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Abstract

This thesis examines the relationship between historiography, law and resistance
by exploring the ways in which historiography can come to be thought of as a form
of resistance in its own right. In doing so it reflects on how we implicate historical
knowledge in not only our understanding of what it means to resist but also what it
is that is resisted, ultimately identifying the grand narrative form as its target of
resistance. To do this the study draws on the theoretical insights of German
historian Reinhart Koselleck, paying particular attention to how his theory of
multiple temporalities is able to expand our understanding of history and its writing
to reveal how alternative engagements with historiography can challenge the
power structures within which they are produced.

For the sake of clarity this thesis has been divided into two parts. In Part | the
relationship between historiography and resistance is examined through an
engagement with the concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy. Here it
is argued that popular social science based understandings of resistance are too
narrow, creating a need to imagine a form of resistance that is able to operate within
the confines of power relations when other (more visible) forms of resistance
appear impossible. The relationship between historiography and resistance is
presented as a potential solution to this problematic narrowing, with engagements
with alternative (more flexible) theories of history writing being cast as a potential
form of resistance that can be used to alter power dynamics. In Part Il law is
introduced into the relationship between historiography and resistance through an
examination of the ancient constitution and post-Franco Spain. Here law’s
preoccupation with linear understandings of temporality is identified as posing a
challenge to its relationship with historiography as a form of resistance, signalling
a need to revisit not only law’s relationship with different temporalities, but also a
need to revisit its relationship with historiography more generally if it is to avoid

succumbing to the lure of the grand narrative form.



Acknowledgements

| would like to thank the Economic and Social Research Council and Kent Law
School for their generous financial support, without which this thesis would not

have been possible.

In addition to this | would like to thank my supervisors Professor Maria
Drakopoulou, Dr Donatella Alessandrini and Professor Judy Fudge for their
invaluable knowledge, time and generosity of spirit. The guidance, encouragement
and patience of the first has enabled me to develop not only as a scholar but also
as an individual, while the experience and vigilance of the second and third has
acted as an important check on my tendency to wander. | would also like to thank
my examiners Professor Shaun McVeigh and Dr José Bellido for their thoughtful

comments and guidance. Any inadequacies that remain are entirely my own.

| would also like to thank my friends and family for their ongoing support and
encouragement. In particular | would like to thank my parents Ann and Colin. While
the former has taught me that there are many ways in which a person can be
strong, the latter has taught me the value of sacrifice and hard work in a world that
often overlooks the quieter forms of fortitude. In doing so they have not only
furnished me with the means of facing all of the challenges that life has thrown at
me so far, but have also set a standard of conduct to which | can aspire. Their love,
support and belief in my dreams has sustained me during this long journey, and for
that | am eternally grateful. Thanks are also owed to my sister Lucy, who has
always acted as a source of reassurance when | have needed it. Finally, | would
like to thank Jo Pearman and Naomi Linnell for their kindness and hospitality. Their
friendship, food, folding bed and sense of humour made this journey more bearable

when things became too much.



Response to Examiners Comments

| am very grateful for the feedback provided by my examiners. | have taken their
insightful comments and suggestions on board and have used them to revise my
thesis accordingly. My introduction has been re-written so as to provide readers
with a clearer overview of my thesis. | have started by providing a stronger thesis
statement where | have delineated both the sources and limits of my argument. In
doing so | have sought to position myself more clearly in relation to the literatures
that | touch upon throughout my thesis. | have also sought to define my terms more
clearly, which has included being more explicit about what | mean when | refer to
law. For the sake of clarity (and ultimately brevity), | have removed my material on
the Australian history wars, as | agree with my examiners when they say that it did

not add to my central line of argument.

In order to address the methodological issues that were discussed during my viva
| have decided to frame this thesis in terms of the work of Reinhart Koselleck, Hans-
Georg Gadamer and Paul Ricoeur. While | agree that Foucault’s genealogical
method offers much promise when it comes to exploring the issues that this thesis
engages with, for the purposes of this thesis | have elected to focus on exploring
law’s relationship with historiography and resistance via its relationship with
temporality. This is something that | feel is best achieved through an engagement
with Koselleck’s theory of multiple temporalities, as it is via his use of philosophical
hermeneutic that he is able to advance a theory of history that is able to
accommodate both stasis and change. References to Foucault and concepts such
as constellation and apparatus have largely been removed as they belong to a
tradition of thought that in many ways stands at odds with the strain of philosophical

hermeneutics that unites Koselleck, Gadamer and Ricoeur.
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Part |

Introduction

History indicates the conditions of a possible future that cannot be solely derived
from the sum of individual events. But in the events which it investigates there
appear structures which condition and limit room for manoeuvre in the future.
History thus shows us the boundaries of the possible otherness of our future,
without being able to dispense with the structural conditions of possible repetition.

Reinhart Koselleck!
The promise of an historical event is always more than what was actually
realised. There is more in the past than what happened. And so we have to find
the future of the past, the unfulfilled potential of the past.
Paul Ricoeur?
Modern historical research itself is not only research, but the handing down of
tradition. We do not see it only in terms of progress and verified results; in it we
have, as it were, a new experience of history whenever the past resounds in a

new voice.

Hans-Georg Gadamer?

This thesis serves to contribute towards ongoing debates surrounding the nature
and scope of critical legal histories by exploring the relationship between
historiography, law and resistance. In doing so it aims to test the boundaries of
critical legal history writing by establishing historiography as a form of resistance
in its own right, extending our understanding of the nature and function of not only
processes of critical legal history writing but also resistance more generally. In
order to pursue such an exploration, | have elected to frame my project in terms of
different philosophies of history and history writing. It is anticipated that such an

' Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Representation, Event, and Structure’ in Futures Past: On
the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004)
114

2 Paul Ricoeur, ‘Memory and Forgetting’ in Richard Kearney and Mark Dooley
(eds), Questioning Ethics: Contemporary Debates in Philosophy (Routledge 1999)
14

3 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (Joel Weinsheimer & Donald G.
Marshall trns, Continuum 2012) 285



approach will facilitate an exposition of the ways in which history writing, and its
interactions with law’s writing, have been instrumental in the formation and
subsequent manipulation of notions of national identity, tradition and legitimacy. By
focusing on issues of national identity and the deployment of notions of tradition
and legitimacy when examining the potential relationship between historiography,
law and resistance | will draw attention to how certain forms of historiography have
been used to perform specific functions in both times of unrest and in the immediate
aftermath of widespread conflict. While some of these functions will be associated
with the grand narrative form and attempts to create strong singular narratives
designed to form a bridge between the past and present, others will be identified
as potential instances of resistance to such narratives. As a consequence of this,
my observations will focus on the temporal assumptions that are built into forms of
historiography that are used to underpin appeals to shared national identities. More
specifically, my observations will be concerned with examining the scope of
theories of history writing that rely on linear understandings of temporality by
reflecting on the broader consequences of histories that are produced with such
understandings of temporality in mind. It is anticipated that rather than preventing
or settling conflicts, such histories bear the potential to provoke or perpetuate
conflicts by forcing those that are either unwilling or unable to conform to the
singular narratives that emerge from these histories to find alternative outlets of
expression. Insights found in the work of German historian Reinhart Koselleck will
be drawn upon to make this point more fully, as it is through his theory of multiple
temporalities that | believe it is possible to reveal some of the shortfalls of adopting
a linear view of temporality when assessing both the nature and function of history
writing. The significance of this point will be reiterated throughout this thesis, not
only in relation to exchanges between history writing and the entrenchment of
national identities and notions of tradition and legitimacy but also in relation to how
law can be seen to mediate this relationship. All of this will be done with the view
of establishing history and its writing as something capable of informing our
understanding of what it means to resist and what it is that is to be resisted,

especially when thought of in relation to law.

In order to provide my exploration of the relationship between historiography, law

and resistance with direction | will seek to answer the following questions:

1. To what extent can historiography be linked to ideas of resistance?



a. How can processes of history writing become bound to our
understanding of what it means to resist and what it is that is

resisted?

b. Inwhat ways can claims of national identity, tradition and legitimacy
shape an encounter between historiography and resistance?

c. To what extent can our view of the relationship between past,

present and future create renewed possibilities for resistance?

2. In what ways, if any, can a historical understanding of law be implicated in

the relationship between a historiography of resistance?

a. What is the relationship between a historiography of law and a
historiography of national identity? Can they be thought to be
constitutive of a historiography of resistance?

b. Can memory be thought of as a site in which law and historiography

as resistance can meet?

For the sake of clarity, this thesis will be divided into two parts where the first set of
questions stated above will form the focus of Part | and the second set of questions
will form the focus of Part II. The first part of this thesis will examine how the concept
of resistance has been understood within the social sciences, paying particular
attention to the ways in which this concept has been both narrowed and extended
over time. It will examine the framework within which resistance has often been put
to work, identifying an opportunity to move away from strict definitions that confine
resistance to particular contexts towards more flexible and subtle understandings
of resistance that do not concern themselves with readily quantifiable results. The
concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy will then be used to identify
history and its writing as a potential site of resistance by revealing how history has
often been put to work to secure very narrow visions of the present. Here
Koselleck’s theory of history and temporality will be explored as a means of
resisting the effects of such histories by drawing attention to the broader
consequences of adopting linear understandings of temporality to construct narrow
visions of the present. In order to contextualise this issue, | will examine specific

examples of more normative forms of history writing to show how less visible sites



of resistance often emerge in relation to singular visions of the past. This will result
in me identifying the grand narrative form as an important target of resistance
where stories of legitimation ought to be rooted in localised “little” narratives rather
than metanarratives that seek to organise and legitimate present political

arrangements by positing clear points of origin.

The second part of this thesis will then move on to examine how law’s writing can
be seen to provide a frozen picture of history by borrowing from the stabilising
influence of the grand narrative form and the linear sense of temporality that it
endorses, thus indicating a need to revisit law’s understanding of the nature and
scope of history and its writing. This issue will be examined in light of two case
studies where history writing and law’s writing have met to secure particularly
narrow understandings of national identity, tradition and legitimacy. The first case
study will relate to the discourses surrounding the use of the Ancient Constitution
during (and indeed after) the English Civil Wars and the second will relate to post-
Franco Spain. Both case studies will aim to expose the limitations of linear
understandings of temporality by acting as sites of engagement with the writing of
history where law is brought into being through its relation to specific historical
events. In both instances law will be cast as an expression of the historical
processes by which a society maintains and reproduces itself, establishing a strong
connection between law and history that cannot be ignored. More specifically both
of these examples will demonstrate how processes of state formation can be tied
to static representational practices, something which will, in turn, indicate a reliance
on the the grand narrative form as a means of securing exchanges between history

and law.

By orienting my thesis in this way | will bring my use of Koselleck to navigate the
relationship between historiography, law and resistance into conversation with a
number of existing literatures. These literatures relate to examples of law’s story of
legitimation, literatures relating to law and temporality, literatures on legal history,
literatures that attempt to bridge the gap between research on temporality and legal
history and literatures that seek to determine the operational scope of key concepts
such as resistance within the social sciences. Due to the diverse and rich nature of
these literatures, it will be important to look closely at the different types of histories
that these literatures can be associated with and how they become tied to particular
ideological standpoints. However, it will be important to note that the intended

outcome of this thesis is not to place myself in a position where | am able to say



that one type of history is “better” than another. Instead, | simply wish to focus on
their distinguishing features and the broader consequences of their use. My
interventions will not, therefore, be made at the level of the substance of historical
events, instead, they will be made at the level of methodological reflection.* By this
| mean to say that it is not my intention to attempt to write a critical legal history, but
rather to examine some of the considerations that emerge when attempting to do
so. | have elected to focus on issues of methodological reflection because while |
agree that recent scholarship concerning law and history is indeed indicative of a
genuine desire to find new and innovative ways to use history to further enhance
critical legal scholarship, | nevertheless believe that the methodological reflections
that usually accompany such surges in intellectual activity are lagging behind. So
instead of focusing on the identification of new sites of historical legal scholarship,
| would prefer to direct attention towards how we, as legal scholars, conceive of the
relationship between law’s writing and history writing more generally. It is for this
reason that | will make use of insights drawn from the philosophy of history to
identify the potential for more fluid understandings of temporality to inform our
interest in history and its writing, something which will, in turn, hopefully, serve to
broaden our perception of the relationship between law, historiography and

resistance.

Establishing Connections: Historiography, Law and Resistance

The nature of the relationship between law and historiography is difficult to map,
not least of all because of how interactions between law and historiography as
distinct academic disciplines have come to be subsumed within broader projects
that aim to re-orient our study of law on a more general level. Whether this be in
relation to the spread of socio-legal studies within the academy or transformations
within the critical legal studies movement in both North American and European
contexts, exchanges between law and historiography have often faded into the
knotty fabric of our endeavours without being subjected to the processes of

unremitting methodological reflection that are frequently associated with these

4 By focusing on issues of methodological reflection | aim to explore the work of the
legal scholar within the field of theory rather than the work of the legal scholar within
the field of social sciences or the philosophy and practice of history writing. In doing
so | limit the scope of this thesis so that it focuses on issues of theory rather than
practice. So rather than focusing on the different things that historians and lawyers
do, | instead focus on the shared theoretical concerns of both lawyers and
historians and attempt to bring them into conversation with literatures on the
relationship between law’s writing and history writing.

10



approaches to legal scholarship. For example, while many socio-legal approaches
to legal scholarship can be seen to borrow their conceptual apparatus from
disciplines such as sociology and anthropology with a keen awareness of the
ethical implications of doing so, the same cannot always be said of borrowings from
history. Similarly, while a diverse range of approaches to the study of law have
been embraced by the critical legal studies movement, here too there is a
noticeable silence when it comes to reflecting on the extent to which processes of
history writing are somewhat unwittingly being used to set the boundaries of our

critical endeavours.

It is with this in mind that | advocate a return to Maitland’s observations concerning
the need to think carefully about not only the nature of the relationship between
law’s writing and historiography, but also the importance of reflecting on the writing
of legal history as a process fraught with difficulties. In his famous lecture delivered
in 1888, Matiland warned that:

A mixture of legal dogma and legal history is in general an
unsatisfactory compound. | do not say that there are not
judgments and text-books which have achieved the difficult task
of combining the result of deep historical research with luminous
and accurate exposition of existing law- neither confounding
dogma nor perverting the history; but the task is difficult. The
lawyer must be orthodox otherwise he is no lawyer; an orthodox
history seems a contradiction in terms. If this truth is hidden from
us by current phrases about “historical methods of legal study”,
that is another reason why the history of our law is unwritten. If
we try to make history the handmaid of dogma she will soon

cease to be history.5

Debates surrounding the potential commensurability of law and history on a
disciplinary level have largely remained untouched since the above statement was
made. Instead, legal scholars have often bypassed the uncomfortable task of

looking more closely at the relationship between law’s writing and history writing in

5> Frederic William Maitland, Why the History of English Law is Not Written.: An
Inaugural Lecture Delivered in the Arts School at Cambridge on 13" October,
1888 (Cambridge University Press 1888) 14-15
<https://archive.org/stream/whyhistoryengliOOmaitgoog#page/n22/mode/2up>
accessed 22 March 2016

11


https://archive.org/stream/whyhistoryengli00maitgoog#page/n22/mode/2up

favour of simply identifying history as something that can be used to either
delineate the scope of a project in temporal terms or to contextualise a pressing
problem to be addressed. | would argue that such a willingness to adopt a view of
history as a straightforward contextualising device limits our use of history on two
important levels. Firstly, by focusing on the contextualising function of history we
are missing opportunities to extend both the analytical and critical potential of
history writing in relation to law. By this | mean to say that by focusing on how
history can be used to provide vital context to present issues or particular
developments in the practices of the law we often overlook the elements of conflict
that accompany history and its writing in the first place. In doing so we perhaps
narrow the scope of our endeavours too quickly, allowing assumptions about a
presumably stable and univocal past to seep into the framing of our projects and
the questions that we pose. Secondly, | would argue that by focusing on issues of
context we deny ourselves a chance to re-evaluate our understanding of the
relationship between past, present and future. In doing so we overlook the renewed
possibilities for resistance that emerge when we engage with history and its writing
and instead risk allowing context to prefigure our findings. It is for this reason that
| will attempt to recapitulate Maitland’s plea for a turn to history, albeit with a slightly
different aim in mind. Rather than urging the lawyer to gather together traces of
law’s development with the view of constructing evolutionary narratives of the
practices of law and an appreciation of the different things that are done by lawyers
and historians, | will suggest that history (or to be more precise history writing)
could be used to facilitate a re-evaluation of how law interacts with other key
practices and concepts by shifting my focus onto issues of methodology. In
particular, | will suggest that by taking a step back to look at issues of methodology,
it is possible to use history to broaden our understanding of resistance and its
relationship with law by relocating discussions to the field of theory.

The task of re-evaluating the relationship between law and resistance via its
interactions with historiography is a worthwhile endeavour as while law and its
practices can easily be associated with repression, work within the critical legal
studies movement has also shown how law can be linked to resistance.® By placing
law, historiography and resistance in conversation with each other | hope to add to

this literature, extending discussions to include a consideration of how our

6 For an example of this see: lan Grigg-Spall and Paddy Ireland, ‘Law as
Resistance’ in Peter Fitzpatrick (ed), Law as Resistance. Modernism, Imperialism,
Legalism (Ashgate 2008) 35

12



understanding of each can be extended through methodological reflection. In order
to do this, | will need to construe law broadly by characterising it as something that
is constructed by reference to historical events, thus firmly establishing law as an
inherently social phenomenon.” One way of achieving this involves thinking of law
as a tradition, as something that is always brought into being through its relation
with history.®2 However in order to think of law in this way | will need to adopt a
Gadamerian understanding of tradition, as it will only be through a more flexible
understanding of tradition that it will be possible to argue that the value and force
of law is derived from its continual performance rather than an origin story that
takes the form of a grand narrative.® To make this point more fully, and explore the
temporal insights that can be gained from viewing law in this way, | will frame my
exploration of the relationship between historiography, law and resistance using
the concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy as they can be understood
through Koselleck’s approach to the study of concepts. This is because by
suggesting that all social and political concepts derive their meaning from the
semantic fields from within which they operate and the temporal assumptions that
are built into them, Koselleck alluded to the idea that such concepts contain within
them a program for action that is capable of shaping relationships. When thought
of in this way, it is possible to see how notions of national identity, tradition and
legitimacy are able to act as navigational instruments that do not only record given
facts at any moment in time but also inform the formation of consciousness. The
processes of history writing that feed into their construction, therefore, act as an

important insight into how notions of national identity, tradition and legitimacy do

7 By characterising law as a social phenomenon | move away from the work of Yan
Thomas and his work on the Roman conception of law as object. For a discussion
of the broader consequences of understanding law as object see: Alain Pottage,
‘Law after Anthropology: Objects and Technique in Roman Law’ (2014) 31(2/3)
Theory, Culture and Society 147.

8 For example in chapter four it is possible to see how law comes into being through
the narrative of the Ancient Constitution, something which in turn makes it possible
to see how law can be connected to history via the grand narrative of modernity.
For a discussion on the drawbacks of this see: Gurminder K. Bhambra, ‘Historical
Sociology, Modernity, and Postcolonial Critique’ (2011) 116(3) The American
Historical Review 653.

