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Abstract
During the colonial period Japanese comparatist Shimada Kinji intro-

duced the term gaichi bungaku, which literally meant “literature about foreign
places,” in order to include literature from the Taiwan colony in the Japanese
imperial literary canon.  The term gaichi signified a geographical, epistemo-
logical otherness to be recognized and exploited even as it heralded a “textual
aporia” that dissolved exotic boundaries.  Gaichi refers to land outside of the
empire’s territory; but defining the literature of Taiwan as outside of Japan
situated it within the Japanese context.  Thus this outside literature was in-
cluded by way of its own exclusion.  By examining Shimada’s theory of gaichi
literature, this paper aims to demonstrate the process of interiorizing the out-
side and how an exotic project transformed itself into a Japanese colonial
ideology.
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Introduction

The rhetoric of gaichi �� literature, as rendered by the Japanese comparatist
Shimada Kinji �� ! (1901-1993) during the colonial period, can be recog-
nized as part of imperial discourse.  The term gaichi literally means “the outside
territory” or “overseas colony,” and in this paper, gaichi refers to Taiwan, the over-
seas colony Japan obtained in 1895.  Therefore, gaichi as a geographical term was
distinguished from the mother country Japan, or the so-called naichi ��, the
inside of the Japanese empire.  Such a distinction of course was not simply geo-
graphical and territorial, but also political, cultural, and ideological; it was not
only a distinction between Japan and the colony but also between Japanese and
non-Japanese.  In addition, such a distinction became a way to articulate Japanese
imperialism/colonialism.  Therefore, such distinctions as inside/outside, Japan/
colonies, Japanese/non-Japanese are bound up with multiple implications—
genealogical, ethnic, political, economic, military, social, and cultural.

Understandably, the distinction between what was Japanese and what was
non-Japanese was not self-evident, but a result of colonial efforts at governance.
Oguma Eiji �� !, in his study of Japanese boundary creation, demonstrated
the controversial and ambivalent nature of such a distinction.  Examining a vari-
ety of Japanese colonial/imperial discourses, Oguma argued that the boundaries
of the Japanese remained ambiguous, as did the notion of the Japanese nation or
empire (1998: 6).  Apparently, gaichi literature as part of Japanese colonial
discourse repeated the distinction between inside and outside, revealing a
complex interdiction between the two.  But in confirming the distinction be-
tween inside and outside, the term gaichi literature (outsider literature) created
the mechanism by which it became part of the Japanese imperial literary canon; in
other words, gaichi was included by way of its own exclusion (inclusive exclusion).
Rather than seeking to redefine Japanese boundaries, this paper examines Shimada’s
theory of gaichi literature, to show how the mechanism of inclusive exclusion
functioned in Japanese imperial literary discourse during the occupation of
Taiwan.

Following Shimada, the discussion will trace the three phases in Taiwan’s
gaichi literature (Japanese colonial literature of Taiwan)2—that is, the nostalgic,

2 The phrase “Taiwan’s gaichi literature,” while somewhat awkward, indicates the Japanese colonial
literature of Taiwan, which was mostly produced by Japanese writers and in the Japanese language.  This
usage may conflict with the general idea of “Taiwan literature,” which is often limited to literature written
by Taiwanese.  Whether “Taiwan’s gaichi literature” should belong to a broader category of “Taiwan litera-
ture” or be regarded as a branch of “Japanese imperial literature” as Shimada proposed, remains a thorny
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exotic, and realistic/surrealistic phases.  The aim of this paper is twofold: firstly, it
will examine Shimada’s theory to demonstrate the process of interiorizing the
outside, in which writing about the exotic land gradually became a cognitive map-
ping of the Japanese empire.  Apparently, this process of interiorization was closely
related to the construction of modern Japanese subjectivity, but what interests us
here is how the process was sustained by the mechanism of inclusive exclusion,
which indicated a threshold where Japan and its colony entered a new relationship.
Secondly, this paper will regard Shimada’s theory of gaichi literature as a con-
struct of Japanese colonial ideology in that particular historical period.  For Shimada,
the writing project of exoticism did not simply inscribe colonial desire and ex-
ploitation but also configured the homogeneous nation and history.  Shimada’s
theory of gaichi literature as the rhetoric of Japanese imperialism will be eluci-
dated by examining his essays about writers in Taiwan during different phases of
colonization.

