed entirely in 2012, and several universities still had no American historians.
     
    
     Moreover, as in Australia (see chapter 10), universities in Denmark began to emphasize externally funded group research, an unfavorable development for a tiny group of Americanists.
     
    
     Our diverse interests support a broad palette of courses but make collaborative research difficult.
    
 
   
    
     Collaboration requires finding specialists with similar research interests, who are more likely to be at other universities, so the Internet has fundamentally altered the possibilities for American historians abroad.
     
    
     Information previously received just a few times a year by newsletter or at conferences is constantly available.
     
    
     Discussion groups break the isolation of lone specialists.
     
    
     Materials once available only in archives or particular libraries are widely accessible.
     
    
     Each year, barriers to research have melted away, even if direct access to archives remains the ideal option.
     
    
     Moreover, one can now keep pace with American events and everyday life far more easily than in the 1980s, when one tried to stay up to date through the BBC and the 
     International Herald Tribune.
    
 
   
    
     The double focus of the American historian in Europe can develop into stereoscopic cultural vision.
     
    
     He or she inhabits two cultural and linguistic universes, which intersect at some points but elsewhere run parallel or
      contradict each other.
     
    
     The bicultural perspective that develops is founded on a host of collisions, refractions, and reinterpretations.
     
    
     The continual similarities and disparities provide a sense of complexity and depth.
     
    
     As other chapters in this volume attest, European-born Americanists have a similar experience, starting from their side of the Atlantic.
     
    
     Comparisons suggest research topics.
     
    
     For example, Denmark provides a dramatic contrast to the American propensity to value the sublime in nature, architecture, and technology.
     
    
     The Danish landscape and material culture are constructed to emphasize the small, the cozy, and a human scale.
     
    
     Danes periodically discuss building skyscrapers in Copenhagen and usually decide not to.
     
    
     Such differences helped to frame my book on the American technological sublime.
     
    
     Likewise, contrasts between Danish and American energy use suggested a book to me on how consumption drove the formation of U.S. energy regimes.
     9
    
 
   
    
     Working abroad has had other effects.
     
    
     A few historians who must cover all of American history cannot maintain narrowly defined specializations.
     
    
     Even a small U.S. liberal arts college has enough American historians to carve up the field into tidy units that are seldom more than fifty years per researcher.
     
    
     In contrast, most American historians in Europe are obliged to cover a much longer span of time and range of topics.
     
    
     This encourages one to conceive books on themes that stretch over long periods and ask broad questions.
     
    
     The expatriate Americanist can paint on a large canvas, drawing on a stereoscopic, comparative vision.
     
    
     However, the audience in Europe for even such broadly conceived books is limited, and one almost certainly needs a U.S. publisher.
     
    
     On the other hand, each nation needs textbooks suited to its students.
     
    
     Scandinavians are strong in English, but they have a rather disjointed knowledge of the United States, based mostly on popular culture and recent political events.
     
    
     They have only a sketchy idea of U.S. history and lack much basic information that American students have imbibed before university.
     
    
     To address this need, I wrote several short pamphlets, for example on the American sense of space and on the U.S. political system.
     
    
     When other teachers began to use them without my prodding (or permission), I wrote a proper textbook about the contemporary United States, which includes frequent historical detours to sketch in how institutions and practices emerged.
     10 Aimed at a niche audience, it suggests one public role for American historians in Europe.
     
    
     Equivalent books have appeared in Norway, Sweden, and elsewhere.
    
 
   
    
     An American historian abroad can also become a cultural interpreter for the host country, an ersatz expert on how foreigners see the natives.
     
    
     I turned the stereo gaze on Denmark in a short book for foreign students.
     11 Yet despite somewhat lucrative invitations to lecture on this topic, I gradually withdrew from this intellectual cul-de-sac.
     
    
     Such efforts underline one’s outsider status, hardly impress native-born experts, and have no effect on local foundations, which remain unwilling to send American researchers to the United States.
     
    
     Indeed, there seem to be no examples of Denmark’s four nonnative Americanists winning significant grants in Denmark.
     
    
     Instead, support has come from outside, for example from the Leverhulme Trust, the Dutch Royal Academy, and the American Council of Learned Societies, as well as invitations from universities in the rest of Europe, the United States, and even China.
     
    
     Nor do the American historians in Denmark often speak about the United States on the local evening news.
     
    
     That role seems best reserved for native-speaker Americanists.
     
    
     They fluently master the nuanced comparisons that the media want, and they can contend with glib journalistic questions about current events.
     