9 The significance of locating the force and value of law in its continual performance
relates to how such a view of law could release it from the grand narrative form,
creating an opportunity for law to re-forge its relationship with history and
processes of history writing.

19 More will be made of this point in the next chapter where | introduce Koselleck’s
theory of history writing as a potial form of resistance to the grand narrative form.
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things. Which in turn makes it possible to identify history and its writing as an
important locus of activity. Regarding law as a tradition will, therefore, allow me to
see law as something that is constituted by an ongoing dialogue between
experience and expectation, thus securing an enduring connection between law
and history that is in constant need of re-evaluation and re-adjustment due to its
concomitant attraction to the past and pull towards the future.

By construing law as a tradition | also aim to expand my understanding of
resistance by showing how history and how we choose to engage with its
(re)production can be seen to betray some of our innermost beliefs about not only
who we are, where we come from and where we are going, but also our broader
ideological commitments and goals. Moreover, | hope to show how our attitude
towards the past can reveal to others what is important to us, how we organise the
world around us and that which we fear the most, by emphasising how we have
attempted to control the reach of the past in the present using law. Engagements
with history and its writing will, therefore, be characterised as being intimately
linked to particular values whether we desire them to be or not, and it is because
of these values that historical enquiry will be identified as a source of great promise.
However, while | acknowledged that this promise bears the potential to manifest
itself in many different ways, for the purpose of this thesis | will confine myself to
the stabilising and destabilising function that is embedded within history itself. | will
achieve this by showing how history, like law, is something that is continuously re-
enacted rather than something that can be objectively sought out, thus casting it
as an important actor in everyday life. There are two central themes of
historiography that will assist me here, the first of which relates to the writing of
grand narratives and the other to historiography as a method of reflection. The
writing of grand narratives (especially in relation to state formation) will be of crucial
importance to my identification of potential targets of resistance, as it will be
through a reflection of their universalising effects in chapter two that | will establish
their propensity to secure fixed/frozen notions of national identity, tradition and
legitimacy. The propensity for historiography to operate as a method of reflection
will then be used to allude to a means of re-visiting more fixed notions of national
identity, tradition and legitimacy by creating an opportunity to explore the
challenges surrounding historical representation, especially when examined in the
context of the temporal assumptions that underpin the grand narrative form.
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Sources of Research: Identifying my Interlocutors

In chapters two, four and five instrumental understandings of history that focus on
the ideological value of past events will be contrasted against more critical theories
of history writing that regard history as a mode of reimagining or rethinking the
present.’” This will be done with the view of revealing the function that is performed
by the temporal assumptions that underpin particular forms of historiography,
something which will, in turn, enable me to assess the extent to which our
understanding of the relationship between past, present and future creates
renewed possibilities for resistance. Chapters four and five will serve to further
explore these issues by assessing the extent to which a historiography of law and
a historiography of national identity can be thought to be constitutive of a
historiography of resistance. In order to provide context to my exploration of these
questions, | first need to engage with a number of interlocutors. Broadly speaking
these interlocutors fall into three overarching categories: those concerned with
developments within legal history, those concerned with the writing of normative
history and those concerned with refining social science based understandings of
resistance. To start with, in chapter one | will outline some common social science
based conceptualisations of resistance, focusing on the ways in which attempts
have been made to define this concept narrowly. In doing so | will introduce the
problem of intelligibility that is created when resistance is read/interpreted through
fixed categories, suggesting that the potential for history to act as a form of
resistance only becomes visible if we eschew the temptation to develop strict
definitions.

In chapter two | will then move on to examine some specific examples of normative
history where static representational practices have been deployed in an attempt
to construct strong notions of national identity. In doing so | will draw attention to
the repressive aspects of the grand narrative form and the universalising
discourses that they feed into. The examples | have selected here pertain to
contexts where national identity has deliberately been constructed along narrow
lines to provide relatively new regimes with strong roots that are designed to protect

" For example, many nationalist histories have relied upon the ideological value of
the past to add justificatory force to their arguments in the present. For a well known
example of such a history see: Theodor Herzl, The Jewish State (Sylvia D’Avigdor
tr, Quid Pro Books 2014). For an example of an attempt to re-imagine the
present/reveal conditions of possibility using historical enquiry see: Michel
Foucault, Maddness and Civilisation: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason
(Richard Howard tr, Routledge 2006).
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them from potential challengers. They also pertain to situations of where repressive
approaches to the past have attracted a great deal of criticism not just from those
that have been deliberately excluded from sanitised versions of the past, but also
those that have been co-opted into them against their will. Arguments advanced by
critics of such histories will be examined in detail, with particular care being given
to looking at how concerns about attempts to establish singular national identities
that are predicated upon the denial/suppression of the other are used to advocate
more wide-ranging engagements the past. While | will ultimately agree with many
of the conclusions that are reached by critics of such histories when it comes to the
need for plurality, | will distinguish myself from them by turning to Koselleck and
Gadamerian hermeneutics to explore the utility of a more malleable understanding
of tradition that is less threatened by change/alternative accounts rather than
attempt to advocate a “more inclusive” approach to history writing.'? | will do this
not because | wish to diminish the value of what have come to be recognised as
emancipatory histories of the repressed, but rather because | wish to distinguish
forms of historiography that | identify with resistance from those concerned with

fixed meanings and other trappings associated with the grand narrative form.

Another form of historiography that | wish to distinguish myself from because of its
connections with the grand narrative form is that of epiphenomenalism. Here an
individual’s thoughts and convictions are divorced from their actions by embracing
a belief that the mind ‘although perfectly real, does not causally determine our
behaviour’,'® something which can be said to project a potentially repressive view
of history.™ The potentially repressive aspects of histories that adhere to this view
of the mind arguably stem from the belief that mental activities are thought to

emanate from physical processes and not the other way around.’® Marxist

2 By turning away from attempts to write “more inclusive” histories | am not
attempting to argue against giving voice to previously supressed histories. Instead
| am attempting to relocate the debate and make an intervention on a
methodological level.

13 Peter Bieri, ‘Trying Out Epiphenomenalism’ (1992) 36(3) Erkenntnis 277, 283

4 For an example of the application of epiphenomenalism in historical method see:
Lewis Namier, The Structure of Politics at the Accession of George I/ (Palgrave
Macmillan 1978).

15 John Greenwood, ‘Whistles, Bells, and Cogs in Machines: Thomas Huxley and

Epipehomenalism’ (2010) 46(3) Journal of History of Behavioural Sciences 249,
277
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historiography has tended to adopt such an approach in the sense that focuses on
‘determinate social, political or economic structures in [its] analysis of meaning’,'®
creating a specific framework through which to examine the past that does not
account for the role that an individual may play in the (re)shaping of these

structures. For example, Marxist historian Eric Hobsbawm claimed that:

... plan historical experience without much theory can always tell
us a good deal about contemporary society. This is partly
because human beings stay much the same and human
situations recur from time to time. Just as older people can often
say “I've seen this before”; so can historians, on the basis of the

accumulated record of my generation.'”

Hobsbawm argued that the past is the most ‘useful tool for coping with constant
change’,'® suggesting that despite arguments to the contrary lessons can and must
be learnt from history (an understandable desire given the context out of which his
work emerged). As a result of this belief, Hobsbawm centred much of his historical
work around the notion of the dual revolution, identifying the French Revolution and
the Industrial Revolution as being of central importance to the creation of modern
Europe.’ However, while his view of history in some ways secures its continued
relevance to the present, this sense of relevance comes at a price. If we approach
the past in an attempt to address questions the present there is a danger that we
read intentions into past occurrences/writings that did not exist within the minds of
those that created them. In addition to this, it is possible to see how a notion of
progress is incorporated into what Hobsbawm identified as the didactic potential of
the past, something that does not necessarily sit well with my understanding of
history writing as something that does not necessarily have to be equated with acts

of prefiguration to secure its significance.

However benevolently framed, attempts to locate the value of history and its writing

in its didactic potential have only too often seen history put to work in the service

6 Robert Lamb, ‘Quentin Skinner's Revised Historical Contextualism: A Critique’
(2009) 22(3) History and the Human Sciences 51, 56

7 Eric Hobsbawm, On History (Abacus 1997) 36
18 Eric Hobsbawm, On History (Abacus 1997) 23

19 Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Revolution.: Europe 1789-1848 (Abacus 1962)
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of ideology, creating distorted views of the past that have been used to legitimate
very narrow visions of the present. The false sense of legitimacy that history of this
kind can lend to particular visions of how things ought to be is potentially dangerous
and can be seen to manifest itself in attempts to (re)create histories of national
identity that secure the privileging of some individuals over others. It is for this
reason that theories of history writing that focus on the didactic potential of the past
will be excluded from the theories of history writing that | will associate with
resistance. Instead, they will be identified as potential targets of resistance. In order
to make this point more fully, chapters four and five will engage with some of the
issues that surround writing history from the perspective of the present.?° In doing
so they will indirectly build on the debates initiated by G.W.F. Hegel where histories
are categorised according to the relationship their authors have with the events that
they engage with.2!

Hegel's claim that there are three main types of history (original, reflective and
philosophic) will be helpful when attempting to assess the functions that are being
performed by particular engagements with history and its writing. This is because
while for Hegel original history is produced by individuals that have lived through
the events that they are describing, the limitations that he imposed on this form of
history nevertheless introduce an element of selectivity that can be used to
undermine the inherent value of such histories.?? By claiming that original history
can only be generated by people that know ‘what they are or what they wanted’??
he excluded more ‘obscure modes of memory?* from the history writing process.

In doing so he relegated legends, traditions, myths and other oral based practices

20 For an interesting account of debates surrounding not only the potential utility
but also the potential dangers of presentism see: Craig Bourne, A Future for
Presentism (Clarendon Press 2006).

21 For example while Hegel identified original history as being particularly
authoritative because of who it is produced by, he nevertheless identified it as being
of limited value to present problems. He claimed that while lessons can be
discerned from such histories, these lessons cannot be directly applied to present
problems. Instead all they tell us is how the past was experienced by its authors.

22 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction to the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 3

23 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction to the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 4

24 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction to the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 4
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to obscurity. Hegel justified characterising original history in this way by stating that
the ‘culture of the author’?® and the ‘events in his work’?® are inextricably bound to
one another. For him this meant that only people of ‘high social standing’ operating
from ‘a superior position’?” were able to create a clear overview of the events they
were recording, providing the examples of Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon
as masters of this historical form. Here, Hegel can be seen to betray a tendency
within western historiography to deliberately suppress historical accounts
produced by individuals that are either unwilling or unable to articulate their
experiences in particular textual forms. In doing so he reveals how the writing of
history has traditionally been tied to an office (i.e. position of power), something
which has often resulted in the privileging of singular approaches to the past. This
is something that will become particularly apparent in chapter four where it is
possible to see how narratives surrounding the Ancient Consitution were used to

stifle the emergence of alternative understandings of political obligation.

Hegel’'s second form of history, reflective history, is also worth bearing in mind
when attempting to assess the functions that are performed by certain approaches
to history writing as it focuses more closely on processes of mediation. His decision
to subdivide reflective history into universal history, pragmatic history, critical
history and specialised history creates an opportunity to see how historians are
able to develop different strategies for approaching events and materials drawn
from a different time. For example, by constructing overviews of the past using
categories of their own making, authors of reflective histories are confronted with
the challenge of establishing the extent to which they are able to extricate
themselves from their work.?2 Specialised reflective histories raise further

questions about the relationship between the historian and the events that they

25 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction to the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 4

%6 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction to the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 4

27 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction to the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 6

28 For furher discussion on the importance of where the historian places themselves
in relation to their work it is helpful to consider Leopold von Ranke’s position on
this. See: Leopold von Ranke, ‘On the Relations of History and Philosophy’ in 7he
Theory and Practice of History (Georg G. Iggers trs, Routledge 2010).
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engage with, as it is here that Hegel saw a use for ‘universal viewpoints’?® in the
construction of specialised histories of art, law or religion. Such histories would
appear to feed into the grand narrative form by adopting a singular focus, creating
important questions as to the scope of specialised histories in general. Hegel’s final
(and preferred) form of history was philosophic history.3 However, like the previous
two, this type of history has also important questions. Historian Karl Popper has
suggested that Hegelian philosophic history is enmeshed within a very particular
vision of progress, resulting in a linear understanding of temporality being built into
histories of this kind.3! All of these observations make it possible to identify some
core tensions that exist within history writing itself, as it is possible to observe how
the type of history that is being written will ultimately come to impact on its scope

and potential uses.

While some historians have welcomed the challenge of examining how their
chosen form of history impacts on the broader function that their work performs,
others have been less accommodating. For example, Irish historian J.B. Bury
associated such reflections with a tendency to confuse history with literature,

something that he condemned when he asserted that:

I may remind you that history is not a branch of literature. The
facts of history, like the facts of geology or astronomy, can supply
material for literary art; for manifest reasons they lend
themselves to artistic representation far more readily than those
of the natural science; but to clothe the story of human society in
a literary dress is no more the part of a historian as a historian,
than it is the part of an astronomer as an astronomer to present

in an artistic shape the story of the stars.3?

2 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction o the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 9

30 G.W.F. Hegel, /ntroduction o the Philosophy of History (Leo Rauch tr, Hackett
Publishing Company 1988) 62

31 Karl Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies. Volume 2 Hegel and Marx
(Routledge 2002) 40

32 J.B. Bury, Selected Essays (Cambridge University Press 1968) 9
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A century later, Lawrence Stone lamented that ‘language-based models of
criticism’ have plunged history as a distinct academic discipline ‘into a crisis of self-
confidence about what it is doing and how it is doing it.”*3 He claimed that increased
epistemological and methodological reflection had resulted in historical texts being
reduced to ‘a mere hall of mirrors reflecting nothing but each other, and throwing
no light upon the “truth”, which does not exist.”** Statements such as these
represent an attempt to close the borders of history to the influence of disciplines
such philosophy and literature where facts are often thought of on more flexible
terms. Historians that have adopted this view have sought to maintain the integrity
of their discipline by establishing a distance between history and other more
subjective forms of academic enquiry, emphasising the idea of identifiable and

verifiable historical data or the presence of strong (truthful) grand narratives.

The historian Hayden White has responded to this debate by stating that the
‘insistence that only historians know what historians really do is similar to modern
scientists’ objections to being studied by sociologists, ethnographers, philosophers
and historians.”® He has suggested that little is to be achieved by attempting to
ignore the influence of other disciplines and that in the past history has itself
encroached upon the remit of other disciplines in order to expand its own borders.
| would argue that Koselleck took this point a step further when reflecting on the
role of theory in his own work by stating that in order to escape total isolation (and
perhaps marginalisation) history must consider ‘a new relationship to other
disciplines.”?® In order to negotiate a new relationship with other disciplines,
Koselleck indicated a need for historians to “recognise... [the] need for theory or,
rather, face the necessity of doing theory if history still wants to conceive of itself

as an academic discipline.”¥” This is not to say that in order to survive be believed

33 Lawrence Stone, ‘History and Postmodernism’ (1991) 131 Past and Present 217,
217

34 Lawrence Stone, ‘History and Postmodernism’ (1991) 131 Past and Present 217,
217

35 Hayden White, ‘Response to Arthur Marwick’ (1995) 30 Journal of Contemporary
History 223, 245

3 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘The Need for Theory in History’ in The Practice of
Conceptual History: Timing History, Spacing Concepts (Kerstin Behnke tr, Stanford
University Press 2002) 1,1

37 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘The Need for Theory in History’ in The Practice of

Conceptual History: Timing History, Spacing Concepts (Kerstin Behnke tr, Stanford
University Press 2002) 1,1
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that history must become more like other disciplines, instead he simply proposed
that ‘we can push our way out of our own characteristic bottlenecks only by
concentrating on those points that are themselves in need of theory or that promise
theoretical insights.’3® Here we are able to see how an engagement with other
disciplines has the potential to free history from its own limitations by assigning it a
task that reaches beyond the act of simply recording or restating past events. In
adopting a more fluid understanding of what history is or can be the historian is
presented as being able to approach their chosen objects of study from a wider
range of perspectives with greater sensitivity. In addition to this, by acknowledging
that ‘by definition, all that is past does not exist’ and that ‘history is whatever is
represented as having hitherto existed® we are able to see history as something
that is engaged in a constant dialogue rather than as something that is fixed and
immutable. The historian's work is, therefore, recast as being bound to particular
‘ideological positions™?, thus making it possible to see a space within history and

its writing for renegotiation and possibly even resistance.

Debates such as those outlined above do not, however, appear to have been
widely acknowledged within historically oriented legal scholarship. Instead it is
possible to see within much legal history scholarship an assumption that the past
is governed by three principles: that ‘the past is gone forever’, that ‘to understand
the meaning of a text you must first put it in the context of its time and place’; and
that ‘you cannot tell where you are going unless you know where you are coming
from.”*" Constantin Fasolt has argued that these principles rest upon ‘assumptions

about time and eternity, truth and meaning, [and] freedom and responsibility’4? that

3 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘The Need for Theory in History’ in The Practice of
Conceptual History: Timing History, Spacing Concepts (Kerstin Behnke tr, Stanford
University Press 2002) 1, 2

3% Barry Hindess and Paul Q. Hirst, Pre-Capitalist Modes of Production (Routledge
1975) 309

40 Ann Wordsworth, ‘Derrida and Foucault: Writing the History of Historicity’ in
Derek Attridge, Geoff Bennington and Robert Young (eds), Post-Structuralism and
the Question of History (Cambridge University Press 1987) 116

41 Constantin Fasolt, The Limits of History (The University of Chicago Press 2013)
iX

42 Constantin Fasolt, The Limits of History (The University of Chicago Press 2013)
iX

22



are in dire need of revisiting. He expresses this belief by asserting that ‘our
knowledge of the past cannot be separated from the actions that we take to change
our fate™3, forging a strong connection between history and politics. In addition to
this, he draws attention to an aspect of history that would appear to go
unrecognised in much legal scholarship, namely the idea that history ‘is not as
innocent as it pretends to be’; and that because of this we ought to see it as ‘a
weapon that was invented on a battlefield, a dangerous form of knowledge that can
do harm to both its subjects and its practitioners.”** However rather than
incorporating these considerations into our understanding of how law relates to
history and its writing, we would appear to repeatedly return to the grand narrative
form that has long since been discredited within both socio-legal studies and the

critical legal studies movement in when attempting to tie history to law.*®

As legal scholars, our habitual reliance on the grand narrative form is somewhat
counterintuitive, especially when thought of in relation to the great lengths that
many scholars have gone to when carving out critically oriented projects in an
attempt to distinguish themselves from that which went before. Nevertheless, while
the irony of using one grand narrative to replace another grand narrative is yet to
be widely recognised within legal scholarship, some historians have come
recognise the challenges faced by lawyers when attempting to move away from
universalising discourses. For example, historian Barbara Weinstein has
commented on how in some contexts postcolonial studies has inadvertently
‘revived or sustained an interest in the grand historical narrative’ despite a more
general move away from the grand narrative towards the privileging of

‘microhistories’, a form of history writing that bears the potential to act as a form

43 Constantin Fasolt, The Limits of History (The University of Chicago Press 2013)
iX

44 Constantin Fasolt, The Limits of History (The University of Chicago Press 2013)
3-4

45 When referring to the grand narrative form | draw on Jean-Francois Lyotard’s
work on grand narratives, more specifically his discussions in: Jean-Francois
Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge (Geoff Bennington
and Brian Massumi trs, Manchester University Press 1986)

46 Barbara Weinstein, ‘History Without a Cause? Grand Narratives, World History,

and the Postcolonial Dilemma’ (2005) 50(1) Internationaal Instituut voor Sociale
Geschiedenis 71, 71-72

For example, within the growing field of world history it is possible to see debates
on the return of the grant narrative form emerge. For a collection of essays in this
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of resistance. Weinstein has suggested that ‘far from discarding the master
narrative, or disengaging from concepts of causation’ attempts to revise the
‘standard macro-narrative of “Western civilisation” have come to treat it as so
thoroughly embedded in our cultural framework that it does not even require
acknowledgement.’*” She argues that because of this apparent naturalisation of
macro-narratives, instead of rejecting the master/grand narrative form we have
secured its success as ‘the historians “common sense”.’*® As a consequence of
this | would argue that many innovative projects directed at critiquing ‘traditional
historiography® are being held back by an ongoing commitment to law’s

relationship with the grand narrative form.