Literature of the Foreign, Its Definition and Categorization

Shimada, a lecturer at Taipei Imperial University during the Japanese colo-
nial period, borrowed from the French concept of littérature colonial (colonial
literature) and coined the term gaichi bungaku �� ! for Japanese colonial
writing about Taiwan.  The term “gaichi bungaku” in the context of littérature
colonial accordingly meant literature of the colonies.  In the article “The Past,
Present, and Future of Taiwan’s Literature” Shimada, drawing analogies between
Japanese colonial literature and Western colonial literature, posited three phases
of development.  The first phase (1895-1905), was the “nostalgia literature” writ-
ten by soldiers, administrative officials, and travelers during the first ten years of
Japanese occupation.  In the second phase (1905-1930), the “literature of the
gaichi landscape” was interested primarily in what was exotic about Taiwan.
Shimada was less than satisfied with exotisme writing.  What he wanted from
literature was a depiction of the local life of ordinary people, and he expected a
true literature to have psychological depth.  This described the third phase (1931-
1940) of gaichi literature, “the literature of ordinary life” (460-81).  In Shimada’s
eyes, gaichi literature should not be limited to travel accounts of the foreign world,
simple descriptions of an exotic landscape and culture, but “should present the
particularity and grasp the psychological aspect of ordinary lives on the island

issue.  Setting aside this argument, this paper examines Shimada’s theory of gaichi literature as the rhetoric
of Japanese imperialism, and explores its political, ideological, and historical implications.
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colony, and only such artistic accomplishments can be recognized as genuine gaichi
literature” (25-26).  Shimada wrote about his conception of gaichi literature in his
essay collection, Literature of the Beautiful Island (Kareito– bungakushi).3

In addition to his keen observation of its historical development, Shimada
envisioned literature on the island within the framework of comparative literature,
or “colonial literature” as Shimada understood it (27-28).  Such a framework linked
Taiwan, Japan, and the world.  That is to say, literature on the island entered the
domain of Japan’s national literature (kokubungaku) by the name of gaichi, even as
it was woven into the tapestry of world literature as a particular type of colonial
literature.  Shimada further considered gaichi literature as a new field and thus
proposed a new perspective and methodology for its study, in that any study of
gaichi literature concerning heterogeneous ethnic, linguistic, and cultural elements
had to be listed under the discipline of comparative literature.4  Shimada also
stipulated that any truly qualified gaichi literature scholar should study the culture
of the specific colony, world colonial literatures, and his own national cultural
tradition and literary heritage as well (27-28).

Gaichi as Geographical and Epistemological Otherness

According to Shimada, the term gaichi as meaning “overseas colony” func-
tioned to demarcate Taiwan from Japan, and the distinction between Japan and
its colony was the primary feature of gaichi literature.  Shimada stated that “Taiwan’s
literature as a branch of Japanese literature may attain its full significance only
when it develops into gaichi literature, namely, literature of the South.  On the
island where its climate, people, culture, and society are different from Japan, a
literature should be developed with its own particular quality distinct from Japa-
nese literature.  Literature that expresses such particularity (difference) can be
called gaichi bungaku” (470).5  That difference had become the defining feature of
Taiwan’s gaichi literature and determined the direction of its future development.
Here gaichi indicated first of all a foreign country in the geographical sense, as
differentiated from mother country Japan.  Shimada investigated various writings
in different genres from the first phase, including classical Chinese poetry, mod-
ern poetry, Japanese tanka, haiku, sketching prose, etc.  His careful examination
showed that the “nostalgia literature” of this era depicted Taiwan as the stereo-

3 A collection of essays written during the pre-World War II years was republished in Japan in 1995.
4 Shimada actually founded the discipline of comparative literature at Tokyo University after the war.
5 Unless otherwise noted, all translations from non-English texts in this paper are my own.
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typical “uncivilized” colony—that is, a remote, wild place, filled with bandits and
barbarians, untamed, uncivilized, and infested with terrible diseases.  In short, the
term gaichi in the first colonial phase functioned primarily to denote geographical
otherness.