    
     The phones of my colleagues Jrn Brndal and Niels Bjerre-Poulsen ring after such expertise, and in the Netherlands, Norway, and no doubt elsewhere, the situation is much the same.
    
 
   
    
     The American-born historian permanently in Europe negotiates a bicultural status, drifting into the embrace of the local culture but keeping a professional eye on the United States.
     
    
     This split identity has its advantages.
     
    
     One learns to be comparative, to interpret and explain the United States to outsiders, and to tackle larger topics for Americans, written from the outside looking in.
     
    
     Yet the Danish acceptance is fragile.
     
    
     In 2013, only one of seven Danish universities offers a degree in American studies, history departments still require no courses on the United States, and most of the ten dispersed specialists struggle for scarce resources in English departments.
     
    
     Such a small, divided group cannot create a Danish school of American history, though occasionally collective works do appear.
     12 To escape marginality, each turns to or helps to organize transnational organizations.
     
    
     For example, in 2006, with two American academics in Norway and Sweden, I cofounded the Nordic Network for Interdisciplinary Environmental Studies.
     
    
     Because its name does not refer to the United States but emphasizes comparative and European dimensions, I believe, we easily received grants for six conferences, established a book series, and built links to like-minded scholars across Europe.
     
    
     American history seems most palatable to Europeans when presented as scholarship that is comparative, international, and contemporary.
    
 
    
   
    
     The American historian permanently in Europe is like an anthropologist who has moved so frequently between two cultures that each is deeply familiar.
     
    
     Yet professionally one is most at home neither in the host nation nor in its university system nor in the often myopic United States but rather with fellow European Americanists.
    
 
  
  
  
   
    
   
     
      CHAPTER 13
     
 
   
    
     American History in the Shadow of Empire
    
 
   
     
      A Plea for Marginality
     
 
   
     
      FRANOIS FURSTENBERG
     
 
   
    
     The international expansion of U.S. history in the past two decades presents both opportunities and risks to American historians outside the United States.
     
    
     Enormous credit goes to those who have led the charge, including Thomas Bender, David Thelen, Ian Tyrrell, and Bernard Bailyn.
     
    
     All have worked to broaden not just the intellectual but also the institutional range of American history.
     
    
     All have also thought about vexing issues such as translation, curricula, conferences, and journal publishing.
     
    
     Their impact has been tremendous and salutary.
    
 
   
    
     If exceptionalist approaches long positioned the United States as not just unique but also outside history—a nation exempt from the historical forces that have shaped the rest of the world—it follows that historians of the United States practicing outside that country would have little to offer Americans.
     1 But now American historians are urged to reach out, to connect their past with those of other nations and other peoples—to think of themselves as members of “a global community of historians of America.”
    
      
       2
       And who better to help them do so than historians of the United States in Europe: they who have long spent their careers at the interstices of national history, between the histories of their own nations and the history of the United States. 
    
     The turn away from exceptionalism offers European historians of the United States new and exciting opportunities, the chance “to extricate American history in Europe,” as chapter 1 puts it, “from the marginality that it had long suffered.”
    
 
    
   
    
     As U.S. history has internationalized, its scholarship has grown.
     
    
     European historians now regularly publish their work with American university presses and in U.S.-based journals.
     
    
     Americans benefit from expanded intellectual and professional connections with historians in Europe, which help them break free from the provinciality they seek to overcome.
     
    
     U.S. academic life is enriched, both for faculty and for students, and U.S. history as a whole is improved by its engagement with broader trends in Atlantic history, global history, international history, borderlands history, and more.
     
    
     Meanwhile, historians of the United States in other countries have gained a new authority.
     
    
     Moving from the margins to the center garners bigger audiences, more prominent publishing platforms, and a greater voice in intellectual exchanges.
    
 
   
    
     All of this can lead to a somewhat triumphalist view of current historiography: intrepid historians overcoming retrograde intellectual impulses to create something new and better.
     
    
     But although that account has a great deal of truth, it is not the whole story.
     
    
     It may exaggerate the intellectual context that predated the recent wave of internationalization and occlude some of the drawbacks to the internationalization of U.S. history, both of which are worth pondering as we continue to expand our intellectual and institutional horizons.
    
 
   
    
     I have often wondered at historians’ tendency to denigrate past scholarship.
     
    
     We who study the past are quick to dismiss the scholarship that came before us.
     
    
     Books not even a decade old are often considered out of date.
     
    
     In such an intellectual context—always looking for the next turn—it is easy to overstate the alleged provinciality of U.S. history.
    
 
   
    
     Certainly there is much to criticize.
     