In order to examine the issues identified above in greater detail part two of this
thesis will focus on specific engagements between law and history where the grand
narrative form can be seen to shape law’s perception of the nature and function of
history writing. While chapter three will focus on providing an overview of some of
the literatures on law and temporality with the view of revealing law’s commitment
to linear understandings of temporality, chapters four and five will explore how this
commitment has played out in practice. Chapter three will seek to examine some
of the tensions that have emerged amongst legal historians with regards to law’s
uses and abuses of processes of history writing by building on the concerns raised
by Robert W. Gordon in the context of the North American strain of the critical legal
studies movement. In 1984, Gordon surveyed the field of socio-legal history with
the view of advancing a guide to the various theoretical and methodological
positions that had come to be adopted by legal historians working within the
academy. In doing so he sought to draw attention to a narrowing in American legal

scholarship that he believed to result from an increasingly problematic commitment

field see: Gayan Prakash, After Colonialism. Imperial Histories and Postcolonial
Displacements (Princeton Univeristy Press 1994).

47 Barbara Weinstein, ‘History Without a Cause? Grand Narratives, World History,
and the Postcolonial Dilemma’ (2005) 50(1) Internationaal Instituut voor Sociale
Geschiedenis 71, 77

48Barbara Weinstein, ‘History Without a Cause? Grand Narratives, World History,
and the Postcolonial Dilemma’ (2005) 50(1) Internationaal Instituut voor Sociale
Geschiedenis 71, 77

49 Barbara Weinstein, ‘History Without a Cause? Grand Narratives, World History,
and the Postcolonial Dilemma’ (2005) 50(1) Internationaal Instituut voor Sociale
Geschiedenis 71, 82
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to an understanding of law as a ‘functional response to a typical modernising
process.™® He attached the label of evolutionary functionalism to this
understanding of the relationship between law and society, arguing that one way
of breaking free from ever more deterministic visions of law and society would
involve a turn to the discipline of history, or to be more precise, historicism. Drawing
on the historicism of Collingwood and Kuhn, Gordon advanced a mode of legal
history that enabled him to reframe law and society as being mutually constitutive
of one another. In doing so he argued that not only are ‘the conditions of social life
and course of historical development... radically underdetermined’ but that the
‘causal relations between changes in legal and social forms’' are also radically
underdetermined. For Gordon, law was not to be understood simply as a response
to historical processes. Instead ‘legal forms and practices’ were recognised as
‘political products that arise from the struggles of conflicting social groups that
possess very disparate resources of wealth, power, status, knowledge, access to
armed force, and organisational capability.”>> However, in spite of their status as a
political product, Gordon argued that legal forms and practices ‘tend to become
embedded in relatively autonomous structures that transcend and, to some extent,
help to shape the content of the immediate self-interest of social groups.’? It is for
this reason that legal forms and practices cannot be explained by reference to
social, political and economic factors alone. Instead, it becomes necessary to think
of them as what he referred to as ‘independent variables in social experience’ that

possess their own ‘internal structures.’>*

While thirty-two years have passed since Gordon made this intervention, it is still
possible to see how the question of what a lawyer is to do, or can do with history
still persists in many strains of legal scholarship. Gordon’s identification of three

key modes in which lawyers have traditionally made use of history (the static, the

%0 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
100-101

51 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
101

52 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
101

53 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
101

54 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
101
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dynamic and the critical) are still perceptible to us today.% In static modes, lawyers
argue that legal rules and principles possess fixed meanings that are derived from
past usage. Such uses of history often involve the privileging of a particular time
and place, establishing a sense of universality that can be attached to the legal
rules and principles in question. Here, special attention is paid to the idea of original
meaning and the maintenance of a sense of continuity between past and present
practices. In contrast to this, those that adopt the dynamic mode argue that legal
rules and principles can and must change over time to adapt to changing
circumstances. Here lawyers link the evolution of law to specific instances of
economic, political or social change. Gordon has suggested that in the American
context dynamic modes usually draw upon narratives of ‘recovery, progress, or
teleology.’*® While narratives of recovery focus on the attempt to recover the purity
of past principles that have become corrupted by time, narratives of progress focus
on laws relationship with a long-term process of historical transformation.
Teleological narratives allude to what Gordon described as a ‘core of immanent
principle’®’, suggesting that legal forms are able to work themselves pure over time.
Irrespective of their differences both modes of using history are identified by
Gordon as appeals to authority, whether it be to justify a continuation of the same
as is seen in the static mode, or to advocate real change as can be seen in the
dynamic mode. It is in this respect that he has claimed that ‘the past is read as if it
were a legal text with binding force’, enabling it to control the present by reference
to narratives of either ‘stasis or tradition’ or ‘progress or decline.’® As a
consequence, these modes of history pertain to a very particular understanding of
history, one that is tied to ideas of a continuous link between past and present much
as the grand narrative is. They identify history as an important source of

legitimation and characterise the law and legal systems as ‘facilitative technologies

5 Robert W. Gordon, ‘The Struggle Over the Past’ (1996) 44(2) Cleveland State
Law Review 123, 124

% Robert W. Gordon, ‘The Arrival of Critical Historicism’ (1997) 49 Stanford Law
Review 1023, 1023

57 Robert W. Gordon, ‘The Arrival of Critical Historicism’ (1997) 49 Stanford Law
Review 1023, 1023

5 Robert W. Gordon, ‘The Struggle Over the Past’ (1996) 44(2) Cleveland State
Law Review 123, 125
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that are adaptive responses to social needs and demands.’®® This is why Gordon
places these modes of history under the heading of evolutionary functionalism, a
tradition of legal historiography that regards the ‘natural and proper function of a
legal system’ as being the facilitation of the ‘proper evolution of [a progressive]
society... towards the type of liberal capitalism seen in the advanced Western

nations.’s?

| would argue that the prevalence of evolutionary functionalism within legal
scholarship can be interpreted as an ongoing preoccupation with the grand
narrative form and the sense of progress that it advances, something which has
led to the perpetuation of a series of problematic assumptions regarding the nature
and function of law which hinder its ability to re-shape its relationship with history.
Gordon has identified five of these assumptions. Firstly, he claimed that the
presence of evolutionary functionalism indicates a belief that law and society are
separate yet related social categories. Society is the realm of ‘social experience’
whereas law is a ‘specialised realm of state and professional activity’®! designed to
serve the needs of society. While there is great debate about the exact nature of
the relationship between these two spheres within legal functionalism itself, it is
nevertheless thought to be important to maintain a distinction between the two.
Secondly, it is claimed that societies have needs and that these needs may be
either universal in nature or they may be specific to a particular stage in social or
economic development. These needs then act as both pressures and constraints
that ensure society develops according to a particular evolutionary path.5? This
proposition alludes to a belief in an ‘objective, determined, progressive social
evolutionary path’® that can be followed. Again, while much variation can be seen

in different accounts of this process Gordon unites them by showing how they all

5 Robert W. Gordon, “Critical Legal Histories Revisited”: A Response’ (2012) 37(1)
Law and Social Inquiry 200, 201

60 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
59

61 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
60

62 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
61

63 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
61
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share what he refers to as ‘determinist teleologies whose elemental parts... are all
linked together in a master process of social evolution.’®* Fourthly, as a result of
this legal systems are ‘described and explained in terms of their functional
responsiveness to social needs.’®® Here various stages of social development are
identified and used to measure the functional success of particular legal forms and
their institutions. Gordon’s fifth and final assumption is that legal systems adapt to
changing social needs and that while the law may sometimes lag behind in certain
areas, it ultimately seeks to ‘work itself pure’ to become more ‘efficient’®® and
responsive to social needs. Although Gordon conceded that evolutionary
functionalism constitutes a varied and often diverging tradition within legal
scholarship, it is nevertheless shown to be a tradition that is tied to a highly
deterministic view of the world where the contingent nature of specific
developments or changes are often obscured by appeals to necessity. When used
in this way history becomes a force within law that serves to distort key moments
in our historical consciousness.®’ It is perhaps for this reason that Gordon himself
advocated critical modes of engaging with history, where the authority of the past
is brought into question through the identification of breaks between the past and

present.

For Gordon, critical modes of legal history can be defined as ‘any approach to the
past that produces disturbances in the field’, that ‘unsettles the familiar strategies
that we use to tame the past in order to normalise the present.’®® This broad
definition has resulted in the development of a broad range of historical

approaches, as can be seen in the work of subsequent adherents of his strain of

64 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
63

8 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
63

6 Robert W. Gordon, ‘Critical Legal Histories’ (1984) 36 Stanford Law Review 57,
65

67 For example in chapter four | will explore how the ancient constitution was used
to obscure the source of the common law’s legitimacy, something which served to
suppress criticisms of existing power structures and form an historical outlook
shaped by notions of immemoriality.

6 Robert W. Gordon, ‘The Arrival of Critical Historicism’ (1997) 49 Stanford Law
Review 1023, 1024
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critical legal history. However by rooting the value of history in the idea that where
lawyers seek to recover ‘a single authoritative meaning from the past’ historians
‘look for plural, contest, or ambiguous meanings’®®, Gordon has assumed the
absence of a sense of functionalism within the discipline of history itself. This view
marginalises the ongoing debates within the discipline of history surrounding not
only the nature and function of history and its writing, but also the role of theory in
history. It is in this sense that | would suggest that both law and history are
disciplines that can be seen to be haunted by similar insecurities surrounding their
status, insecurities which have in turn restricted their engagements with broader
questions surrounding the temporal assumptions that underpin their approach to
their objects of interest.”® In order to avoid becoming trapped by such insecurities,
| would argue that it would be helpful for legal scholars to turn to the work of
Koselleck to see how it is possible to incorporate greater moments of reflexivity into
our work without marginalising/denying the position/office from which we speak.

When Koselleck noted that ‘in practice, the object of history is everything or
nothing, for history can declare just about anything to be a historical object by the
way in which it formulates its questions’ and it is because of this that ‘nothing
escapes the historical perspective’”’, he identified history as a discipline faced with
a unique set of methodological challenges. To a certain extent, the same is perhaps
true of law on a disciplinary level.”> However because it is possible to argue that
law is brought into being through its relation to history, it is also possible to see
within law a particularly stubborn adherence to understandings of history that are
constructed around very linear understandings of temporality survive in spite of

broader methodological concerns. As a consequence of this, many legal scholars

6 Robert W. Gordon, ‘The Arrival of Critical Historicism’ (1997) 49 Stanford Law
Review 1023, 1025

70 Both law and history emerged as distinct academic disciplines in the shadows of
the natural sciences during the 19" century, something which resulted in each
discipline seeking to carve out its own distinct sphere of activity with the view of
emulating the rigour and influence of the natural sciences. As a consequence of
this it is possible to see the appeal of adopting more linear understandings of
temporality.

7t Reinhart Koselleck, ‘The Need for Theory in History’ in The Practice of
Conceptual History: Timing History, Spacing Concepts (Kristen Behnke tr, Stanford
University Press 2002) 4

72 By this | mean to say that like history, law is able to expand its field of study by
posing questions to objects emanating from other fields.
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have adopted an exemplar theory of history writing where the past is treated as a
repository for present action. Even those concerned with modulating the impact of
the past on the present by showing how a particular principle or approach emerged
out of a context which is no longer acceptable to modern tastes can often only too
easily become trapped by unhelpful overarching narratives of progress.”® In order
to explore the broader consequences of these issues, chapters four and five will
utilise the concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy introduced in
chapter two to focus on how law performs a vital role in the production of national
identity via its interaction with processes of history writing. More specifically, these
chapters will demonstrate how the grand narrative form has often come to be
regarded as the preferred form of history writing by law when generating national
identity by focusing on its propensity to establish a sense of tradition and legitimacy
capable of shielding those that produce history from direct challenges. In doing so
they will entrench the grand narrative form as something that is to be resisted whilst
also signalling the potential for alternative forms of historiography to lead the way
in this process.

Methodology: Establishing Parameters

The uncomfortable realisation that modes of history that maintain a sense of
distance between the historian and their objects continue to be favoured by many
legal historians is difficult to reconcile with our growing recognition of the
drawbacks of focusing on the evolutionary tracing potential of historical study.’*
However, in spite growing scepticism with regards to our ability to fully distance
ourselves from the events that we write about, it is nevertheless possible to observe
a steady growth in static legal history which can, in turn, be seen to entrench a
stifling commitment to ideas of continuity and progress into laws engagements with

its past. This is especially unfortunate given the flourishing of other critical modes

73 For examples of how the critical legal studies movement (both in North American
and European contexts) has responded to history see: Mark Kelman, A Guide to
Critical Legal Studies (Harvard University Press 1987) 213, Alan Norrie, ‘Law,
Ethics and Socio-History: The Case of Freedom’ in Dermot Feenan (ed), Exploring
the ‘Socio’ of Socio-Legal Studies (Palgrave Macmillan 2013) and Roberto
Mangabeira Unger, The Critical Legal Studies Movement (Harvard University
Press 1986).

74 By adopting a causal approach to history, many legal historians have adopted a
liner understanding of temporality into their works.
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of engaging with law that have emerged in recent years. However, hope can be
seen in the work of legal historians such as Christopher Tomlins where a critique
of historicist sense-making in the domain of law is emerging. Drawing on the work
of Friedrich Nietzsche and Walter Benjamin, Tomlins argues that ‘the past, present
and future do not compose a natural order: their lineage is an artefact of human
invention.””> In doing so he re-establishes history as a dangerous form of
knowledge and raises questions about Gordon’s suggestion that historicist
approaches to law can be used as ‘expansive, even subversive’ exercises ‘when
deployed to make sense of law.””® Tomlins observes that adherents of ‘Critical
Legal Studies... [have] seized upon history’s latent insurgent capacities to wage
war against anachronistic orthodoxies in legal scholarship’ whilst also remaining
alert to how ‘all orthodoxies begin as insurgencies.””” In doing so he is able to see
how ‘CLS [can] embraced historical analysis of law as a means to countermand
the internalised mythologies of traditional jurisprudence by flooding them with an
exterior “reality” that bound them in place and time’’® whilst also identifying the
limitations of using historicism to do this. By identifying a disarming rather than
subversive element to Gordon’s brand of critical historicism, Tomlins issues an
exciting call to re-visit our understanding of the relationship between law and

history to see how the critical potential of legal histories can be released.

In chapter three | will draw on the insights of Tomlins and other critical legal
historians to identify an opportunity to revisit laws relationship with history and its
writing by examining laws changing relationship with temporality. | will start by
examining the linear understanding of temporality that can be seen to exist within
law and then move on to look at literatures that have sought to disrupt such
understandings of temporality. | will then seek to bring these literatures into
conversation with each other by re-stating the ways in which it is possible to think

of law as a tradition via an engagement with Peter Goodrich’s work on law as

75 Christopher Tomlins, ‘The Strait Gate: The Past, History, and Legal Scholarhip’
(2009) 5(1) Law, Culture and the Humanities 11

76 Christopher Tomlins, ‘The Strait Gate: The Past, History, and Legal Scholarship’
(2009) 5(1) Law, Culture and the Humanities 11, 28

77 Christopher Tomlins, ‘The Strait Gate: The Past, History, and Legal Scholarship’
(2009) 5(1) Law, Culture and the Humanities 11, 28-29

78 Christopher Tomlins, ‘The Strait Gate: The Past, History, and Legal Scholarship’
(2009) 5(1) Law, Culture and the Humanities 11, 29-30
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rhetoric. However, in order to do this, my observations will be confined to an
engagement with the relationship between law and temporality as they appear in
relation to the spread of the critical legal studies movement. This is because while
key transformations in laws relationship with the grand narrative form (and the
linear sense of temporality that it embodies) can be seen to date back to the
secularisation of law, my intention in this thesis is not to write a history of law’s
relationship with temporality or any particular grand narrative. Instead, my intention
is to show how by re-evaluating law’s relationship with temporality in light of
Koselleck’s theory of history it is possible to identify renewed possibilities for
historiography to operate as a form of resistance to the grand narrative form more
generally (i.e. narratives about the past that seek to establish clear origins or end
points so as to secure a particular sense of progress). In doing so | wish to establish
an ongoing connection between history writing and law’s writing that is in need of
constant revision, with the consequences of failing to revise this relationship being
explored in chapters four and five.

While similar questions have been engaged with by legal scholars that draw upon
Foucault's genealogical method to explore the disruptive potential of history
writing, | have nevertheless elected to frame my project in terms of Koselleck’s
theory of history and the elements of Gadamerian hermeneutics that he drew upon
to develop his theory of multiple temporalities. By drawing on Gadamer’s
rehabilitation of the concepts of tradition and prejudice, Koselleck was able to
develop a theory of history that establishes the centrality of context without
sacrificing the element of conflict that emerges during history writing processes.
This approach to history writing is particularly useful when examining the
relationship between law and history as it facilitates an examination of both change
and stasis, a relation that will be examined in closer detail in chapter three through
an engagement with the philosophical hermeneutics of Ricoeur. Framing my
project in terms of theories of history writing drawn from the tradition of
philosophical hermeneutics will also enable me to place tradition at the core of my
understanding law, something which will in turn enable me to secure a firm
connection between law’s writing and history writing. This is because by
characterising law as a tradition in a Gadamerian sense, | am able to identify the
importance of law’s continual performance, which in turn enables me to establish
its relationship with history writing as a crucial site of activity. In addition to this
Koselleck’'s theory of multiple temporalities, as understood in relation to

Gadamerian hermeneutics, furnishes me with a means of examining law’s
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relationship with temporality from a perspective that has not yet been fully explored
within current literatures. So while chapter three will indeed show how many
scholars have identified a tension within law that sees it cling to notions of stability
whilst simultaneously seeking out change, it will also show how this tension is yet
to be addressed effectively because of a reluctance to look at issues of context and
continuity. By turning to Koselleck and Gadamer | believe that | will be able to allude
to a way of accounting for laws commitment to stasis whilst also accommodating
change, as by drawing on Gadamerian hermeneutics Koselleck was able to secure
a valuable (albeit limited) place for context within his theory of history by
suspending it as a moment of intelligibility. | will, therefore, focus on the benefits of
a tradition of history writing that roots itself in philosophical hermeneutics rather
than other traditions of history writing that also concern themselves with questions

surrounding history writing as means of problematisation.