But gaichi literature must be understood in the context of modernity and
imperialism; gaichi did not simply represent a geographical, topographical “for-
eign country” and epistemological otherness, but also comprised a vital element
in Japanese imperial subjectivity.  Taiwan as a geographical, topographical
“foreign country” was an object for Japan’s imagination to focus upon, not only
representing the foreign but stimulating a nostalgia for home; similarly, as an
epistemological other, Taiwan provided an image through which Japan might rec-
ognize and identify itself.  It is from this perspective that we understand Taiwan’s
gaichi literature as an articulation of Japanese colonialism and as a means by which
Japan constructed its modern subjectivity.

Shimada characterized Taiwan’s gaichi literature by its difference, yet his ob-
servation was based on a principle of similarity that included language, literary
genre, and more significantly, parallel development with both Japanese and world
literature.  It is worth noting that the first phase of nostalgic writings of gaichi
literature included classical Chinese poetry.  The link between Japan and its East
Asian colonies through classical Chinese writing gave rise to the strategy that their
common literary and cultural tradition could be appropriated for colonial
administration, especially on an island colony mostly inhabited by Chinese
immigrants.  Actually, this literary and cultural link may have informed the unique
Japanese colonial framework that regarded its Asian colonies as members of a
family, or allies against Western imperial powers.  In this regard, one may expect a
literary strategy that managed to integrate literatures of the foreign colonies into
the imperial literary and cultural canon.

Gaichi as Imperial Buffer and the Mechanism of
Inclusive Exclusion

Shimada postulated that Taiwan’s gaichi literature was part of Japanese litera-
ture because it was in contrast to Japanese literature.  Therefore, gaichi meant
different from Japan as well as subordinate to Japan.  Or more precisely, gaichi,
which literally means a piece of land situated outside Japan, nevertheless in-
dicated no external space; the name gaichi (the outside) positioned it within the
context of the very empire that it was outside of.  Shimada’s challenge was that the
“difference” of Taiwan’s gaichi literature could not be recognized as occurring
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independently and separately from the empire, but had to be “unified”6 within
the Japanese imperial literary canon.  Apparently, the rhetoric of gaichi literature
had to confront the same paradox of colonial assimilation that bedeviled the fields
of law, politics, ethnology, education, and so on—that is, how to situate their
differences (otherness) within the “unity” of the Japanese empire?7

The “difference” of gaichi literature could not simply be effaced since differ-
ence was what defined gaichi; likewise, the difference could not be synthesized
through wholesale hybridization or dialectical identity, for pure and distinct
“Japaneseness” had to be maintained. I argue that the rhetoric of gaichi literature
articulated a mechanism of “inclusive exclusion.”  The mechanism of “inclusive
exclusion,” as defined by Giorgio Agamben in his study of sovereignty, is a “state
of exception” which “serves to include what is excluded” and a mode “by which a
set tries to found and maintain its own coherence” (21).  If the rhetoric of gaichi
literature expressed the paradox found in sovereignty itself, gaichi literature as a
state of exception defined the boundaries of the Japanese imperial literary canon
by suspending the outside; more significantly, for its own validity, “the exception”
allowed the canon to interiorize the outside “through an interdiction and in this
way ‘designates itself as exterior to itself ’” (18).  In this sense, gaichi literally means
outside, denoting an exception and not simply that which is excluded.

We recall that Oguma introduced the mechanism of inclusion and exclusion
in his explanation of the discursive formation of the boundaries of the Japanese.
He argued that through such a mechanism a hierarchical colonial structure was
established and the unity of Japanese imperialism sustained.  That is to say, pure
“Japaneseness” was maintained through excluding the colonies; similarly, a uni-
fied Japanese empire was consolidated through including them (Nihojin 9-13).
This particular aspect of Japanese imperialism, known as “inside/outside double
structure,” was commonly seen in Japanese (post)colonial discourse and consid-
ered a strategy for colonial expansion as well as a way to resist Western powers.8  In
fact, a similar expression could be found in the pre-war discourse of Japanese
nationalism, as, for example, in the spiritual structure of Japanese Ie (family/house)
as proposed by Japanese philosopher Watsuji Tetsuro– ����K  Watsuji, in his
study of the Japanese climate, argued that the spiritual or ideological structure of
Ie reflected the Japanese direct perception of space and exterior environments.