    
     American historians of the United States are far more monolingual than their colleagues in their own departments, not to speak of their counterparts in European departments of history.
     
    
     In general, they read less than historians of—for instance—Canada of the history of other nations.
     
    
     And it is true that many are mostly unfamiliar with the scholarship on American history produced in other countries.
    
 
   
    
     Nevertheless, one should be wary of generalizations.
     
    
     The United States is a big and diverse place, with a variety of regional and institutional cultures.
     
    
     The production of history happens very differently from one part of the country to another.
     
    
     The U.S. South has its own historical culture, as does New England, not to speak of the Southwest “borderlands” or the well-developed field of California history.
     3 But the United States is not just geographically diverse; it also contains a
      vast range of institutions of higher education, and one of the great strengths of the chapters in this collection is showing that institutions matter.
     
    
     The production of historical knowledge faces very different barriers when located at the underfunded branch campus of a public system than it does at a well-endowed university with a vigorous graduate program.
    
 
   
    
     American scholarship too is more complex than one might at first imagine from today’s triumphalist accounts of U.S. historiography.
     
    
     Repeated assaults on the allegedly exceptionalist nature of U.S. historiography may have made us a little lazy, a little too quick to generalize.
     
    
     I, for one, am impressed by how open U.S. history has been to outside influences, particularly European influences.
     
    
     Has there ever been a time when U.S. history was not in dialogue with that of other nations?
     
    
     European social and cultural theory, after all, informs the U.S. academy in general, and American history is hardly exempt.
     
    
     Just think of the European theorists who have transformed historical scholarship in the United States since the early twentieth century: Max Weber, Antonio Gramsci, Hannah Arendt, Reinhardt Koselleck, Michel Foucault, Jrgen Habermas, Pierre Bourdieu, Giorgio Agamben, Slavoj Žižek . . . not to mention Karl Marx.
     
    
     Generations of historians across the United States were, so to speak, brought up in historiography classes reading staples such as Carlo Ginzburg, R.G. Collingwood, E.P. Thompson, and Marc Bloch.
     
    
     The history of circulation between America and Europe that predates the United States itself no doubt facilitated some of this intellectual exchange.
     
    
     John Witherspoon, that dour Scots Presbyterian theologian, became the president of Princeton before the revolution; the renegade Venetian Jew Lorenzo Da Ponte, after writing the librettos to Mozart’s greatest operas, was the first professor of Italian at Columbia; Franz Lieber, a German refugee from Europe’s 1848 revolutions, taught political science at the University of South Carolina and Columbia for thirty years, largely founding the discipline in the United States.
     
    
     Since World War II, a constant stream of European visitors has continued to enrich American historical practice: Franois Furet at the University of Chicago, Roger Chartier at the University of Pennsylvania, Ginzburg at the University of California–Los Angeles, and Philippe Aris, Pierre Goubert, and Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie at Johns Hopkins, among so many others.
     4
    
 
   
    
     Writing on the American past has never been as detached from Europe as many people assume.
     
    
     Nineteenth-century historians such as Henry Adams and George Bancroft were more immersed in the
      European archives than practically any U.S. historian today.
     
    
     Herbert Baxter Adams, a founder of the American Historical Association, completed his PhD in Germany.
     
    
     His student Frederick Jackson Turner also studied in Germany; Turner’s famous essay on the frontier—now regularly lambasted as the archetype of American provincialism and exceptionalism—drew on the geographic writings of Friedrich Ratzel and the political economy of Achille Loria.
     
    
     Even the much-maligned consensus historians were immersed in European historiography.
     
    
     Few readers of Louis Hartz’s 
     The Liberal Tradition in America today can come away unimpressed with his knowledge of European intellectual history.
     
    
     Erudite references to the most famous and even the most obscure European thinkers drop from practically every page.
     
    
     A generation of postwar German thinkers on personality, psychology, sociology, and more shaped the consensus historians.
     
    
     Reread Stanley Elkins’s 
     Slavery and see if it seems enclosed within national borders.
     
    
     And it is hard to think of anyone in the mid-twentieth century who had a larger influence on the history of racism in America than Gunnar Myrdal or on the history of American political thought than Hannah Arendt.
    
 
   
    
     All this goes to say that it’s surprisingly hard to isolate what, precisely, is American about U.S. historiography.
     
    
     Are we talking about historical scholarship produced in the United States?
     
    
     Is it history written by people of American nationality?
     
    
     At the very least, it is worth distinguishing between scholarship produced by Europeans and scholarship produced in Europe.
     