My decision to focus on a tradition of history writing that builds on the concerns of
philosophical hermeneutics has not been made in an attempt to single out
Koselleck’s theory of history as the only theory of history writing that is capable of
functioning as a form of resistance. Instead by focusing on Koselleck | am simply
attempting to secure a level of coherence within this thesis by confining my
discussions to a tradition of history writing that adopts a common understanding of
power and notions of truth. For example, while Paul Veyne’s characterisation of
history as ‘a palace whose full extent we do not discover’’® certainly fits in with my
overall argument about the potential for certain forms of historiography to act as a
means of resisting totalising/universalising accounts of the past, Veyne writes from
a tradition that has very different goals from those espoused by the likes of
Koselleck and Gadamer. Similarly, while the late Cornelia Vismann can be seen to
have completely rethought the history of law by adopting a media materialist
perspective that enabled her to re-conceptualise the archive as a meeting place for
law and history, she too can be seen to have worked from within a very different
tradition of history writing. By focusing on files and the archive, Vismann loosely
defined law ‘not as an instrument or medium for the arbitration of conflicts but as a
repository of forms of authoritarian and administrative acts that assume concrete

shape in files.’8® For her, this meant that ‘law and files mutually determine each

’® Paul Veyne, Writing History: Essay on Epistemology (Mina Moore-Rinvolucri tr,
Wesleyan University Press 1984) 261

80 Cornelia Vismann, Files: Law and Media Technology (Geoffrey Winthrop-Young
tr, Stanford University Press 2008) xiii
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iv.

other.’8' While | find this way of thinking about law intriguing, especially in terms of
its potential to rehabilitate our interactions with history and its writing, it does not
enable me to gain access to the understanding of resistance that | seek to advance.
Users of Vismann’s conceptualisation of the archive tend to frame their projects in
terms of examinations of the archive and the construction of counter-archives.s2
This is not the intended direction of this thesis. Instead of focusing on what can be
gained by writing counter-histories and microhistories, this thesis is concerned with
the task of redirecting attention back to the question of the nature and scope of
critical legal histories. Or to put it another way, rather than identifying the production
of histories of the oppressed as a solution to the continued prevalence of singular
approaches to history and its writing, this thesis makes a plea for a return to thinking

about how we (as legal scholars) think about history and its writing in the first place.

Concluding Remarks

In order to move forward, this thesis will, therefore, undertake an examination of
the relationship between historiography, law and resistance in light of the
methodological reflections of Reinhart Koselleck and Hans-Georg Gadamer. In
doing so it will expand upon existing social science based understandings of
resistance by identifying the grand narrative form as a target of resistance. The
silencing effects of grand narratives will be explored in relation to issues of national
identity, tradition and legitimacy where it is possible to see law’s writing and the
writing of history meet. All of this will be done with the view of exposing the
formative aspects of our historiographical choices, something which will in turn
allude to future opportunities to examine the extent to which law is capable of
accommodating the type of temporal flexibility that is needed for alternative
engagements with history and its writing to act as a form of resistance in their own

right.

81 Cornelia Vismann, Files. Law and Media Technology (Geoffrey Winthrop-Young
tr, Stanford University Press 2008) xiii

82 For a particularly insightful collection of essays that make use of the archive as
a means of re-orienting law’s relationship with history see: Stewart Motha and
Honni van Rijswijk (eds), Law, Memory, Violence: Uncovering the Counter-Archive
(Routledge 2016).
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Chapter 1

Conceptualising Resistance:
Extending the Function of
Historiography

‘Sticks and stones may break my bones, but words (or names) will never hurt

me.” Like all sayings, this one contains an evident of truth... But, like all sayings,
this one gives us only a partial truth- for it might be verbal aggression that causes
one to resort to “sticks and stones’. Words, too, can destroy.

Reinhart Koselleck®

To question historically means to set free into motion the happening which is
quiescence and bound in the question.

Martin Heideggers4
The struggle of man against power is the struggle of memory against forgetting.

Milan Kunderass

The concept of resistance is a complicated one that has come to be deployed in a
wide variety of circumstances across a diverse range of disciplines. Within the
context of the social sciences, resistance has proven itself to be of great analytical
utility, providing those that engage with it a valuable lens through which to explore
issues of power and social change. However, the proliferation of scholarship
examining practices of resistance would appear to have culminated in a belief in
resistance as an essentially material practice, with many seeking to define this
concept in terms of its visible outcomes. As a consequence of this resistance has
come to be treated as an essentially pragmatic concept, generating a wealth of

literature directed towards emancipatory aims. Rather than allowing theoretical

8 Reinhart Koselleck, 'Linguistic Change and the History of Events' (1989) 61(4)
The Journal of Modern History 649, 649

8 Martin Heidegger, What is a Thing? (W. B. Jr Barton and Vera Deutsch trs,
University Press of America 1967) 48

8 Milan Kundera, The Book of Laughter and Forgetting (Aaron Asher tr, Faber and
Faber 1996) 4
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considerations to frame discussions of this concept, scholarship in this area can be
seen to allow practical concerns to dominate the deployment of resistance as an
analytical tool. For example, it is possible to see how for many working within the
social sciences resistance has come to be thought of as a visible oppositional act
performed by an identifiable individual or collectivity existing outside of the resisted
network of power relations.2® This has resulted in the emergence of categories such
as scale, location, organisation/intent and visibility as a means of furthering an
understanding of resistance as an empirically measurable practice that directs
itself towards change. | would argue that by allowing pragmatic concerns to trump
theoretical reflection we have somewhat unwittingly narrowed the scope of
resistance, incorporating a series of assumptions into our understanding of not only
how resistance operates and what it seeks to achieve, but also what can be
identified as amounting to resistance in the first place. In this chapter | explore
some of the core characteristics that we have come to attach to resistance, arguing
that a belief (albeit in many cases a tacit belief) that these characteristics provide
a satisfactory framework through which to explore resistance imposes strict
limitations on what can be identified as resistance and how we are to measure its
relative successes and failures. | will suggest that by sidestepping questions
pertaining to the normative dimension of assigning core characteristics to practices
of resistance we have come to privilege certain types of practices over others, often
identifying actions involving open political resistance as the most obvious route for
securing visible change. Moreover, in attempting to develop a reliable ‘empirically
useful measure’®’ focused on ideas of positive change to help distinguish acts of
resistance from other activities, | will argue that even some of the most innovative
engagements with this concept can be seen to be bound to a stifling notion of

progress.

The extent to which questions of resistance have become tangled up in claims
relating to progress and more general notions of improvement is a thorny issue, as
it introduces a problematic element of evaluation into the identification of resistive

practices. Nevertheless, it is possible to see how even more individualised context-

86 For an example of such an understanding of resistance see: Jocelyn A. Hollander
and Rachel L. Einwohner, 'Conceptualizing Resistance' (2004) 19(4) Sociological
Forum 533

87 Rose Weitz, 'Women and Their Hair: Seeking Power through Resistance and
Accommodation' (2001) 15(5) Gender and Society 667, 670
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specific approaches to resistance are plagued by a need to determine what

amounts to positive change, as is reflected in statements such as this:

...if power, resistance and their agents are seen as context-
specific then we can have no justification for “resistance in
general”’. Unless we assume a priori the “evil nature” of power
and the ‘“liberatory nature” of resistance, then there is little
alternative to conducting a case by case, site by site

assessment.ss

Appeals to normative judgment, however benevolently framed, present an
enormous challenge to our ever growing reluctance to accept ‘totalising
standpoint(s) from which to judge overall social progress.’s® | would argue that the
challenge of reconciling the immediate utility of normative judgment with our
mounting distrust of it signals a need to create a way of conceptualising resistance
that does not depend on our ability to justify resistance by reference to its
desirability. In order to bypass the perceived need to pass such judgments when
examining potential instances of resistance, | will eschew the temptation to strictly
define this concept. | will instead elect to explore the extent to which our
understanding of resistance can be expanded to include less visible practices, and
in doing so | will argue that the value we attach to resistance as a potentially
transformative concept does not lie in its most readily measurable outcomes, its
presumed stability of meaning over time or the proliferation of its deployment in
everyday speech. Instead, | will locate the usefulness of this concept in its latent
contestability and propensity to adapt according to new usages. To do this | will
need to tackle the issue of intelligibility that is created by using categories such as
scale, location, organisation/intent and visibility to determine what amounts to
resistance. | will also need to show how while | acknowledge that broad definitions

of resistances may sometimes appear unhelpful, ‘allowing some scholars to see it

88 David Knights and Theo Vurdubakis, 'Foucault, Power, Resistance and all That'
in John M. Jermier, David Knights and Walter R. Nord (eds), Resistance and Power
in Organisations (Routledge 1994) 167, 186

8 David Couzens Hoy, Critical Resistance. From Poststructuralism to Post-Critique
(The MIT Press 2005) 8
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almost everywhere and others almost nowhere’®, that the uneasiness that stems
from loose definitions is indicative of a more general distrust of the uncertainty that
emanates from flexibility rather than any inherent defect in construing concepts

broadly.

One way of approaching the task of expanding our understanding of resistance so
that it may include less visible practices involves pursuing the idea that rather than
strengthening resistance, attempts to stabilise it by establishing consistent
indicators and measures have the potential to erode the dynamic core of resistive
practices themselves. It is for this reason that it is helpful to refer to the work of
David Couzens Hoy and his suggestion that ‘resistance is contextually bound to
the social and psychological structures that are being resisted’®!, paying particular
attention to how it is from within particular power dynamics that resistance becomes
most visible. For example | will argue against the proposition that without clear
categories such as scale, location, organisation/intent and visibility resistance risks
becoming a hollow concept lacking a clear purpose by bringing it into conversation
with the countervailing proposition that as a concept, resistance may become
paralysed by a strict adherence to such a formulaic approach to its study. The
socially constructed nature of this concept will, therefore, form the core of my
understanding of resistance, as it will be by moving away from the idea that
resistance is something that is ‘simply “out there”, empirical data to be gathered
and made available through value free enquiry’®? that | hope to depict the vitally
contingent nature of the central analytical tools (in this case, the concept of

resistance) upon which we have come to depend.

While similar observations have already been made in relation to resistance and
other key concepts such as violence with regards to their relationship with notions

of power?; | hope to extend the potential reach of these observations by focusing

% Rose Weitz, 'Women and Their Hair: Seeking Power through Resistance and
Accommodation' (2001) 15(5) Gender and Society 667, 669

91 David Couzens Hoy, Critical Resistance: From Poststructuralism to Post-Critique
(The MIT Press 2005) 3

92 David Knights and Theo Vurdubakis, 'Foucault, Power, Resistance and all That'
in John M. Jermier, David Knights and Walter R. Nord (eds), Resistance and Power
in Organisations (Routledge 1994) 167169

9 For example, Gillian Walker has characterised the concept of violence as a ‘ruling
practice’, meaning that violence can no longer be used to simply describe a ‘pre-
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on how different theories of history writing have become implicated in our
engagement with such concepts through a reflection on the developments that
have been made within the sub-discipline of conceptual history. Or to put it another
way, | aim to explore how different theories of history writing can be regarded as
forms of resistance in their own right by looking at how historiography interacts with
sites of contestation. To do this | will first reflect on the extent to which
historiography can be linked to ideas of resistance. | will then deepen my
exploration of this question by introducing the sub-question of how processes of
history writing can become bound to our understanding of what it means to resist
and what it is that is resisted. All of this will be done with the view of pointing
towards a form of resistance that does not necessarily have to be tied to
measurable acts, extending the rich body of literature that focuses on the less
visible forms of resistance that are embedded in everyday life to accommodate

engagements with history and its writing as important sites of activity.

In addition to carving out a space for less visible forms of resistance, | also hope to
advance an understanding of resistance that operates in the context of
associations that are sustained by singular appeals to the past. By this | mean to
say that | will attempt to develop an understanding of resistance that concerns itself
with revealing the contestability of existing relations of power without attempting to
adopt a position of exteriority. While others have pursued such an approach to
resistance in relation to subtle oppositional practices such as ‘foot dragging’ and
‘false compliance’ in an attempt to reveal examples of ‘how resistance may unfold
under conditions where its traditional avenues are blocked or marginalised’ | will
seek to take this further. | will examine how historiography can be used in situations
where resistance may seem impossible by looking at how it can be used to

reconstruct and reconfigure relationships. Unlike more positivistic forms of history

existing phenomena’. Instead she suggests that violence is a concept that forms
discourses and in doing so links the concept of violence to the exercise of power.
For more on this see: Gillian Walker, ‘The Conceptual Politics of Struggle: Wife
Battering, the Women’s Movement, and the State’ (1990) 33 (Autumn) Studlies in
Political Economy 63, 81

% For an example of an exploration of everyday instances of resistance see: Judith
Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity (Routledge 2006)

% Peter Fleming and Graham Sewell, 'Looking for the Good Soldier, Svejk:
Alternative Modalities of Resistance in the Contemporary Workplace' (2002) 36(4)
Sociology 857, 859
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writing that can be associated with the grand narrative form, the tradition of
historiography | will be drawing on is not so much concerned with keeping the past
in the past as it is concerned with forcing the past to re-appear so that it may live
again in the present. It has been suggested that these more accommodating forms
of historiography have a special relationship with memory as they draw on a less
linear model of temporality, which is why memory and its role in developing
alternative forms of historiography will be examined more closely in chapters three
and five. For the purposes of this chapter, it will be enough to note that memory is
now identified by some as ‘an attempt to recuperate presence in history.’®¢ The
historian Gabrielle Spiegel has elaborated on this, stating that while history has
traditionally been thought of as backwards facing in the sense that it ‘re-presents
the dead’, memory ‘re-members the corpse in order revivify it.”9” Spiegel also
suggests that this can be thought of as ‘a form of backlash against
postmodernist/poststructuralist thought’, displacing deconstruction as ‘the /ingua
franca of cultural studies.”®® This raises interesting questions as to the broader
function of history writing, questions that will be pursued in the second half of this
chapter in light of Koselleck’s contributions to our understanding of the impact of
multiple temporalities on what history can be used for. However, it will first be
helpful to look at how resistance has been conceptualised in social science
literatures, paying particular attention to the categories that have come to shape it
in this context. After all, it will be through an acknowledgement of the limitations of
focusing on material practices of resistance over other types of practices that

renewed possibilities for resistance will emerge.

Defining and Confining Resistance: Social Science Explorations

When looking at how resistance has been deployed in many social science
literatures it is possible to see how as a concept it has come to be read through the

well entrenched categories of scale, location, organisation (also referred to in some

% Gabrielle M. Spiegel, 'Memory and History: Liturgical Time and Historical Time'
(2002) 41 History and Theory 149, 149

97 Gabrielle M. Spiegel, '"Memory and History: Liturgical Time and Historical Time'
(2002) 41 History and Theory 149, 162

9% Gabrielle M. Spiegel, '"Memory and History: Liturgical Time and Historical Time'
(2002) 41 History and Theory 149, 149
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literatures as intent) and visibility. While these categories do in many ways overlap
with one another, it is nevertheless possible to see particular categories, such as
visibility, dominate a wide range of conceptualisations of resistance. The
prominence of visibility as a central category through which to read resistance has
had a significant impact on the types of practices that have been characterised as
resistance, indicating how this category/dimension of resistance operates on both
inclusive and exclusive levels. In the field of sociology for example, the focus on
visible material practices has led many to associate resistance with social
movements and contentious politics. Interest has however also extended to more
‘symbolic behaviour’ such as ‘silence’ and acts of ‘breaking silence.’®® Some
scholars have even moved beyond looking at outwards practices by extending their
attentions to states of being, thoughts and attitudes.'® Some have even sought to
connect the two by establishing links between the motivations that underpin the
decision to resist and a consideration of the negative consequences of resisting
with the view of revealing how resistant attitudes and practices can develop
alongside attempts to act in accordance with personal ethical principles.’® When
looking at the range of practices that have been identified as acts of resistance it is
possible to discern two main ways of defining resistance: one that focuses on the
nature of the practice of resistance and another that focuses on resistance in terms
of its targets. When it comes to definitions that focus on the nature of resistance as
a practice we see the categories of scale and organisation perform an important
role in identifying resistive practices. In contrast to this when we look at definitions
that focus on the targets of resistance it is possible to see how questions of location
and visibility are connected to questions of effectiveness, measurability and
change and how this performs a highly determinative function in the identification
of resistance. Although each type of definition directs itself towards a different set
of indicators for distinguishing resistance from other activities, there are two

categories that would appear to cut across each type of definition to form the central

% Jocelyn A. Hollander and Rachel L. Einwohner, 'Conceptualising Resistance'
(2004) 19(4) Sociological Forum 533, 536

10 For an example of how resistance has been extended to include thought
processes see: Catherine Kohler Riessman, 'Stigma and Everyday Resistance
Practices: Childless Women in South India' (2000) 14(1) Gender and Society 111

101 For an example of this see: Sandy K. Piderit, 'Rethinking Resistance and
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dimensions of resistance as it is often thought of in the social sciences. These are

the categories of visibility and scale.

To start with, when it comes to scale much debate surrounds the level at which
resistance takes place. Sociologists Hollander and Einwohner have shown how
resistance can take place on either an individual level or a collective level and that
it can occur locally or be a more widespread phenomenon.'%2 Collective acts are
more easily identified as they tend to include overt action, an example of which
being acts of non-violent civil disobedience. The Raging Grannies, for example,
are an organisation that originated in Canada that have since spread around the
world. They engage in acts of civil disobedience directed against anything ranging
from the Iraq war to the dumping of toxic waste. Their method of grannying is

described by Rose DeShaw of the Kingston Raging Grannies gaggle as including:

... dressing like innocent little old ladies so we can get close to
our “target”, writing songs from old favourites that skewer modern
wrongs, satirising evil-doing in public and getting everyone
singing about it, watching a wrong back down and turn tail and
run, sharing a history with other women who know who they are

and what they’re about.

DeShaw describes grannying as ‘the least understood yet most powerful weapon
we have’, identifying it as ‘the only thing that could have met the need.’'% For
example, their protests against the war in Iraq consisted of insisting that ‘if people
must die in a war, then it may as well be the elderly.’'% To do this they became
involved in sit-ins where they used ‘street theatre to garner media attention [and]
to raise awareness of issues relating to peace, the environment, and social

102 Jocelyn A. Hollander and Rachel L. Einwohner, 'Conceptualising Resistance'
(2004) 19(4) Sociological Forum 533, 536
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justice.’1% During this time they made regular visits to military recruitment centres
where they demanded that they be allowed to enlist. When they were rejected they
would then refuse to leave.’?” Outward (material) collective practices of resistance
such as these are arguably deliberately public as ‘the visibility of dissent call[s] the
public’s attention to the existence of what is perceived to be a prevailing injustice,
it also adds legitimacy to the activist’s actions by distinguishing them from common
crime.’% |n appealing to ‘broader social interest’1% collective resistance is able to
utilise publicity to secure and extend the success of its practices. These actions
are therefore able to readily gain the status of resistance through not only their
visible material nature but also by virtue of the fact that they involve a collectivity of
people united by a common goal.