6 A term borrowed from Komagome Takeshi ��� in the title of his acclaimed book, Shokuminchi
teikoku nihon no bunka to–go– (The Cultural Unification of Japan and Its Colonies).

7 In its political and cultural slogan of colonial assimilation isshido–jin �� ! for example, Japan
preached the idea of “universal benevolence”, meaning that colonial subjects enjoyed the same rights as
any other Japanese under the rule of the emperor.

8 See, for example, Koyasu Nobukuni �� !, 145-48.
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According to Watsuji, the structure of Ie, which provided a means for distancing
oneself from others within a family, made explicit the subtle distinction between
inside and outside.  This structure could be extended beyond family to community,
modern nation-state, and even to the empire. Therefore, the Japanese empire as a
“family of families” was made possible and the “community” of Japanese imperial
citizens created through the same mechanism that included colonies as family
members while maintaining a certain distance from them (161-70).9  Under-
standably then, this mechanism with its affinity to Japanese nationalism also paved
the way for Pan-Asianism and the idea of the East Asian Prosperity Sphere.10

The dynamic structure of “the exception” could not be reduced to so-called
metropole extensionism (naichiencho– shugi �� !"#), in which the differ-
ence was ignored or canceled, or to the hierarchical structure of Japanese colonial-
ism/imperialism that assumed an “inside/outside double structure.”11  The rheto-
ric of gaichi literature as the state of exception sought “ordering of space” (19) and
coherence in a sustainable imperial cultural system rather than a unified or an
identical one.  In this regard, the Japanese empire and its literary/cultural system
should be understood as a whole or totality rather than a “unity.”  According to
Agamben, the exception “does not limit itself to distinguishing what is inside
from what is outside but instead traces a threshold (the state of exception) be-
tween the two, on the basis of which outside and inside . . . enter into those
complex topological relations” (19).  It is essential to regard gaichi literature as the
exception, for it expressed such a “paradoxical threshold of interdiction” (Agambem
19) between inside and outside.  The rhetoric of gaichi literature posited that
literature of the colony had to be included and at the same time excluded; in other
words, the system had to interiorize the outside first by designating it as exterior
to the system and then by suspending the outside.  In this way the Japanese impe-
rial cultural system could remain coherent and sustainable.  Therefore, the litera-
ture of the colony had to be designated as nothing other than the literature of the
outside (gaichi bungaku), and if seen in this light, what gaichi literature depicted

  9 In explaining his conception of the Japanese house in its relation to the environment, Watsuji
writes, “Thus corridor is street and street corridor; there is no distinct barrier between the two.  For, in one
aspect, the scope of the meaning of ‘house’ is narrowed down to a single room, in another it is broadened
to include the whole of the town.  In other words, the house is not duly significant; only the individual
and society are left” (163-64).

10 According to Oguma, Watsuji’s theory of climate not only offered a better model for explaining the
composition of heterogeneous ethnics and cultures within the empire, but it also helped maintain an
imagined Japanese “community” (1995: 317).

11 “Metropole extensionism” and “double structure” are two primary models or polices for the Japa-
nese colonization of Taiwan dominated by an assimilation discourse.  For a detailed discussion, see, for
example, Komagome, 20.
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was the “contact zone” between Japan and its colonies, and a threshold (state of
exception) that showed the “complex topological relations” between inside and
outside.

The idea that gaichi was a “contact zone” or threshold between inside and
outside can be seen through Shimada’s criticism of Sato– Haruo �� ! (1892-
1964), the major poet and novelist of the second phase.  Shimada praised Sato–,
one of the prime Japanese literary modernists, as being the best writer of Taiwan’s
gaichi literature; to develop the theory of gaichi bungaku, Shimada relied heavily
on Sato–’s writing, in particular his acclaimed short story “The Strange Tale of the
‘Precepts for Women’s Fan” (“Jokaisen kidan,” �� !" hereafter referred as
“The Tale of the Fan”).  This story depicts two distinct worlds, one ghostly and
the other governed by reason.  The spectral atmosphere, permeating the descrip-
tions from the very beginning of the story, blurs the boundary between the
two realms.  The figure of the ghost and its “voice” constantly reminded the reader
of the other world beyond reason, while the narrator, relying on the power of
reason, uncovers the truth by investigating the world of the specter, discloses the
secret behind the mysterious phenomenon, and is able to explain it in rational
terms.