    
     Consider, after all, the composition of many elite history departments in the United States.
     
    
     One of my mentors when I was an undergraduate at Columbia was a Swede who practices U.S. diplomatic history.
     
    
     At Johns Hopkins, the current department chair, a historian of what used to be called colonial America, is a British national.
     
    
     He holds the endowed chair previously held by a New Zealander trained in England who reshaped early American history and helped to launch dozens if not hundreds of articles, dissertations, and books on republicanism in the United States.
     
    
     One of the most prominent historians of the nineteenth-century United States at Harvard is German.
     
    
     All of this is pure anecdote, of course, and hardly an appropriate foundation on which to base any larger claims.
     
    
     But it does suggest that U.S. history, at the pinnacle of higher education in the United States at any rate, is pretty well represented by non-Americans.
     
    
     Indeed, I suspect that it would be hard to find the equivalent in Europe.
     
    
     But that, I suppose, is one of the benefits of empire: the ease with which it draws from the periphery.
    
 
    
   
    
     None of these reflections belie the arguments made in this volume.
     
    
     Quite the contrary: I am drawing on their marvelous combination of intellectual and institutional approaches to the production of U.S. historiography.
     
    
     It is this institutional interest—the focus on the “invariably unexplored influences of audiences, institutions, and academic structures and cultures”—that renders these essays so interesting.
     5 They all focus on the institutional/material context in which historical knowledge is produced: usually the university, with its tenure and promotion process, its rewards and penalties, and its funding for research, but also the structure of academic publishing, the creation of professional organizations, and the consolidation of professional networks.
    
 
   
    
     In this context, it is worth casting a more explicitly comparative eye on the institutional structure of the U.S. academy.
     
    
     The essays all gesture toward “the current hegemony of the American academy,” as the preface says, but they may not stress what is for me the one overwhelming feature of U.S. academia: from any comparative perspective, American universities are rich.
     
    
     They are not just rich; they are filthy rich.
    
 
   
    
     Set aside the big ones for a moment—Harvard, Yale, Texas, Stanford, and Princeton, whose combined endowments top one hundred billion dollars.
     
    
     Consider instead a smaller and less famous case.
     
    
     Grinnell College is a small liberal arts college in Iowa with just over sixteen hundred students.
     
    
     It has an endowment of $1.2–1.5 billion and in 2012 charged slightly under fifty thousand dollars per student in tuition and fees per year.
     6 By contrast, the Universit de Montral, where I taught for ten years, is a public institution whose total student enrollment, including affiliated schools, exceeds sixty thousand.
     
    
     It has an endowment of $173 million and charges just over three thousand dollars in tuition and fees per year.
     7 And I teach in Canada, which no one would consider a poor country.
    
 
   
    
     In recent years, I have come to think of the U.S. academic establishment in terms not too dissimilar from those applied to its defense establishment: rich, bloated, and wasteful but nevertheless incomparably the most powerful in the world.
     8 It is hard not be overwhelmed by the wealth of American campuses.
     
    
     Buildings sprout like mushrooms.
     
    
     Everything gleams, even the bathrooms.
     
    
     The libraries have resources unimaginable elsewhere.
     
    
     Computers abound.
     
    
     Today, as young brains from around the world flock to the United States for their training, some of them inevitably staying, I wonder about the extent to which U.S. academia serves as a tool for continued U.S. hegemony in the world.
     
    
     And so the rich get richer.
    
 
    
   
    
     The wealth of the American university system determines what is, for me, its second dominant feature: its enormity.
     
    
     The size of U.S. higher education shapes the form and the content of its historical scholarship.
     
    
     Probably every college or university in the United States, no matter how small, has a history department, in most of which an important if not preponderant number of historians focus on the United States.
     
    
     The result is an output of scholarship on the United States whose sheer mass overwhelms.
     
    
     This situation creates a vast disparity in the number of practicing U.S. historians across national boundaries.
     
    
     Put it in slightly different terms: it means there are more scholars studying U.S. history at the Ohio State University than in all of France.
     9 Indeed, I would not be surprised if the number of U.S. historians in the single state of Ohio (gross domestic product: $478 billion) exceeded the number in all of Europe (GDP: $17.5 trillion).
     
    
     This is not to launch accusations of exceptionalism.
     
    
     I suspect that every country focuses predominantly on its own history.
     
    
     Surely more historians in Belgium focus on Belgian history than on the history of any other country.
     
    
     If anything, the United States is notable for the number of its historians who do not focus on their own country.
     
    
     The only country I know that can claim a higher proportion is not in Europe but right here: Canada.
    