Resistance that takes place on an individual level is, however, more difficult to
identify and legitimise, as while such instances of resistance can take a material
form they are often less visible because of the reduced scale of their operation. For
example, in a study on oppression and disability within other socio-political minority
statuses, it was suggested that ‘individuals belonging to multiple marginalised
groups may need to forcefully employ strategies that help them resist incorporating
negative messages about their social identities into their self-concepts.”0 It is
argued that without communicating their strategies with others that such
individuals ‘build personal resources that contribute to their well-being and help
them contest injustice’, resulting in a ‘psychological form of self-liberation as

individuals develop a critical view of their oppression and seek to transform that
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reality.”"'" It has been said that these individual acts of resistance to oppressive
cultural narratives can be comprised of four types of actions. These include
removing oneself from oppressive environments, reframing dominant cultural
actions, transforming discouragement into motivation and replacing pejorative
narratives with more positive personal narrative.''? Practices such as these relate
to the development of a personal resilience that feeds into a broader resistive
attitude rather than an attempt to render visible a direct opposition to particular
issues. They also don’t require coordination between others that also elect to
develop such a personal resilience, as these strategies are directed inward towards
the agent of resistance rather than outward towards potential targets of resistance.
While this can broaden the potential scope of resistance in a number of interesting
ways it can nevertheless also act as a potential source of doubt if other categories
are then used to temper the interpretation of more individualised acts. This is
because if the categories of location or visibility are deemed to be of greater
importance, smaller scale activities such as those outlined above may fail to
achieve the required level of outcome. Activities and strategies that occur on a
more individual and discrete level, therefore, present a challenge to approaches to

resistance that rely on clear empirical data when analysing this practice.

A further potentially contentious way of extending the reach of resistance involves
including both local and more widespread actions within our understanding of this
concept. Widespread collective resistance requires a degree of coordination
between the actors that are involved whereas more localised resistance need not
necessarily involve any coordination at all. In widespread resistance, it is assumed
that those engaged in resistance act together deliberately, as can be seen in
organised protest activities. When it comes to the coordination between actors this
can take place through many different mediums, with the proliferation of the use of

social media platforms and other communicative technologies signalling a rapid

1 Katherine E. McDonald, Christopher B. Keys and Fabricio E. Balcazar,
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shift in not only the speed but also the potential reach of collective resistance.!3
For example, it has been suggested that both YouTube and Twitter performed a
crucial role in the growth of the Occupy movement, where individuals have been
able to share not only eyewitness accounts of protests and more mainstream
media but have also been able to socialise and connect with fellow activists around
the globe. In contrast, more localised resistance can be said to encompass less
overt tactics, such as women’s hair management strategies. Rose Weitz has
explored how ‘a woman can use her understanding of cultural ideologies
surrounding women’s hair to increase its effectiveness.’'’™ She provides the
examples of lesbians that wear their hair long because of how this enables them to
pass as heterosexual and women that dye their hair particular colours to present
themselves as possessing particular qualities such as competence and
independence.'® She identifies this as a means of not only rejecting subordination,
but also as a means of ‘challenging the ideologies that support that
subordination.”’” |t is also possible to see how localised resistance can feed into
more widespread resistance. An example of this can be seen in resistance to the
privatisation of water and energy where both individuals and local civil society have
become involved in resistance.!'® Regardless of whether resistance occurs on an
individual or a collective level or whether it occurs locally or is more widespread, it
is possible to see how scale feeds into the other categories through which we read

resistance. Scale not only encourages us to think carefully about the organisation,
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intent and visibility of resistance, it also prompts a consideration of what it is that
resistance can or must be directed against. The wide reach of the category of scale,
therefore, makes it important to bear in mind the interaction between the various
categories through which we have come to think about resistance, as these

interactions can impact dramatically on our understanding of this coveted concept.

When looking at definitions of resistance that focus on its targets it is possible to
identify a broad range of locations where resistance can arise. These extend
beyond individuals to include organisations, institutions and broader social
structures.’® Examples of more tangible and therefore more visible targets of
resistance include the state, people in positions of power and specific institutions.
It is also possible to identify forms of resistance that are directed against expertise
and forms of specialist knowledge, a more visible example being patient resistance
to health promotion and public health. In these situations, it has been argued that
it is the ‘normalising discourse of medicalised scientific expertise’'?° that is resisted
by the development of counter discourses based on a different type of expertise.
Such counter discourses have been described as a ‘rhetorical strategy of
resistance’ because of the way that they incorporate the concept of expertise into
the ‘production of counter discourses’*?! rather than call for the outright rejection of
specialist knowledge itself. However, things become less clear when resistance
takes on a less visible or more ideological focus. For example, when looking at
Weitz's example of women’s hair management strategies as a form of resistance
it is possible to recognise a form of resistance that operates on several levels.
Weitz describes the adoption of hair management strategies as a resistance
directed against not only subordination but also the ideologies that sustain it.
Instead of focusing on the external surface issues this form of resistance seeks to
tackle the core of the problem. | regard this as a potentially more insidious and
therefore more powerful form of resistance, and while it may be less visible than
collective overt resistance it is this type of more covert resistance that | shall focus
on. To be more precise, | wish to extend the location of resistance to include
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seemingly neutral universalising accounts and will do so by arguing that resistance
is something that can be directed more generally at attempts to conceal or
depoliticise struggles and issues of contention as well as the individuals, collectives
and arrangements of institutions that make such attempts. In order to do this, I will,
however, need to move away from material practices towards a form of resistance
that cannot be measured directly in relation to what it is directed at. It will also
require me to address the issue of visibility and whether or not resistance is

something that ought to be measured by its outcomes.

For some, actions and practices must be effective in order to gain the status of
resistance. However, what is meant by effective creates further problems as it
introduces questions such as whether or not resistance must achieve positive
change or whether it can also include actions and practices that have negative
consequences. It also raises questions as to the exact goals of resistance and
whether or not particular practices must be recognised as resistance. This renders
the category of visibility particularly challenging as it introduces what could be
regarded as a particularly normative dimension into resistance by encouraging us
to make evaluative judgments about the efficacy of particular practices. It can force
us to ask ourselves whether or not change has been achieved and whether or not
this change is good or bad. Such judgments will largely be influenced by the
specific goals that underpin the practice, with such goals often being associated
with a desire to either secure'? or prevent'?® change. However, if specific goals
are not met we must then ask a further question that relates to not only whether or
not failed attempts to either secure or prevent change can amount to resistance,
but also whether practices that decline to define themselves in relation to
measurable change can gain the status of resistance. The difficulties that are
created by focusing on the outcomes of resistance feed into the more general
challenge of determining whether or not practices must be recognised as
resistance by those resisting and their targets. When it comes to overt material
practices it is possible to see that both the actors and targets of resistance are able

to readily recognise what is happening as resistance. However, when it comes to

22 An example of practices that attempt to secure change can be seen in Rose
Weitz’s exploration of women’s hair management strategies.

123 An example of practices that attempt to prevent change can be seen in: Sandy
K. Piderit, 'Rethinking Resistance and Recognising Ambivalence: A
Multidimensional View of Attitudes Toward an Organisational Change' (2000) 25(4)
Academy of Management Review 783
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more subtle practices this becomes difficult. Hollander and Einwohner use the
terms ‘covert resistance’, ‘unwitting resistance’, ‘target-defined resistance’ and
‘externally-defined resistance’?* to describe practices where there are issues of
intelligibility. In covert resistance, targets fail to recognise the resistance that is
taking place, whereas in target-defined resistance it is perhaps only the targets
themselves that recognise what it taking place as resistance.?® Hollander and
Einwohner provide the example of a wife’s resistance to her abusive husband,
suggesting that while observers would not necessarily regard her actions as
resistance her husband would.'?® They then suggest that unwitting resistance can
occur when an actor performs actions that are perceived by others (their targets)
as being threatening despite a lack of intent on the part of the actor.'?” Similarities
can be seen between unwitting resistance and Hollander and Einwohner’s final
subtle practice, externally-defined resistance, however when it comes to
externally-defined resistance neither actor nor target are necessarily aware of any
resistance taking place and it is instead third parties that characterise these actions
as resistance.'?® Practices that fall within these less direct forms of resistance are
contestable as they are difficult to measure. So if the category of visibility and
outcome were allowed to become the dominant dimension through which we read
resistance, we could see doubt being cast over the resistive potential of many more

subtle practices/strategies of resistance.

In order to sidestep the potential limitations that emerge as a result of questions of
visibility and concerns surrounding the targets of resistance some have sought to
focus on the idea of intent instead. The decision to focus on the idea of intent (also
referred to as organisation) is not however to say that this category is without its

own challenges. Hollander and Einwohner refer to three ways of addressing the
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issue of intent, the first being the idea that the actor must be aware that they are
resisting and they must intend to do so.'*® They have even suggested that for some
intent is ‘a better indicator of resistance than outcome, because acts of resistance
do not always achieve the desired effect.”’3® According to political scientist and
anthropologist James C. Scott focusing on intention ‘allows for both individual and
collective acts of resistance’’®' which can be regarded as a benefit as it not only
moves our understanding of resistance beyond collective movements to include
more individualised activity, it also creates an alternative means of measuring
resistance that is not tied to a particular outcome. Also unlike the category of
visibility, intention does not ‘exclude those forms of ideological resistance that
challenge the dominant definition of the situation.’’3? The increased flexibility that
is afforded to examinations of resistance by the category of intent manifests itself
in a wide range of literatures. For example, while some have identified a danger in
defining resistance too broadly, attempts to define resistance more narrowly can
nevertheless be seen to benefit from more flexible understandings of resistance.
For Weitz, focusing on the issues that underpin discriminatory practices enables
her to extend resistance to include ‘women’s hair management strategies’ as a
means of triggering ‘social change, and in the long run, to shift the balance of power
between social groups’'33, thus opening up the possibility for everyday acts gaining
the status of resistance. A further example can be seen in empirically oriented
studies on workers resistance to organisational change where three
conceptualisations of resistance have been identified. These are resistance as a

cognitive state, resistance as an emotional state and resistance as a form of
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behaviour.’** When it comes to behaviour as a form of resistance both action and
inaction are thought to bear the potential to amount to resistance, with both forms
of behaviour being intentional and directed against change.'®> When conceived of
as an emotional state resistance in this area has been linked to aggression, with
scholars that define resistance in this way focusing on ‘the forces that they
believe[d] produced frustration in employees and caused the undesirable
behaviours.’3¢ Cognitive resistance then relates to both behaviour and emotion as
it is believed to comprise of ‘negative thoughts''®’ that prompt some form of
response. What these conceptualisations of resistance share is an assumption that
resistance is comprised of oppositional activity and that such activity is easily
recognisable as resistance (in the example of workers resistance compliance
would indicate an absence of resistance). This can, however, be seen to be
something of an oversimplification, as illustrated by the vast array of literature that
examines more ‘everyday’ acts’'3® that incorporate strategies of both compliance
and opposition into their resistances.’*® So while notions of intent can be used to
soften the demands of visibility, to insist that all resistance must be underpinned by
clear intent that manifests itself in oppositional acts would be a mistake, especially

in relation to more everyday activities.
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A second way of thinking about the idea of intent that Hollander and Einwohner
engage with suggests that it is ‘difficult, if not impossible’ to assess the intent
behind specific instances of resistance as this requires access to ‘the actor’s
internal states.”#0 This can sometimes make it necessary to infer the presence of
an intention to resist from the actions of the actor rather than from any direct
statements they make themselves. For example, Scott suggests through his
domination/subordination outline of resistance that compliance can sometimes be
read as an indicator of resistance. He does this by introducing the idea of public
transcripts and hidden transcripts. For him, public transcripts ‘are a way of
describing the open interaction between subordinates and those who dominate. 14!
These rarely depict the ful/ story and instead only provide a limited account of
power relations as they contain ‘subordinate discourse in the presence of the
dominant’42, Hidden transcripts on the other hand ‘characterise the discourse that
takes place “offstage”, beyond direct observation by the powerholders.’'*3 He
provides an example drawn from accounts of slavery in the antebellum U.S. South
where a black cook named Aggy watched silently as a white master beat her
daughter for an alleged minor theft. After the master left she launched into a verbal
rage, whilst still in the presence of a white governess with whom she had formed a
friendship. During this outburst she drew on what Scott describes as ‘a finely drawn
and highly visual image of an apocalypse, a day of revenge and triumph, a world
turned upside down using the cultural raw materials of the white man’s religion.’144
He identifies Aggy’s deferential silence during the beating of her daughter as the
public transcript of this event and her subsequent outburst in front of the governess

as the hidden transcript.’5 He argues that the hidden transcript complicates our
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account of Aggy’s behaviour, as while her initial outward silence reflects a state of
submission, her use of ‘the cultural raw materials of white man’s religion’ provides
access to an otherwise obscured account of ‘the offstage culture of the slave
quarters and slave religion’™6, which could perhaps be read as feeding into a form
of resistance. For Scott, ‘the more menacing the power, the thicker the mask’'47
meaning that it is not possible to assume the absence of resistance by simply
looking at the most visible markings of a relationship. It is instead important to think
about the hidden as well as the public transcript of any event, especially when the

power between those involved differs so greatly.

These views on the category of intention enable us to read forms of tactical
resistance into the everyday actions of discrete actors. To reveal them we simply
probe the ways in which ‘powerless persons accommodate to power while
simultaneously protecting their interests and identities.’™*® It has however been
suggested that these forms of resistance are problematic because of the way that
interpreters of this type of resistance sometimes attribute ‘greater agency and a
more highly developed oppositional consciousness than is warranted by the
evidence.’*® An example of a practice whose status is brought into question by
several factors which include a lack of visible intent to resist on the part of the actor
can be seen in work surrounding local action that weakens sovereign authority at
borders of sovereign states. A study on ‘the creation and gradual securitisation of
the 4,096-km border between India and Bangladesh’'5° looks at how locals cross
state borders through unauthorised means. Geographer Reece Jones provides an
account of a servant called Moushumi who travels across the border from

Bangladesh to India via boat to visit her son. She could make use of official border
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crossing points but instead elects other more convenient means. She doesn’t
necessarily do this with the view of resisting the securitisation of the border;
instead, the motivation that underpins her actions relates to a desire to visit her
son. Jones asks ‘how should theorists of state sovereignty, transnationalism, and
resistance conceptualise the experiences of Moushumi’'®' and others like her who
cross state borders by unofficial means. He argues that neither the literature on
sovereign power and the state of exception nor the literature on dominance and
resistance in power relations are able to engage with this practice. Referring to the
likes of Agamben, he suggests that there is little room for resistance in the literature
on the state of exception.'®2 He says that ‘Moushumi’s trip would not be resistance
at all but rather an activity that is currently allowed and monitored.’'> He then
argues that in literature on dominance and resistance in power relations resistance
is seen to be everywhere, drawing on the work of Scott and his examination of
everyday resistance as an example. When thought of in these terms ‘almost any
type of noncompliance is resistance’, making it possible to characterise
Moushumi’s actions as ‘an example of resistance to the authority of the state.’1%
Jones attempts to reconcile these literatures by exposing how sovereign power ‘is
better conceptualised as multifaceted, partial, and conflicted.’'%5 He also ‘questions

the dominance-resistance binary that defines all activities as being political’'%¢ in
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an attempt to explore alternative ways of understanding instances of
noncompliance. He then puts forward the idea of ‘spaces of refusal’’s” that can
operate as an alternative to resistance. What is interesting here is how Jones
signals a reluctance to attach the label of resistance to actions that are not
consciously intended by their actors to be thought of as resistance, perhaps
alluding to more general concerns surrounding the prevalence of resistance in

modern scholarship.

In order to move beyond the problem of imputing an intention to resist when
interpreting the practices of others Hollander and Einwohner have identified a third
view on intention, where the actors intentions are not thought to be of central
importance to the characterisation of an action as resistance.'®® To adopt this
stance does however return us to the problem of identifying resistance, which can
then force a return to the question of how to measure resistance. In identifying
activities that concern themselves with disrupting universalising accounts as a form
of resistance | will pursue the idea that it becomes possible to sidestep such
questions by suggesting that it is enough for resistance to present itself as a more
general challenge. By taking this view | intend to pursue the idea that resistance
need not have any particular normative grounding or aim in mind, thus opening up
the possibility for it to arise in a wider variety of different situations. So while some
may argue that broad definitions of resistance are unhelpful | will seek to show how
looser definitions not only enable us to see resistance in a multiplicity of both past
and present practices, but how they also ensure the continued value of this concept
for the future. Moreover if ‘definitions are analytical tools and not an ends in
themselves’™® it will be important to keep in mind the work done by particular
definitions in the context of specific instances of resistance, paying particular
attention to the ways in which they either extend or limit the potential scope of this
practice. The categories of scale, location, organisation and visibility cannot

therefore be seen to reflect a reliable means through which to read practices of
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resistance. More specifically, | would argue that when used as a framework for
identifying and analysing resistance these categories exclude a vast range of
potentially fruitful practices. As a consequence of this, | will recast these categories
as a series of lenses through which to examine specific instances of resistance
rather than single them out as a reliable means of identifying instances of

resistance.