First of all, Shimada discovered in Sato–’s work a world outside of the empire,
a colonial space of exoticism, and a fantastic space beyond reason.  Shimada took
note of every exotic object, theme, and motif: the tropical climate and landscape,
strange people and culture, bizarre behavior and legend, even narrative style and
literary genre.  Shimada highlighted the elements of “the strange” (or kaikan as
Shimada called it) and sought their relations to exoticism.  For ordinary readers,
elements of the strange are synonymous with the foreign experience and apt to
evoke exotic sentiments.  For Shimada, elements of the strange in this particular
tale functioned more as foreshadowings of a mystical event than things designed
to create an odd environment and evoke exotic sentiments; this was why Shimada
likened the tale to the genre of detective fiction and argued that strange elements
were part of this kind of narrative.  Shimada observed that the storyline pro-
gressed towards a reasonable conclusion and explained the previous suspension of
reason, which, he argued, exemplified Sato–’s art as a great novelist, for the narra-
tive reached an agreement between two seemingly conflicting genres, namely, the
strange (kaidan) and detective stories.  In short, Shimada found two separate
domains in this work: one of the fantastic, sentimental, and ghostly, and the other
governed by reason and the intellect; yet the separation between the two was not
always obvious.  The mixture, then, of two distinct genres demonstrated the com-
munication between two contrasting worlds, their oppositional functions,
mutual interdiction, and ultimate humorous agreement.
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The ghostly world often has been considered as a presentation of an alterna-
tive realm opposed to that of reason or reality.  Fay Yuan Kleeman, for example,
writing from a post-colonial perspective, contrasts the fantastic with the modern,
recognizing the image of ghosts as “codified symbols gesturing to the past” (92)
and “visions of a terrifying inner landscape” (94) that supposedly had been re-
pressed by modernity.  Shimada offered an alternative reading of the strange when
he argued that Sato–’s indulgence in the exotic and the fantastic revealed a depres-
sive and melancholic inner life, which was also evidenced in his lyrical, sentimen-
tal writing style.  Shimada observed that beneath Sato–’s meticulous description of
foreign objects, which he used to demonstrate the power of reason, there was
always something else, an undercurrent that Shimada called “vitalisme” (373).
What is essential here was that Shimada discovered in Sato–’s exoticism not simply
the two contrasting domains between sentimentalism/the fantastic and reason/
explanation, but the threshold where the two domains touched.  On one side was
an orderly world governed by reason and humanity, on the other was untamed,
natural life; both were constitutive elements of Sato–’s exoticism, and their mutual
interdiction accordingly signaled a new mode of sensibility.

Gaichi as Heterotopia

As the Japanese empire continued to consolidate its rule over the island colony
on the one hand and prepare itself for war on the other, the exotic writing project
(gaichi literature) moved into its third phase and changed its nature.  Exoticism
had become a clichéd vision of the foreign; the exotic writer could no longer
chronicle foreign territory as earlier explorers had done, being fascinated by an
alien world.  Also, in the face of the coming war, the demand for a more “assimi-
lated” and “unified” empire became urgent and necessary.  To the extent that the
textual space of the exotic replaced the actual space of the foreign and signaled a
site of absence, gaichi literature became a rewriting of exoticism and thus a
“simulacrum” of the colonial world.