 
   
    
     Any historian who practices U.S. history outside the United States comes face to face with this asymmetry.
     
    
     One consequence is that American historians of the United States can afford to ignore French historians of the United States in a way that French historians of France cannot afford to ignore American historians of France.
     
    
     And it means that U.S. historians in Europe face challenges their colleagues across the Atlantic do not.
     
    
     The latter can publish in their native language with presses in their own country and not worry that the broader currents of their national professions will marginalize their scholarship.
     
    
     That assumption of relevance—as these chapters demonstrate so ably—is not the case in Europe.
    
 
   
    
     None of these observations begins to address the financial resources that the best-endowed U.S. universities can commit to their faculty, in the form of teaching assistants, graders, research support, sabbatical leaves, light teaching loads, major library resources, and more.
     
    
     As a general rule, all of these material aspects of academic life are scarcer in Europe than in the United States.
     
    
     What is more, I have found that many historians in the United States—particularly those at its wealthiest institutions—often fail to notice such material realities when it comes to the production of historical scholarship.
    
 
    
   
    
     Which is why, I believe, globalizing approaches to U.S. history represent not just opportunities but also risks.
     10
    
 
   
    
     Great privileges come from practicing history in the center of empire.
     
    
     In our age of globalization—or so we are told by its most breathless promoters—the world is getting smaller.
     
    
     Cheaper air travel makes international exchange easier; digital sources render research a breeze.
     
    
     Email!
     
    
     Skype!
     
    
     We must be up to History 4.0 by now.
     
    
     No wonder we take such an interest in mobility, fluidity, hybridity, and all the other 
     iditys in our increasingly borderless world.
    
 
   
    
     But there is a cost to this privilege.
     
    
     Today’s “globalized” world, needless to say, looks a lot more borderless with a U.S. passport in hand than, say, a Haitian one.
     
    
     And although historians in Europe hardly face borders the way their counterparts in, say, Tunisia do, it may nevertheless be possible that their professional marginality has given them a greater sensitivity to barriers, both intellectual and physical.
     
    
     “Each historian of the United States in Europe is at the margins of both the U.S. academy and his or her national academy,” the authors of this volume’s preface write.
     
    
     That was certainly my experience in the ten years I taught in Canada.
     
    
     But marginality is not necessarily a bad thing.
     
    
     To the contrary; some powerful advantages adhere to the position.
     
    
     The authors here point to a few: the early awareness of connections as a historical approach, the interdisciplinarity of historians in area studies programs.
     
    
     Such built-in advantages led Tony Badger, the eminent British historian of the U.S. South, to ponder his intellectual trajectory.
     
    
     “Perhaps to downplay one’s British identity,” he suggested, “is to sacrifice the opportunity to make a substantial contribution to American historiography.”
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     The risks associated with the wealth and size of U.S. academic life are, I suspect, more obvious to outsiders than to those wrapped up in its (relatively) warm embrace.
     
    
     “But enough about me,” goes the old gag.
     
    
     “Let’s talk about you: what do you think about me?”
     
    
     Here, it seems to me, lies the real danger of internationalization.
     
    
     Given current geopolitical realities, the process needs to be undertaken with great care and in constant dialogue with historians in other nations.
     
    
     The risks involved have led the Cuban historian Louis Prez Jr. to worry whether “what begins as a project to internationalize the national in the end appears to nationalize the international.”
    
      
       12
       They are why the Canadian historian Ian Steele has similarly wondered about Bernard Bailyn’s conception of the Atlantic world—“Bailyn’s American Atlantic,” he calls it—and the extent to which it represents “a daring takeover bid” by positioning the United States as “the pioneer, culmination, and exemplar of a teleological early modern international Atlantic history.”
      
       13
       These risks are also why the French historian Silvia Marzagalli has asked whether English-language scholarship has “bestowed a central role to the United States” and advanced a “neo-liberal vision” of the Atlantic world.14
 
   
    
     In such a context, maintaining a plurality of voices, perspectives, and approaches to U.S. history is not just important; it may be the most urgent task facing U.S. history.
     
    
     Perhaps what we need now is not so much the internationalization of U.S. history but rather its Europeanization.
     
    
     And its Canadianization.
     
    
     And Japanization.
     
    
     And Australianization.
     
    
     And so on.
     
    
     Thus it may be that in clarifying what is distinctive about a European perspective on U.S. history—in bringing a “European” voice into greater self-consciousness—this volume will make its most valuable contribution.
    
 
   
    
     Who knows, perhaps the follow-up volume will even be published in Europe.
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