Broadening my approach to the identification of resistance by moving away from
fixed categories will enable me to explore the broader implications of claims that
‘resistance can be understood as a conscious attempt to shift... dynamics or openly
challenge the givenness of situational power relations.’%% Such claims are useful,
as they enable me to focus on how different theories of history writing are able to
undermine the stability of seemingly neutral accounts, which in turn enables them
to feed into challenging notions of givenness and inevitability. History writing will
therefore be cast as a means of reintroducing an element of conflict (as well as
context) into more official singular accounts of events to reveal a vital element of
contingency that exists within all narratives that are tasked with mediating historical
events and processes. All of this will facilitate an exploration of resistance as
something that can occur on a more conceptual level, where the focus is on the
shifting nature of meaning and possibility rather than measurable outcomes tied to

material change.®"

ii. Koselleck and the Layers of Time: Extending the Scope of Resistance

When examining how engagements with history, or to be more precise
engagements with and the development of different theories of history writing can
be regarded as a form of resistance it is helpful to think of resistance as an ongoing

process rather than something that is to be defined strictly according to its end

160 Patricia Ewick, 'Narrating Social Structures: Stories of Resistance to Legal
Authority' (2003) 108(6) The American Journal of Sociology 1328,1331

161 While | will not attempt to claim that this is an entirely unique way of
conceptualising resistance, | will attempt to suggest that this is an approach to
resistance that has often been overlooking in social science based legal
scholarship. For more discussion on this see: Dennis K. Mumby, "Theorising
Resistance in Organisation Studies: A Dialectical Approach' (2005) 19(1)
Management Communication Quarterly 19, 23
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point. For example, in the context of resistance to globalisation, it is possible to see
how scholars have looked to theory to expand their study of this phenomenon.
Christine Chin and James Mittelman have noted that ‘resistance movements are
on the rise’, but have stated that ‘they cannot solely be understood as a political
reaction to globalisation.’'%? Instead they suggest that ‘in the teeth of globalising
tendencies, resistance movements shape and are constitutive of social
processes.’'® For them, it is important to ‘examine the subtexts of political and
cultural life, the possibilities and potential for structural transformation.’'* They,
therefore, focus on the constitutive role of power in their attempt to reconceptualise
resistance movements, drawing on the work of Antonio Gramsci, Karl Polanyi and
James C. Scott when doing so. They examine Gramsci’s concept of counter-
hegemony, Polanyi’s notion of counter-movements and Scott’s idea of infrapolitics
to show how both the ‘conduct and meaning of resistance are culturally
embedded.”'%5 They conclude that while each theorist shows how ‘resistance arises
from and is constitutive of specific and whole ways of life’1%, their understanding of
the forms and dimensions of resistance differ greatly. They show how Gramsci
focuses on state apparatuses as the main targets of resistance, with ‘wars of
movement’ and ‘wars of position’’®” being the main modes of resistance. While
‘wars of movement’ involve ‘frontal assaults against the state’, ‘wars of position’
relate to non-violent resistance that is ‘designed to impede everyday functions of
the state.’'% Either way, both forms of resistance operate on an openly collective
level. Their reading of Polanyi’'s conceptualisation of resistance can also be seen

162 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 26

163 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 26

164 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 26

165 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 33

166 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 33

167 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 27

168 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 27
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to operate on a collective level as it takes the form of ‘counter-movements aimed
at self-protection’'®® that centre around ‘a form of collective action... based on
solidarity.”"7° However, the targets of Polanyi’s resistance are market forces and
their sources of legitimation.’' In contrast to this, they suggest that Scott’s
conceptualisation of resistance addresses more individualised practices where the
targets of resistance are ideologies/public transcripts (as discussed above). The
form resistance takes in this instance is ‘counter-discourse’’2, where public
transcripts are brought into conversation with hidden transcripts. Chin and
Mittelman argue that these differences in ‘levels of analysis, main targets and
modes of resistance should not be reasoned by way of the intellectual proclivities
of each theorist.”'”® Instead, they suggest that these ‘conceptual tensions’ reflect
‘changing conditions of social life.”’7* They also state that ‘as political and economic
power becomes more diffuse and less institutionalised, so too will forms of
resistance’’’5, concluding that ‘the trialectic of Gramsci-Polyani-Scott calls for

conceptual frameworks that link different levels of analysis.’'76

The philosopher Henry Caygill has extended the call for an understanding of
resistance that allows for different levels of analysis by examining the development
of this concept at different moments in time. He has identified resistance as ‘one of

the most important and enduring expressions of twentieth-century political

169 Christine B. N. Chin and James H. Mittelman, 'Conceptualising Resistance to
Globalisation' (1997) 2(1) New Political Economy 25, 34
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imagination and action’, but has also noted that ‘resistance remains strangely
unanalysed and indeed resistant to philosophical analysis.’’’7 He states that
‘resistance, it seems, is rooted in practice and articulated in tactical statements and
justifications addressing specific historical contexts’'78, however unlike some he
does not regard this as a drawback. To the contrary, he claims that ‘defining...
resistance risks making it predictable, open to control and thus lowering its
resistance.’’”® In order to develop this point, he provides an account of several
different ways of thinking about resistance, looking closely at the circumstances
out of which they have arisen. For example, when looking at the development of
what he refers to as conscious resistance Caygill refers to Carl von Clausewitz’s
On Warto show how the emergence of a horrifying new form of warfare presented
fresh challenges to notions of resistance.8 He observes how Clausewitz regarded
resistance as ‘a concept dedicated to preserving its own capacity or conditions of
possibility’'®', linking it to the suggestion that ‘at issue in war is the capacity to
resist.”’82 He then moves on to examine Marxist contributions to conscious
resistance, looking at how resistance was translated into ‘the logic of a conscious
political project oriented to the future.’’® He also examines the development of
violent resistance as well as the emergence of resistant subjectivities and the
contemporary capacity to resist. What becomes apparent in his analysis are not
only the transformative results of resistance, but also the ways that these
results/outcomes depend upon the transformative nature of the concept of
resistance itself. In focusing on how resistance as a concept must defy attempts to
pin it down, Caygill draws attention to the need to think carefully about how we
draw on this concept in the present. The imposition of fixed categories that come
to be thought of as the basic criteria for establishing resistance would, therefore,
appear unwise if we think of resistance as something directed towards (re)opening

up possibilities. Furthermore, | would suggest that by acknowledging the fluctuating

77 Henry Cayqill, On Resistance: A Philosophy of Defiance (Bloomsbury 2015) 6

178 Henry Caygill, On Resistance: A Philosophy of Defiance (Bloomsbury 2015) 6
79 Henry Cayqill, On Resistance: A Philosophy of Defiance (Bloomsbury 2015) 6
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boundaries of this concept he also acknowledges a need to think about this concept

historically.

Rather than advancing a new definition of resistance to replace those that are
currently drawn upon within the social sciences, | would suggest that my
characterisation of historiography as a form of resistance speaks to present
concerns surrounding the deployment of historical knowledge. While debates
surrounding theories of history writing and the broader implications of their
application are nothing new; | would argue that what is perhaps interesting is the
way that these debates are emerging in relation to an ever-widening range of
disciplines. Our renewed interest in history as critically minded legal scholars
would appear to signal a growing uneasiness about the ways in which we have
allowed the past to loom over the present, something that becomes especially
visible in the wake of our rejection of notions of absolute truth. When coupled with
the claim that ‘ours is the age of resistance’'8 it is possible to see how history and
its writing bears the potential to be interpreted as an important site of activity. Alain
Badiou has even claimed that ‘we find ourselves in a time of riots wherein a rebirth
of History, as opposed to the pure and simple repetition of the worst, is signalled
and takes shape.”'8 |n order to identify historiography as a form of resistance, |
would extend observations such as these to show how it is historical knowledge
when thought of as the product of distinct forms of historiography, that can become
a locus of or at least a source of resistance.'® The resistance that | see in
engagements with historiography could, therefore, be characterised as an
engagement with opposing regimes of truth that concern themselves with

developing ‘new practices of representation.’187

184 Costas Douzinas, Philosophy and Resistance in the Crisis. Greece and the
Future of Europe (Polity 2013) 9

185 Alain Badiou, The Rebirth of History.: Times of Riots and Uprisings (Verso 2012)
5

186 For example, Tracey Skelton has suggested that when power and knowledge
intersect an assumption about truth emerges. As a consequences of this,
knowledge can be used to control the behaviour of others and to legitmate
practices that do this. For more on this see: Tracey Skelton, 'Jamaican Yardies on
British Television: Dominant Representations, Spaces for Resistance?' in Joanne P. Sharp
and others (ed), Entanglements of Power: Geographies of Domination/Resistance
(Routledge 2000) 182

187 Tracey Skelton, 'Jamaican Yardies on British Television: Dominant
Representations, Spaces for Resistance?' in Joanne P. Sharp and others (ed),
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To do this it is useful to turn to the methodological reflections of Reinhart Koselleck,
as it is through his contributions to the sub-discipline of conceptual history that we
are able to see how concepts can come to be regarded as powerful value-laden
tools in political discourse. Koselleck claimed that ‘ever since society has been
swept into industrial movement, political semantics has provided an interpretive
key to its related concepts without which, today, the phenomena of the past cannot
be conceived.’'® For him ‘a concept must remain ambiguous in order to be a
concept at all’'8® as the meaning of a concept is derived from its semantic field and
the temporal assumptions that are built into them (as discussed earlier). In order to
understand a concept, we must, therefore, look at not only the context in which it
is being used but also ask if it possesses a particular temporal dimension. This can

be seen in his claim that:

Political and social concepts become the navigational
instruments of the changing movement of history. They do not
only indicate or record given facts. They themselves become
factors in the formation of consciousness and the control of

behaviour.190

By identifying political and social concepts as navigational instruments, Koselleck
was able to point towards how an understanding of the significance of how

‘changes in temporal experience’®' can be used to broaden our engagement with

Entanglements of Power: Geographies of Domination/Resistance (Routledge
2000) 182, 187

188 Reinhart Koselleck, 'Begriffsgeschicte and Social History', Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe (tr), Columnia University Press 2004) 75,
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189 Reinhart Koselleck, 'Begriffsgeschicte and Social History', Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe (tr), Columnia University Press 2004) 75,
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190 Reinhart Koselleck, 'Concepts of Historical Time and Social History' in Mieke
Bal and Hent de Vries (eds), The Practice of Conceptual History.: Timing History
and Spacing Concepts (Adelheis Baker (tr), Stanford University Press 2002) 115,
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191 Reinhart Koselleck, 'Concepts of Historical Time and Social History' in Mieke
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concepts more generally. His engagement with Henry Adams’s law of acceleration
enabled him to explore what he believed to be the inherent instability of the
meaning of concepts by introducing several temporal variables into our
understanding of concepts. These variables relate to tense, extension and
intensity. Koselleck noted how Adams developed a theory of movement that was
able to address the issues of progress and history by ‘questioning the structure of
historical time.’"92 Adams showed how ‘standards were continually altered’,
claiming that ‘the acceleration of the future constantly foreshortened resort to the
past’, concluding that ‘one could no longer teach how to behave, but at the most,
how to react.”’® According to Koselleck, ‘time itself could now be interpreted as
something new, since the future brought with it something else, sooner than had
ever seemed possible’ as ‘the temporal dimensions of past, present, and future
were now folded into each other in qualitatively varying ways.''% This new
understanding of time resulted in the temporalisation of history, which in turn saw
‘time itself [become] a title of legitimation open to occupation from all sides.’'% For
Koselleck this meant that ‘specific legitimising concepts would no longer be
possible without temporal perspective’, creating an opportunity to ‘not only

transform older constitutional concepts’'% but also develop new ones.

and Spacing Concepts (Adelheis Baker (tr), Stanford University Press 2002) 115,
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Gabriel Motzkin has suggested that it is because of this that we can now look at
how a concept can be transformed into a ‘program for action.’'®” Motzkin focuses
on Koselleck’s identification of the concept of republicanism, looking at how it can
be regarded as being future-oriented rather than backward looking. He reflects on
how Koselleck argued that since the 18™ century, political and social concepts have
possessed ‘a temporal internal structure’ that tells us that ‘the weight of experience
and the weight of expectation have shifted in favour of the latter.’**® This shift in our
relationship with experience and expectation means that since the Enlightenment
instead of grounding expectations of the future in previous experiences we now
focus our expectations on a different future. Koselleck used the example of Kant,
stating that for him the concept of republic was an ‘historical objective that could
be deduced from practical reason’, which is why he began to use the new
expression ‘republicanism’ to identify it as ‘a principle of historical movement.’'®® |n
doing so he was able to dissociate it from past understandings of the two main
forms of rule (the Republic and despotism), alluding to a future separate from the
past. The point that | wish to take from this is that concepts are more than words
that we use to describe something. Instead, they are implicated in the events and
processes that we seek to understand. It is with this in mind that | wish to further
my understanding of resistance, showing how an increased concern with theories
of history writing and their broader consequences feed into our understanding of
resistance, expanding its borders to include the development of alternative theories
of history writing. Or to put it another way, in what is to follow | hope to show how

resistance is a concept that adapts to meet the needs of those that engage with it,

197 Gabriel Motzkin, 'On Koselleck's Intuition of Time in History' in Hartmut Lehmann
and Melvin Richter (eds), 7The Meaning of Historical Terms and Concepts: New
Studies on Begriffsgeschichte (German Historical Institute Washington D.C.
Occasional Paper No. 15 1996)
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and that it is because of this that it is possible to develop historiography as a distinct

form of resistance in its own right.

While historiography may not be a form of resistance that is intelligible within
current social science based frameworks for understanding this concept, this is not
to say that historiography cannot function as a form of resistance within the social
sciences. Challenges surrounding process of representation arise frequently in the
context of historically oriented social science based projects, something that |
would argue makes it possible to identify a role for different theories of history
writing in extending the scope of such projects. For example, the relationship
between historical representation and the entrenchment of particular power
structures can be seen to manifest itself in even the most innocuous
representations of past events, creating a need to remain alert to potentially
dangerous narrowings of history that emerge in a wide range of scholarship. The
need to remain alert to unconscious narrowings of history has perhaps been best
explored by philosopher Martin Heidegger, where it is suggested that in some
circumstances historical representation results in the ‘shutting down of history’200,
where static historical accounts emerge despite the fact that history is something
that is still taking place. This danger can be seen to manifest itself in relation to
deployments of historical accounts in social science based studies, where history
is often assigned the task of setting up a problem rather than being regarded as
forming part of the problem to be addressed. In order to move away from uses of
history that run the risk of shutting it down it is useful to draw on Koselleck’s theory
of multiple temporalities, as by showing how history cannot be fixed in an
unreachable past, he drew attention to the dangers of assigning it a purely
contextualising role. In developing his theory of multiple temporalities Koselleck
drew on the categories of experience and expectation, exploring the relationship
between the space of experience and the horizon of expectation to show how the
increased disjunction between these two categories has resulted in a very different
understanding of time. In his doctoral thesis Critigue and Crisis along with his later
essays on the mutation of historical experience, Koselleck drew attention to how
modernity can be characterised by an increased interest in the future, something
which has ultimately transformed our relationship with our past. More specifically,

he noted that by the second half of the 18" century ‘time is no longer simply the

200 Martin Heidegger, 'What is a Thing?' (W. B. Jr Barton and Vera Deutsch trs,
University Press of America 1967) 43
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medium in which all histories takes place; it gains a historical quality.
Consequently, history no longer occurs in, but through time. Time becomes a

dynamic and historical force in its own right.’20!

The categories of experience and expectation formed the core of Koselleck’s
investigation into the temporalisation of history because of their ability to embody
both the past and the future, exposing how the tension between the two generates
an understanding of historical time that is based on a relation of contingency.22 He
argued that ‘experience is present past’ and that expectation ‘is the future made
present.’203 Experience can therefore be seen to be comprised of events that can
be remembered, both consciously and unconsciously. In contrast to this
expectation directs itself towards the non-experienced, drawing on hopes as well
as fears. While both of these concepts are described by Koselleck as being
present-centred, he nevertheless emphasised that they are not to be thought of as
‘symmetrical complementary concepts which might, for instance, as in a mirror
image, mutually relate to past and future.’? In doing so he wanted to show how
‘the presence of the past is distinct from the presence of the future.’25 By
emphasising the asymmetry between experience and expectation Koselleck was
able to show how experience of the past can be thought of spatially as being
comprised of several layers of earlier times that are simultaneously present. This

means that experience cannot create continuity in what he referred to as ‘an

201 Reinhart Koselleck, ""Neuzeit": Remarks on the Semantics of Modern Concepts
of Movement' , Futures Past: On the Semantics of Historical TIme (Keith Tribe tr,
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additive preparation of the past.’2% Instead, experiences can change as a result of
not only ‘faulty memories’?? but also as a result of new experiences and the
perspectives they bring with them. Expectation on the other hand is described
using the idea of horizon to show how the future cannot yet be experienced. The
disjunction that Koselleck establishes between experience and expectation creates
an interesting divide between the historical future and the historical past. It also
shows us that when the horizon of expectation is penetrated, a new experience is
created. The generative character of the tension that exists between experience
and expectation can, therefore, be used to modify how we think about the
relationship between past, present and future, which can, in turn, be extended to
shed light on the broader implications of seeking to ground the legitimacy of a
power structure or a particular way of understanding the world around us in a fixed
past.

When applied to the concept of resistance and the identification of historiography
as a form of resistance it is helpful to look more closely at how Koselleck
understood how the relationship between experience and expectation can be used
to avoid the closing down of history as a fruitful site of activity. His insights on the
utility of suspending context as a moment of intelligibility are especially helpful
because by developing a strain of conceptual history where ‘the synchronic
analysis of the past is supplemented diachronically’2¢, he established the
importance of looking for ruptures in meaning rather than assuming the existence
of stable meanings that extend their reach through time. In doing so he emphasised
that context alone cannot provide the key to understanding; instead, it only forms
one level of historical analysis by revealing the potential ways in which language
can be seen to condition our experiences. Insights such as these all point towards
a form of historiography that is not so much concerned with processes of

legitimation as it is with revealing a sense of alterity embedded within history itself.
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They also point towards a form of historiography that encourages those that study
historical texts to think carefully about the hidden exchanges that take place
between the author of the text and the event they are representing. For example, it
is interesting to look at how Koselleck applied these methodological insights to the
unfreezing of Albrecht Altdorfer’s depiction of the Battle of Issus. Here Koselleck
showed how it is possible to set into motion the historical event(s) embedded within
the painting by adopting both synchronic and diachronic methods of analysis.
Instead of simply regarding the painting as an attempt to depict an important battle,
Koselleck focused on drawing attention to Altdorfer's deliberate use of
anachronism, both in relation to his attempt to depict the ‘number of combatants,
the dead and those taken prisoner'2%® and in his choice of dress for the combatants.
This enabled him to show how Altdorfer was not just depicting the Battle of Issue,
but also the failed siege of Vienna that had taken place in the year in which he was
painting. He even noted that:

...the event that Altdorfer captured was for him at once historical
and contemporary. Alexander and Maximilian, for whom Altdorfer
had prepared drawings, merge in an exemplary manner; the
space of historical experience enjoys the profundity of

generational unity.2'0

By making these observations Koselleck was able to show how the present and
the past were enclosed within what he referred to as a ‘common historical plane.’2"!
This plane is however only perceptible to those that come to the painting after the
temporalisation of history, as it is only after this that we are able to see how time is
being arranged in processes of historical representation. So if as Heidegger

suggests to question historically is to ask what is still happening even if it seems to

209 Reinhart Koselleck, 'Modernity and the Planes of Historicity', Futures Past: On
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be passed?'2, it is possible to see Koselleck’s reading of Altdorfer’s painting as a
particularly interesting use of contextualisation. In drawing attention to the
‘contemporaneity of the non-contemporaneous’?'? he revealed how the past was
being put to work in the service of the present, exposing a deeper level of meaning
relating to the history of the West more generally. | would suggest that it is precisely
this type of historiographical practice that can be regarded as a form of resistance
that directs itself against the stifling and often violent effects of universalising
discourses that rely on historical knowledge for their force. This is because by
incorporating both synchronic and diachronic modes of analysis into our
engagements with history and its writing, it is possible to look behind the products
of particular methodological commitments to reveal the conflicts that continue
beneath their surface. Koselleck’s theory of history, therefore, enables us to identify
historiography as something that is able to function as a form of resistance that

operates on a more conceptual level.

iii. Concluding Remarks

The deficits that | have identified with purely material understandings of resistance
do not result from any particular defect in material practices of resistance; instead,
| have located them in the rigidity of the categories through which we often try to
interpret this practice. | have shown how while categories such as scale, location,
organisation/intent and visibility may create something that resembles a helpful
grid of intelligibility through which to distinguish instances of resistance from other
practices, this grid is very narrowly framed. | have also shown how categories such
as visibility and scale force to the fore the uncomfortable and often
unacknowledged normative judgments that underpin many popular
understandings of resistance. It is for these reasons that | conclude that when
thinking of historiography as a form of resistance it becomes necessary to move
away from material practices of resistance towards a more fluid understanding of
this concept (although this should be construed as a rejection of material
practices).