This was evidenced in Shimada’s essay on Nishikawa Michiru ��  (1908-
1999), a writer during the third phase of Japanese colonialism.  Nishikawa grew
up on the island colony and became a major figure in the Taiwanese literary circle
as a poet, novelist, and publisher from the late 1930s through the war.  A follower
of Sato– Haruo, Nishikawa established a genealogy of exoticism by repeating motifs,
themes, and aesthetic principles established by his precursors.  Nishikawa also
created his own style of exoticism in which the horizon of a territorial/topographi-
cal outside world disappeared, to be replaced by a phantasmic image of the empire.
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The question of how Taiwan’s gaichi literature should be positioned in Japa-
nese literary history was one of Shimada’s primary concerns in his critique of
Nishikawa.  The paradox remained: how can difference coexist with assimilation,
and how can gaichi literature, with exoticism as its essential feature, be synthesized
into the “unity” of the Japanese literary canon?  Shimada discovered a viable solu-
tion in Nishikawa’s poetry, in particular in his collections Maso Festival (Maso
matsuri �� ) and Opium (Ahen ��).  Shimada argued that through his re-
markable use of surrealism and symbolism, Nishikawa was able to transform local
vulgarity into genuine Japanese elegance.  One may observe that along with im-
ages from the natural landscape, these poems employed many foreign words, taken
from local dialects, classical Chinese literature, and Buddhist classics; they are
transcribed in a hybrid form of Chinese characters combined with Japanese kana
(mainly katakana).  These foreign vocabularies within Japanese writing created a
strong sense of exoticism, which, Shimada argued, exemplified Nishikawa’s talent
as a great poet.  For Shimada, Nishikawa’s writing embodied an organic way of
unifying literatures of Japan and the island colony.  He wrote that:

Taiwanese pronunciation rather than Mandarin are applied, aiming to accentuate ex-
otic sentiment of the beautiful island . . . despite those foreign vocabularies being
divorced from traditional Japanese poetry, the grammar is absolutely Japanese with its
precise Japanese syntax . . . although the objects and vocabularies are fully foreign, this
collection of poems (at least some of them) will stand out from the local literary com-
munity on the island colony and will be added to the history of Japanese poetry.  And
this will happen, I believe, because of the power of the pure Japanese syntax. (448)

Shimada insisted that in Nishikawa’s poetry, the content was foreign yet the
form of expression was purely Japanese in terms of syntax, grammar, rhyme, po-
etic imagery, aesthetic perception, and so on, despite the fact that abundant for-
eign words and images were present in his poems.  Shimada argued that the use of
foreign vocabularies and objects could produce exoticism without sacrificing the
purity of Japanese syntax and aesthetic perception.  In this instance the mecha-
nism of “the exception,” including the outside by designating it as exterior, no
longer satisfied Shimada’s demand for a more organic and more unified imperial
literary canon.  Nishikawa’s poetry exemplified this perfectly.  For Shimada,
Nishikawa’s exotic writing described a world where the far horizon of the island
colony merged into the inner territory of the Japanese empire: bizarre customs
became familiar, exotic scenes were abstracted and became surreal, the fantastic
and mystic were illuminated by reason, and past experiences were veiled by vision-
ary images and poetic symbols.  In sum, Nishikawa created a mixed and yet sur-
real world in which foreign realities were transformed into dreamlike images, a
phantasmic world that blurred the boundary of the empire and obscured the colo-
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nial experience.
With its emphasis on the unity and greatness of the empire, Nishikawa’s

gaichi literature depicted a unique image of the island colony.  I want to liken
such an “ideal” version of colony to the idea of “heterotopias” that Michel Fou-
cault proposed in his 1967 article “Of Other Spaces” partially modeled on the
seventeenth century Jesuit colonies in South America.  According to Foucault,
these heterotopias contained two extreme poles: one pole was “a space of illusion
that exposes every real space” and the other “a space that is other, another real
space, as perfect, as meticulous, as well arranged” (5).  Foucault imagined the
colony as the heterotopia, comparing it to a mirror:

The mirror functions as a heterotopia in this respect: it makes the places that I occupy
at the moment when I look at myself in the glass at once absolutely real, connected
with all the space that surrounds it, and absolutely unreal, since in order to be per-
ceived it has to pass through this virtual point which is over there. (2-3, emphasis
mine)

Foucault’s idea of the heterotopia may further our understanding of the
textual space of Nishikawa’s exotic writing as Shimada conceived it.  Shimada
suggested that the actual gaichi horizon dissolved in Nishikawa’s texts since the
foreign objects had been abstracted and made surreal, and the colony, if a hetero-
topia and not simply an illusion, became a simulacrum, yet one whose virtual
existence exerted a “counteraction” on the empire (Foucault 5).  In this sense,
gaichi was no longer an untamed territory awaiting colonial exploitation, but a
virtual site through which the boundaries of the empire became visible.  Therefore,
what gaichi literature inscribed was neither a representation of the colony, nor an
imprint of colonial desire upon the colony, but a simulacrum of the empire, in
which “pure” Japanese aesthetics could be rediscovered and the unified Japanese
empire realized.