212 Martin Heidegger, 'What is a Thing?' (W. B. Jr Barton and Vera Deutsch trs,
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In order to do this | will look more closely at German historian Reinhart Koselleck’s
contributions to conceptual history, paying particular attention to the roles he
assigns to conflictuality and contextuality in his methodological writings. | will cast
his version of conceptual history as a resistance to universalising discourses as
they appear in relation to the grand narrative form and will argue that our increasing
turn to history can be said to reflect a conscious awareness of the problems
surrounding ideas of truth, power and temporality. | will also argue that such
concerns have generated a need for forms of historiography that not only
accommodate but also promote such concerns, and that such a form of
historiography can be found in conceptual history. | will then extend my discussion
to the claim that ‘memory has become the discourse that replaces history’, looking
at how ‘memory motivates historical activity’ and how ‘historical research utilises
memory.’2* All of this will be done with the broader aim of exploring the extent to
which it is possible to establish historiography as a form of resistance that emerges
at specific moments in time in response to the violence of universalising
discourses. In the chapters that will now follow, | will therefore attempt to establish
the utility of moving away from fixed categories by identifying opportunities where
historiography may be able to function as a form of resistance that is able to gain

access to less visible conflicts.

214 Charles S. Maier, 'A Surfeit of Memory? Reflections on History, Melancholy and
Denial' (1993) 5(2) History and Memory 136, 142
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Chapter 2

Confronting the Challenges of the
Past in the Present:

Exploring Questions of National
|ldentity, Tradition and Legitimacy

Begriffsgeschichte reminds us- even when it becomes involved with ideologies-
that in politics, a word and their usage are more important than any other
weagpon.

Reinhart Koselleck?'®

... Wwe are counter-revolutionaries. we are inventing the course of history in order
to cover up the past.

Vilém Flusser?'¢
We will never cease our critique of those persons who distort the past, rewrite i,
falsify it, who exaggerate the importance of one event and fail to mention some

other; such a critique is proper.

Milan Kundera2'?

History often forms the backbone of many different types of endeavour, whether it
be to contextualise a pressing problem that is to be addressed or to entrench a
particular belief or way of viewing the world around us. It is in this sense that history

often becomes a tool concerned with carving out a discrete area of research or

discussion, providing those that draw on its influence a solid foundation from which

to speak. While a valuable repository of knowledge may arise when history is used

in this way, the seemingly unproblematic clarity that is thought to be gained from

knowledge of the past can often come at the expense of notions of contingency

215 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Historical Criteria and the Modern Concept of Revolution’,

Futures Past: On the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia
University Press 2004) 57

216 Vilém Flusser, Post-History (Rodrigo Maltez Novaes tr, Univocal 2013) 5

217 Milan Kundera, /dentity (Linda Asher tr, Faber and Faber 1999) 123
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and flexibility. As suggested in my introduction and the previous chapter, when we
neglect to account for the ways in which recourse to past events can come to shape
not only the orientation of a project but also its scope and potential outcomes,
unintended limitations can surface. Such limitations can be seen most clearly in
projects that use history to bolster claims about the present as well as more general
projects that are underpinned by the Enlightenment ideals of progress and
rationality. In such projects conditions of possibility/moments of becoming as well
as questions surrounding how things could be otherwise become less important,
and in some instances are ignored entirely.2'® There is instead a tendency for
narratives of an evolutionary nature to take hold, where the presumed origins of
the issue at hand are traced backwards to facilitate an authoritative intervention at
the level of the event/specific phenomena being discussed. In such cases, a
reliance (albeit an often tacit one) on grand narratives emerges.2’® The
assumptions that are built into grand narratives are then incorporated into the
project at hand, resulting in the masking of potentially crucial definitional and
normative avenues of scrutiny. In this chapter | will explore the broader
consequences of deferring questions pertaining to conditions of
possibility/moments of becoming, drawing on discourses surrounding issues of
national identity, tradition and legitimacy. In doing so | will argue that while dangers
associated with the grand narrative form have been widely recognised within the
academy, resulting in an ever growing scepticism with regards to their reliability
and desirability in contemporary research, the grand narrative form nevertheless
persists. As a consequence of this, the grand narrative form will be cast as a central

limiting factor in historically oriented critical scholarship, signalling a need to return

218 When referring to conditions of possibility | allude to Foucault'’s extension of
Kant’s conceptualisation of conditions of possibility through his development of the
episteme, which denotes ‘the total set of relations that unite, at a given period, the
discursive practices that give rise to epistemological figures, sciences, and
possibly formalised systems; the way in which, in each of these discursive
formations, the transitions to epistemologisation, scientificity, and formalisation are
situated and operate... it is the totality of relations that can be discovered, for a
given period, between the sciences when one analyses them at the level of
discursive regularities’ see: Michel Foucault, Archaeology of Knowledge (A. M.
Sheridan Smith tr, Routledge 2008) 211. However this is not to say that it is only
Foucault's genealogical approach to history writing that concerns itself with
conditions of possibility.

219 When referring to the grand narrative form | draw on Lyotard’s conceptualisation
of metanarratives/the grand narrative as an appeal to universal truths and values
through the construction of overarching narratives of legitmation.
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our gaze to the role such narratives perform in providing our projects with scope
and direction. In making this observation | aim to advance the grand narrative form
as a potential target of resistance, identifying the deployment of forms of
historiography that seek to establish authoritative accounts of the past as being
bound to particularly oppressive understandings of the nature and function of
history and its writing. Furthermore, it will be suggested that such oppressive
understandings of history can emerge in relation to even the most innovative of
projects, making it possible to identify a need for continuous

methodological/theoretical reflection.

The bracketing off of questions of historiography that takes place within the
academy will be presented as an indicator of a need to develop a form of resistance
that is able to operate within the confines of historically oriented projects, and in
doing so will link historiography to ideas of resistance. It is because of this that it is
within the grand narrative itself | will identify an opportunity for resistance to emerge
by reflecting on how instead of provoking further debate, such narratives often have
a silencing effect. | will argue that rather than providing a contribution to an ongoing
debate or acknowledging the possibility of diversity, grand narratives (however
innocently deployed) instead supply an explanatory masternarrative that bears the
potential to bring a sense closure or finality to the issue being discussed. | will
suggest that closure is achieved by adding strength to a particular claim, but that
in order to do this a degree of selectivity is first required, as some
details/perspectives must be excluded or marginalised in order to secure the
integrity of others. | will argue that this selectivity inevitably involves adopting a
particular method or theory of history writing, one that denies the presence of
concurrent or alternative histories in favour of monolithic accounts of an apparently
distant past. Even if unconsciously made, | argue that the decision to adopt a theory
of history writing that incorporates such a linear understanding of temporality into
its operation can be seen to serve as a restriction on the potential reach of even
the most critically oriented project. | will, therefore, conclude that is important to
remain alert to the potential ways in which historical accounts are consciously or
unconsciously being put to work, even if on the surface they appear to only function

as a straightforward contextualising device.
In order to render the task of interrogating the propensity for resistance to emerge

in relation to the grand narrative form more manageable | will focus my attentions

on how such narratives interact with the concepts of national identity, tradition and
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legitimacy. | have selected these concepts to assist me in this endeavour because
when examined together they furnish us with a unique opportunity to examine how
processes of history writing interact with not only broader narratives pertaining to
state formation, but also processes of resistance. This can be seen in how strong
national identities often rely on processes of history writing for their legitimacy, a
legitimacy that is often derived from a sense of tradition. As a result of such
interactions between tradition and legitimacy, freshly minted notions of national
identity are shielded from potential challenges, as the historical narratives used to
furnish them with the legitimacy they need to survive tends to take the form of the
grand narrative, where the possibility for alternative understandings of the past is
denied. The exchanges that take place between national identity, tradition and
legitimacy can, therefore, be seen to elicit an examination of the strategic functions
of history writing where notions of national identity act as a meeting point for history
and historiography. In chapters four and five this observation will be extended,
allowing me to reach beyond the act of acknowledging what is excluded from
dominant universalising historical accounts to look at how alternative ways of
engaging with history and its writing emerge at particular moments in time. This will
be done with the view of setting into motion some of the static representations of
past events that are used to shape very particular views of the present. As a
consequence of this my understanding of historiography as a form of resistance
will concern itself with acknowledging the ways in which things could always be
otherwise, distinguishing itself from a view of resistance as something directed at
replacing one historical account with a seemingly more inclusive one. For now
however, it is enough to observe an interaction between national identity, tradition
and legitimacy and how this interaction can be seen to create (or at the very least

sustain) a possible site of resistance.

National Identity, Tradition and Legitimacy: Questioning the Role of the Grand

Narrative Form

In order to provide focus to my search for a form of resistance that may arise within
the context of exchanges between national identity, tradition and legitimacy | will
concentrate my attentions on the overarching question of to what extent
historiography can be linked to ideas of resistance. To do this it will be helpful to
posit two further sub-questions, the first of which being in what ways can claims of
national identity, tradition and legitimacy shape an encounter between

historiography and resistance. The second sub-question that will be explored is to
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what extent our view of the relationship between past, present and future can be
seen to create renewed possibilities for resistance. In this section | will attempt to
address the former question, | will then move on to address the latter question in
the remaining sections of this chapter. To start with the first question, when
reflecting on the extent to which claims of national identity, tradition and legitimacy
can be seen to shape an encounter between historiography and resistance it is
useful to bear in mind the organisational functions that are performed by these
concepts. By this | mean to say that it is possible to see both direct and indirect
appeals to history being made in the discourses that surround claims to national
identity, tradition and legitimacy, where accounts of the past act as important
sources of authority. As a consequence of this, appeals to the past provide us with
an opportunity to reflect on the contestable nature of history writing by reminding

us of what is at stake when we make historical claims.

For example, when looking at regime changes it is possible to see how history
writing becomes an important locus of activity for those seeking to establish
themselves in power. Alon Confino, a scholar of German memory and national
culture, has examined this in the context of Nazi Germany where the idea of origins
was used to secure the legitimacy of the Third Reich.?? He suggests that ‘origins
is a metaphor of being in time that implies legitimacy, roots, and authenticity’ and
that by ‘exterminating the Jews, the Nazis eliminated the shackles of a past
tradition.’22' This meant that in order to succeed the Nazis had to sever Germany’s
ties to Jewish morality and culture. Confino argues that in attacking Jewish history
and culture the Nazis were seeking out a ‘legitimacy that comes with roots.’?22 He
even goes so far as to suggest that the Holocaust, which was developed as a way
of breaking free from past traditions, was facilitated by the Nazi ‘memorycide
project’?223 which comprised of dismantling Jewish history and culture in a very

public and violent way. In ‘erasing Jews and Judaism from the present’ the Nazis

220 Alon Confino, A World Without Jews: The Nazi Imagination from Persecution to
Genocide (Yale University Press 2014)

221 Alon Confino, A World Without Jews: The Nazi Imagination from Persecution to
Genocide (Yale University Press 2014) 14

222 Alon Confino, A World Without Jews: The Nazi Imagination from Persecution to
Genocide (Yale University Press 2014) 15

223 Alon Confino, A World Without Jews: The Nazi Imagination from Persecution to
Genocide (Yale University Press 2014) 240
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simultaneously denied Jews ‘a right to a past and a future.’?2* The implications of
using historical accounts to negate possible futures will be explored further in
chapter five, for now it is enough to note that when individuals or groups attempt to
manoeuvre themselves into positions of power or supremacy they often task
themselves with removing anything that draws attention to their relative
rootlessness. In the context of Nazi Germany, this quite literally involved writing the
Jews out of German history. However it also important to note that the force of
history writing flows both ways, as can be seen in that while Nazi revisionism acted
as a force of annihilation directed at bringing Jewish history to an end, it is
nevertheless possible to observes how the Jewish preoccupation with writing
during this time can be regarded as an attempt to leave a ‘trace’??5 that would
remain even after their potential physical eradication. It is with this in mind that |
argue that the establishment and subsequent entrenchment of identity-based
power structures can be linked to very particular understandings of the nature and
function of historical representation, generating important points of reflection when
it comes to national identity’s habitual reliance on static modes of historical

representation.

In general terms, identity is a concept with a long and varied history, with a great
deal of debate surrounding how it interacts with notions of sameness and
difference. While some have focused on how it is possible for sameness and
identity to coexist??6 others have focused on the temporal aspects of this concept,
looking at how identity is rooted in consciousness/memory.??’ In relation to objects,
there is even a perceived need for a stable ‘persistence through time’, with the
emergence of ‘criteria of identity’228 being of central importance when trying to trace
the persistence of an object through time. In contemporary contexts, growing

literatures on identity have emerged in relation to issues surrounding self-identity

224 Alon Confino, A World Without Jews: The Nazi Imagination from Persecution to
Genocide (Yale University Press 2014) 101

225 Alon Confino, A World Without Jews: The Nazi Imagination from Persecution to
Genocide (Yale University Press 2014) 200

226 Plato, 'Parmenides' in John M. Cooper (ed), Plato: Complete Works (Mary
Louise Gill and Paul Ryan (trs), Hackett Publishing 1997) 359

227 John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (Hackett Publishing
Co 1996) 133-149

228 Eli Hirsch, The Concept of Identity (Oxford University Press 1992) 3-4
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and identity-based conflict, the significance of which only grows in intensity when
extended to questions of national identity. Discussions surrounding the potential
tension between more individualised notions of identity and forms of collective
identity have arisen in a variety of fields including philosophy, sociology and literary
studies.?2® Within each of these fields identity is presented in different ways,
drawing on different traditions of thought for different purposes. For some identity
is taken to denote a sense of ‘individuality or personality’ while for others it is used
to signify something more collective, an ‘identity position’ that ‘signals group
affiliation.’230 Regardless of the sense of identity that is advanced, a tension
between competing identities can be seen to manifest itself. This tension can arise
externally between different individual or collective identities, but more interestingly
it can also be seen to arise internally between the rival affiliations a person
possesses. It is because of this tension that issues of national identity often take
on a dangerous dimension when thought of in relation to our personal sense of
individuality or our sense of belonging to a collectivity, as it can act as not only a

uniquely uniting force but also a ‘powerful... divider.’23

In the context of the tension that exists externally between different collective
identities rigid understandings of identity are often used to manufacture a sense of
difference, imposing seemingly natural divides between people who in other
circumstances may, in fact, be able to relate to one another. The sense of
difference that is manufactured can then generate conflict between different
groupings, locking them into a relation of opposition. If we extend this sense of
inherent difference to national identities we can see how nationalism relies upon
naturalising such divisions. The dangers of manufactured differences are then
magnified by historically oriented grand narratives that serve to further strengthen
claims of difference. Historian John R. Gillis has observed that ‘identities and
memories are not things that we think about, but things we think witi and has

argued that because of this ‘they have no existence beyond our politics, our social

229 Caroline Walker Bynum, Metamorphosis and ldentity (Zone Books 2001) 163
230 Caroline Walker Bynum, Metamorphosis and ldentity (Zone Books 2001) 163

231 Adrian Poole, 'ldentity of Meaning' in Giselle Walker and Elisabeth Leedham-
Green (eds), /dentity (Cambridge University Press 2010) 9, 13
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relations, and our histories.’232 He also claims that ‘we must take responsibility for
their uses and abuses, recognising that every assertion of identity involves a choice
that affects not just ourselves but others’233, a sentiment that ought to be borne in
mind when we think about the interaction between historiography, national identity

and the creation/extension/manipulation of tradition and legitimacy.

A well known example of a problematically singular view of identity can be found in
the work of Samuel P. Huntington. In his famous (and equally contentious) work
The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World Order, Huntington claimed
that when thinking about identity in the singular we can often find ourselves forced
to present ourselves as belonging to a particular dominant group. For him the
decision to ally with a dominant grouping is inevitable23* as ‘global politics began to
be reconfigured along cultural lines’®5 after the end of the Cold War, creating a
dramatic shift in the lines along which conflict will be drawn. Instead of conflict
occurring between social classes or other economically defined groups, Huntington
argued that conflict will occur ‘between peoples belonging to different cultural
entities.’23¢ Under this understanding of identity, individuals must, therefore, allow
one affiliation to dominate all others to create a sense of sameness between the
members of their civilisation. This singular understanding of identity then adds a
sense of clarity, making it possible to visibly distinguish different peoples and their
interests. Huntington’s decision to claim that ‘human history is the history of
civilisations’ and that it is ‘impossible to think of the development of humanity in
any other terms’27 is not however without its detractors. In framing history in terms

of successive civilisations Huntington minimised the importance of diversity and

232 John R. Gillis, ‘Introduction’ in John R. Gillis ed, Commemorations.: The Politics
of National ldentity (Princeton University Press 1994) 5

233 John R. Gillis, ‘Introduction’ in John R. Gillis ed, Commemorations.: The Politics
of National Identity (Princeton University Press 1994) 5

234 Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World
Order (The Free Press 2002)

25 Samuel P. Huntington, 7The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World
Order (The Free Press 2002) 19

26 Samuel P. Huntington, 7he Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World
Order (The Free Press 2002) 28

237 Samuel P. Huntington, 7he Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World
Order (The Free Press 2002) 40
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implied an almost linear model of history. In adopting a more linear model of history
writing he presented a somewhat flattened view of the world where individuals are
grouped into civilisations that are habitually positioned in opposition to one another.
Huntington’s decision to think about identity in this way feeds into concerns later
raised by Gillis, where the difficulties associated with treating identity as a natural
object are made clear to us. However unlike Gillis, Huntington did not regard
treating identity as “fact” as a limitation on our understanding of the finer nuances
of this concept, as while he did concede that people possess various ‘levels of
identity’, he also claimed that everyone that belongs to a particular civilisation
shares ‘common objective elements’ such as ‘language, history, religion, customs,
[and] institutions.’238

The difficulty with thinking of identity in the way that Huntington does lies in the way
that it presupposes the existence of identifiable ‘common objective elements’23®
that can be used to bind people together without causing any internal tensions, an
assumption that has since been heavily criticised by those engaged in analysing
contemporary conflicts. Popular criticisms of Huntington’s clash of civilisations
thesis primarily allude to a tendency to oversimplify matters, with one reviewer of
his work stating that his ‘taste for generalisation, his gift for striking formulations,
his knack for provocation and, one must say, his lack of political common sense
and responsibility, lead him time and again to commit the very sins of excessive
simplification that he has so well castigated in others.’2#° |t has also been suggested
that his use of generalisations has generated ‘serious intellectual
misunderstandings’ and ‘moral and political misdirections’?*!, resulting in an
unworkable (and often unpalatable) way of analysing modern conflicts. Other critics
of Huntington’s thesis have drawn attention to an absence of strong quantitative
evidence; identifying factors of conflict that go unaccounted for in his broad-brush

238 Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World
Order (The Free Press 2002) 43

29 Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World
Order (The Free Press 2002) 43

20 Pierre Hassner, ‘Review: Morally Objectionable, Politically Dangerous:
Huntington’s Clash of Civilisations’ (1996/1997) 46 The National Interest 63, 63

241 Pierre Hassner, ‘Review: Morally Objectionable, Politically Dangerous:
Huntington’s Clash of Civilisations’ (1996/1997) 46 The National Interest 63, 63
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form of analysis.?*2 It has even been suggested that ‘Huntington has misunderstood
the process of cultural change and value-formation’ by overlooking developments
in anthropology where the distinction between ‘cultural tradition and ideology’2+3

has been eroded and replaced with more refined modes of analysis.