Conclusion

As we have seen, Shimada presented the development of gaichi literature in
accordance with three phases in the Japanese colonization of Taiwan.  Designated
as “nostalgia literature,” gaichi in the first period of Japanese occupation indicated
mostly geographical and epistemological otherness.  The exotic literature of the
second phase, as exemplified by Sato–’s exotic writing, demonstrated the mecha-
nism of inclusive exclusion, which echoed Japanese cultural nationalism during
that time.  As the empire continued to consolidate its control over the island
colony and to intensify its assimilation policy, gaichi literature became a rhetoric
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advocating a “unified” Japanese empire and even a Great East Asian Sphere.  As
represented in Nishikawa’s poetry, gaichi did not refer to any actual outside space,
but to a “textual aporia” indicating the dissolution of exotic horizons.  In sum,
Shimada’s theory of gaichi literature was not only literary criticism but also the
rhetoric of a Japanese colonial discourse that witnessed the rise (and fall) of the
Japanese empire.

In fact, history was one of the major motifs in gaichi literature.  The travel
accounts of the first phase recorded the historical moment when Japan obtained
its first overseas colony after the Meiji restoration in 1868.  In Sato–’s “The Tale of
the Fan,” history (as the past) seemed to have been denounced and expelled from
the domain of modern reason; but the author’s enduring interest in ruins and
phantoms ironically revealed his nostalgia for that past and his doubts about the
present.  In Nishikawa’s rewriting of exoticism, the recurring appearance of ghosts,
ruins, and surrealistic objects invoked the absent past.  In this regard, the rewrit-
ing project of exoticism created a historical configuration, a phantasmic world
where the history of the empire became visible through conjuring ghosts and
specters.

Shimada’s theories about gaichi literature echoed the obsession with history
expressed by Japanese exotic writers.  In his discussion of the first phase of nostal-
gia literature, Shimada observed that Taiwan as a new overseas imperial territory
had drawn the attention of Meiji writers and become a popular subject in their
works. (The situation changed after the Japan-Russian war (1904-05), when the
North replaced the southern island colony as a new focus.)  Shimada’s interpreta-
tion and positioning of Sato– and Nishikawa as well were based on their different
historical backgrounds: Sato– depicted the foreign land in the 1920s when Japan’s
control of the colony was only becoming stable, while Nishikawa composed his
poems after the mid-1930s, when the Japanese empire was expanding its territory
and intensifying its assimilation program.  Of course, Shimada also took into
account their different personal experiences: Sato– considered himself a traveler
and a foreigner depicting an alien world; in contrast, Nishikawa, who spent most
of his youth on the island, tended to infuse his writing with local religion and
history.  No wonder Shimada concluded that Sato– chronicled a metastable colo-
nial space, a contact zone where worlds of inside/outside, civilized/untamed overlap,
whereas Nishikawa’s by-now cliched exoticism depicted a dreamlike world, an
amalgamation of inside/outside, real/unreal, mystery/illumination, that dissolved
the gaichi boundary and paradoxically glorified the greatness of the empire.

More significantly, Shimada’s commentary on gaichi bungaku posited a his-
torical configuration in an age of crisis, operating on two related levels: one was
derived from Japan’s fear of falling victim to Western imperialism.  The threat of
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the West affected the discourse of Japanese modernization and colonialism, which
explains why Shimada’s study of gaichi literature took place within the framework
of comparative literature.12  The second level of crisis concerned the ideal of Japan
as a “homogenous” nation in the face of empire expansion and the need to include
its overseas colonies.  Shimada’s task—to incorporate otherness within the “unity”
of the Japanese empire—spoke to this challenge.  Likewise, his emphasis on the
positioning of gaichi literature highlighted the desire for an “authentic” Japanese
identity and the “unity” of Japanese nation.
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