While Huntington has responded to critics of his tendency to generalise via an
engagement with Thomas Kuhn’s work on paradigms by arguing that ‘a paradigm
is disproved only by the creation of an alternative paradigm that accounts for more
crucial facts in equally simple or simpler terms’?#4, suggesting that criticisms of his
approach to conflict are lacking in strength because of their failure to advance a
more enticing paradigm through which to analyse conflict, it is nevertheless
possible to remain troubled by his view of world history. The suggestion that his
clash of civilisation thesis either ‘accords with reality as people see it or it comes
close enough so that people who do not accept it have to attach it'2#5 fails to address
many of the problematic assumptions that he makes when constructing his
paradigm. For example, it has been suggested that his ‘sedimented-essences
version of “civilisation” or “culture” ignores the specific historical processes and
particular power relations that have given rise to the recent phenomenon of radical
religious expression.’2#¢ | would take this criticism further by arguing that many of
the assumptions that underpin Huntington’s clash of civilisations paradigm betray
a commitment to a very particular kind of historiography, one that discounts change
and minimises diversity in favour of a belief in continuity and overarching

master/grand narratives. Furthermore, his presumption of common uniting

242 For examples of this see: Pippa Norris and Ronald Inglehart, ‘Islamic Culture
and Democracy: Testing the “Clash of Civilisations” Thesis’ (2002) 1(3-4)
Comparative Sociology 235, Jonathan Fox, ‘Ethnic Minorities and the Clash of
Civilisations: A Quantitative Analysis of Huntington’s Thesis’ (2002) 32(3) British
Journal of Political Science 415 and Lisa Wedeen, ‘Beyond the Crusades: Why
Huntington, and Bin Ladin, are Wrong (2003) 10(2) Middle East Policy 54

23 Richard E. Rubenstein and Jarle Crocker, ‘Challenging Huntington’ (1994) 96
Foreign Policy 113, 118

244 Samuel P. Huntington, ‘Response: If Not Civilisations, What?’ (1993) 72(5)
Foreign Affairs 186, 187

25 Samuel P. Huntington, ‘Response: If Not Civilisations, What?’ (1993) 72(5)
Foreign Affairs 186, 187

26 Lisa Wedeen, ‘Beyond the Crusades: Why Huntington, and Bin Ladin, are
Wrong (2003) 10(2) Middle East Policy 54
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elements also feeds into a broader confidence in the stability of meaning over time
and bears the potential to de-politicise history writing in a way that establishes it as
a powerful tool for establishing a sense of uniformity. Huntington would appear to
have relied upon a theory of history writing that adheres to a very linear
understanding of temporality, where past, present and future exist in a sequential
continuum. Such forms of historiography are problematic because of the way that
they discourage a closer scrutiny of the static nature of historical representation
and how this can result in a masking of the selectivity involved in history’s

construction (and indeed re-construction) over time.

A further more visible example of how an adherence to forms of historiography that
conceal the choices that are made in processes of historical representation can
resultin potentially oppressive uses of history can be seen in relation to Palestinian
and Israeli national identity. It has been suggested that the construction and
subsequent strengthening of Israeli national identity has tended to come at the
expense of Palestinian identity, as is illustrated by the spread of what has come to
be referred to as roots tourism. Roots tourism involves visitors from both within
Israel and abroad travelling to sites that have been identified as physical markers
of both ancient Jewish history and more recent Zionist history. This form of tourism
is concerned with emphasising and preserving a longstanding connection between
the Jewish people and the state of Israel, exposing Israel as a state with not only a
rich past but also a strong future. However housed within these sites of interest are
the physical remains of Palestinian cultural heritage, remains that have either been
destroyed or allowed to fall into ruin by the Israeli authorities that manage them.2+7
Conscious attempts have been made to minimise the physical visibility of these
challenging archaeological remainders because of the ways in which their
presence bears the potential to draw attention to the fragility of the carefully crafted
Israeli national identity.24¢ So instead of acknowledging the divergent and
sometimes overlapping connections that Palestinians and Israeli Jews have with
particular sites within Israel, those responsible for preserving Israeli heritage have

sought to suppress the memory of the other by either ignoring them or subsuming

27 For a more detailed account of this refer to: Noga Kadman, 'Roots Tourism-
Whose Roots? The Marginalisation of Palestinian Heritage Sites in Official Israeli
Tourism Sites' (2010) 29(1) Teoros 55

28 For a fuller discussion on this refer to: Noga Kadman, Erased from Space and
Consciousness. Israel and the Depopulated Palestinian Villages of 1948 (Indiana
University Press 2015) 27
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them within a distinctively Israeli narrative. While it has been noted that “following
wars, the winning nation [often] wages war against the architecture and structures
of the defeated people’?9, the extent to which the destruction of sites of Palestinian
heritage has been deployed as a tactic for establishing a strong Israeli national
identity is quite remarkable. For example, the destruction of Palestinian villages
and sites of cultural significance has been executed with the view of not only
‘preventing the physical return’ of Palestinians but also with the aim of erasing ‘the
memories, history and identity connected to the architecture and the place.’?*0 In
this context, the challenge posed by the other and their history would seem to have
triggered a somewhat authoritarian approach to history, where the possibility of

alternative histories is characterised as a direct threat to national identity.

This repressive approach to history writing has also manifested itself at the level of
the treatment of more movable Palestinian antiquities, as can be seen in the
regulatory mechanisms that surround their removal and sale. Legal frameworks
surrounding the trade in Palestinian antiquities can be traced through the Ottoman
Empire and the British Mandate, but it was the developments made through the
enactment of the Israeli Antiquities Law 7978 that can be seen to most visibly
further attempts to diminish Palestinian identity by attacking its past. This piece of
legislation developed against the backdrop of what has been described as the
transformation of archaeology into ‘a national hobby and tool for enhancing social
solidarity’?5!, expanding the possibility for the removal of archaeological material
from Palestine. The attempt to root Israel ‘in the tangible remains of the past'?2 can
even be seen to have extended to the treatment of printed matter and intellectual
exchanges. For example, some scholars of cultural genocide have argued that the

appropriation of Palestinian books housed in private libraries that were abandoned

29 Noga Kadman, 'Roots Tourism- Whose Roots? The Marginalisation of
Palestinian Heritage Sites in Official Israeli Tourism Sites' (2010) 29(1) Teoros 55,
56

250 Noga Kadman, 'Roots Tourism- Whose Roots? The Marginalisation of
Palestinian Heritage Sites in Official Israeli Tourism Sites' (2010) 29(1) Teoros 55,
56

21 Morag M. Kersel, 'The Trade in Palestinian Antiquities' (2008) 33 Jerusalem
Quarterly 21, 29

252 Morag M. Kersel, 'The Trade in Palestinian Antiquities' (2008) 33 Jerusalem
Quarterly 21, 29
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after the 1948 war/Nakba amounts to a form of ‘cultural theft and destruction’ that
‘threatens Palestinian identity at its core.’?®® |t has been suggested that the
Absentee Property Law 71950 ‘actively served the Zionist interests’ by enabling
Palestinian property to ‘become part of Israel’'s conception of itself.’25 This claim is
linked to the proposition that ‘the coloniser’s identity exists only in relation to the
colonised’, with the appropriation of abandoned books representing an
appropriation of ‘the burgeoning intellectual culture of Palestine and the Arab world
in general, and Jerusalem in particular, in the 1940s.’25 While many of the books
have been catalogued (and in some cases put into public circulation) no attempt
has been made to return them to their original owners, something that stands in
stark opposition to the approach that has been adopted when dealing with property
that was looted from Jewish homes under the Nazis.?5¢ This perplexing reluctance
to return property of cultural significance seized under the Absentee Property Law
7950 is perhaps rooted in a broader concern that ‘the very acknowledgement of
Palestinian identity would necessarily delegitimise Israeli identity’?57, thus feeding

into Huntington’s binary thesis of clashes of civilisation.

By reducing the impact of the written cultural artefacts of the other whilst also
simultaneously promoting a return to antiquity and an idealised view of a very
Jewish past via the linking of archaeology to a sense of patriotism, it is possible to
identify a highly selective engagement with history.2%8 Arguably, this engagement

reflects an uncomfortable ongoing historical project that Israel finds itself trapped

253 Hannah Mermelstein, 'Overdue Books: Returning Palestine's "Abandoned
Property" of 1948' (2011) 47 Jerusalem Quarterly 46, 47

24 Hannah Mermelstein, 'Overdue Books: Returning Palestine's "Abandoned
Property" of 1948' (2011) 47 Jerusalem Quarterly 46, 49
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258 For more discussion on this see: Yael Zerubavel, ‘The Historic, the Legendary,
and the Incredible: Invented Tradition and Collective Memory in Israel’ in John R
Gillis ed, Commemorations: The Politics of National Identity (Princeton University
Press 1994) 105-123
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within. As while there are many that subscribe to this way of addressing the
conflicting yet intertwined histories of Israel and Palestine, there are also many that
would prefer to move away from repressive approaches to Israeli national identity.
For example, Zochrot is an Israeli NGO that seeks to raise awareness of the Nakba
amongst the Jewish public by reconceptualising the Return ‘as the imperative
redress of the Nakba and a chance for a better life for all the country’s
inhabitants.’?®® In doing so they reject ‘the colonial conception of its [Israel’s]
existence in the region and the colonial practices it entails.’260 Unfortunately, this
desire for peaceful co-existence stands at odds with attempts to carve out a
national identity through an adherence to a belief in history as a purely legitimating
force. By embracing a highly revisionist mode of history writing the authors of
Israel’s past are in some ways also authoring a potential future that places Israeli
national identity in constant opposition to Palestinian national identity. In this
sense, Zochrot can be regarded as a manifestation of the type of internal conflict
that can arise in relation to identity, where not everyone that is placed within a
particular grouping ascribes to its values and beliefs. The relationship between
national identity, power and historiography can, therefore, take a challenging turn
when emphasis is placed on exclusion and the perceived need for a single

universalising narrative in relation to issues of national identity.25

Internal tensions between rival affiliations and divergent beliefs can also generate
more general tensions that reach beyond engagements with the other. Difficulties
arise in relation to not only mediating between competing affiliations but also in
relation to the construction of identifying labels themselves. For example, it has
been suggested that ‘the difference between claiming identity for one’s own group
and naming an “other” is often the difference between self-assertion, on the one
hand, and denigrating stereotype, on the other hand.’22 The difficulties of selecting

labels and attaching them to not only ourselves but also others along with the

259 Zochrot Organisation, 'Who We Are' (2014) <http://zochrot.org/en/content/17>
accessed 2nd September 2015
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decision of who it is that attaches such labels raises a number of challenging
questions. Labels can in themselves be thought of as sites of great internal
contestation, with the individuals that use them as shorthand expressions of their
identity often assigning their own criteria to determine their fulfilment.263 It has also
been noted that there are some that question whether such labels are ‘biologically
determined’ or ‘culturally constructed’?4, thus prompting further questions
surrounding the potential malleability of many identity labels. For some, it is
important that identity groupings remain flexible, as while identity can be regarded
as a concept that possesses a binding quality (in the sense that it denotes
deterministic qualities) it is nevertheless also a concept that embodies a sense of
movement. This movement derives from the shifting nature of identity, as is
reflected in our varied interactions with others as well as the variety of different
groups to which we often feel we belong to at any one time.26> The way that we
mediate between our competing affiliations and the resulting hierarchies we create
also alter over time to reflect our changing circumstances. It would, therefore, seem
unwise to try to lock identity down into a fixed position, as doing so risks creating
uncomfortable divides. So while specific identity groupings often act to clearly
distinguish us from others, they are nevertheless multifaceted in terms of the
qualities, ideas and beliefs that they seem to embody. Using identity (and even
national identity) as a means of justifying or explaining away the suppression of
concurrent histories is therefore difficult to sustain, suggesting that if we are to
develop more flexible understandings of identity we first need to revisit the forms
of historiography that are drawn upon during processes of national identity

formation.

The importance of flexibility in identity has been explored further by philosopher
and economist Amartya Sen who has argued that narrow categories impose
unnecessary and unhelpful divisions. He is deeply critical of what he refers to as

‘solitarist’ approaches to identity such as those espoused by Huntington and claims
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that such an approach to identity ‘can be a good way of misunderstanding nearly
everyone in the world.’#¢ |nstead of allowing a particular affiliation such as
nationality or religion to dominate our sense of self and our place in the world he
suggests that we should embrace the ‘responsibilities of choice and reasoning.’267
He argues that only ‘violence is promoted by the cultivation of a sense of
inevitability about some allegedly unique- often belligerent- identity’268 and that if
we want to avoid violence we must recognise the presence of choice in relation to
questions of identity. Like Huntington, Sen states that it is the presumption of the
ability to categorise people according to their culture or religion that is the source
of much contemporary conflict.?6° However, unlike Huntington, Sen does not
believe in the ability to successfully categorise people in this way. Instead, he tries
to draw attention to the ‘plurality of our affiliations’2’® and the choices that we are
able to make and remake. In doing so he hopes to re-open potential avenues of
resistance to identity-based violence that are closed down when identity is thought
of in the singular. He provides the example of religious based violence, suggesting
that instead of challenging this through the ‘strengthening of civil society’ it could
be possible to instead deploy ‘different religious leaders of apparently “moderate”
persuasion who are charged with vanquishing the extremists in an intrareligious
battle.’?’”" For him, the scope for resistance that is created by more flexible
approaches to identity is located in the ‘assertion of human commonality’?’2 rather

than notions of difference. This is because thinking about identity in the singular
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makes the world ‘much more flammable’, where ‘the illusion of destiny extracts a

remarkably heavy price.’?73

Similar sentiments have been expressed by sociologist Rogers Brubaker, who has
argued that the frequent use of strict groupings to form what he describes as the
‘basic constituents of social life, chief protagonists of social conflicts, and
fundamental units of social analysis’?’* is deeply problematic. He claims that our
tendency to rely on such categories is ‘impoverished’, ‘analytically disabling’ and
‘politically constricting’?’®, and while this is something that has come to be
acknowledged by a growing number of people working within a variety of traditions,
identity-based groupings nevertheless continue to form the starting point of many
academic endeavours. In order to avoid the limitations of identity Brubaker
suggests that associations such as ‘ethnicity, race and nation’ should be examined
as ‘practical categories, cultural idioms, cognitive schemas, discursive frames,
organisational routines, institutional forms, political projects, and cognitive
events.’?76 This would then encourage us to study such associations as ‘political,
social, cultural, and psychological processes’?’7, which would, in turn, discourage
us from relying on singular and homogenised understandings of identity. Like
Brubaker, | would agree that it is important to remember that identity is something
that is performed. However, in order to emphasise how identity also acts as a way
of seeing, | would suggest that rather than discarding identity as a concept of
limited analytical potential, that it is helpful to focus on what underpins notions of
national identity and provides them with their force. Shifting our focus in this way
then makes it possible to pursue the proposition that ‘identity does not, and cannot,

make people do anything’ instead ‘it is, rather, people who make and do identity,
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for their own reasons and purposes’?’8, something that becomes all the more
interesting when we think about how identity (especially national identity) has
become a key discursive category within the social sciences.?’”® So instead of
exploring the limitations of the concept of identity/national identity | will focus my
attention on what has been referred to as ‘the ongoing and open-ended processes

of “identification”"280 via a consideration of its interactions with historiography.

In order to examine the nature of the relationship between the concept of national
identity and historiography, it is helpful to reflect on how this relationship is in many
ways characterised by its interactions with the concepts of tradition and legitimacy.
Such an examination is useful as it furnishes us with an opportunity to challenge
the sometimes lofty historically rooted claims of contemporary identity-based
conflict to expose their more modern and interest driven antecedents. Instead of
acting as a straightforward legitimating force, history and its writing can then be
revealed as something capable of performing a more disruptive function. Or to put
it another way, | would argue that the explosive force of history writing has the
potential to be redirected to stand in opposition to attempts to construct singular
identities at the expense of not only competing internal affiliations, but also external
identity groups. So while it is widely recognised that ‘history has fashioned both the
society in which we live, and the knowledge which that society uses and by which
it defines itself'28", this is not to say that this history and the societies it produces
are fixed. Instead, if we wish to challenge dominant narratives and the often violent
consequences of the broader universalising discourses they contribute towards,
we could perhaps start by revisiting how we are writing our history as well as the
history of others through a reconsideration of the interaction between notions of
national identity, tradition and legitimacy. This is because the exchanges that occur
between these concepts manifest themselves most clearly when we look at how
historical discourses not only contribute towards the development of distinct
national identities, but also they perform a role in securing the power structures that

these identities are constructed around. For example, it has been argued that strict
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monolithic theories of nationhood have a masking effect when it comes to issues
of power and influence.282 Mark Harrison has suggested that ‘the argument that a
national identity is an automatic effect of certain historical, and especially
technological developments downplays specific political considerations.’283 These
considerations range from reflections on ‘in whose interests the nation is being
imagined’ to ‘what other collective imaginings are being marginalised by it.284 He
then extends this sentiment to propose that adopting a ‘positivist theory of
nationhood also tends to link national identity to modernity’, where it is assumed
that national identity is the result of ‘historical processes that necessarily locate
their development in a historical trajectory.’25 | would argue that this is not,
however, to say that historically grounded explorations of national identity must
necessarily result in the masking of power and influence. Instead, | would suggest
that the positivist theories of nationhood identified by Harrison are indicative of a
reliance on a very particular theory of history writing, where singular
understandings of the past are promoted at the expense of the recognition of how

such histories are predicated upon a series of unacknowledged choices.

ii. Rehabilitating Tradition: Confronting Pre-Figuration and the Grand Narrative

Form

While singular theories of history writing may lend themselves well to attempts to
secure a sense of legitimacy (especially in relation to issues of national identity),
such modes of historical writing would appear to stand at odds with the ever-
growing literatures that surround not only post-Enlightenment contributions to
historiography, but also more general debates concerning the construction of
discourses and the impact of representational practices on claims to truth. However

despite this, through its interactions with process of history writing, | would argue
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that appeals to national identity continue to draw much of their legitimacy from
static representational practices. This is problematic as while all forms of
historiography ultimately serve to generate static representations of events, there
are nevertheless some forms of historiography that do so without allowing for the
possibility of unfreezing the representation at a later date. By this | mean to say
that there are some forms of historiography that adopt an understanding of
temporality that prevents subsequent interlocutors from grasping the conditions
under which a historical account has been produced. The difficulty with this can be
seen in Heidegger’s claim that:

...every report of the past, that is of the preliminaries to the
question about the thing, is concerned with something that is
static. This kind of historical reporting (historischen Berichts) is
an explicit shutting down of history, whereas it is, after all, a
happening. We question historically if we ask what is still
happening even if it seems to be past. We ask what is still
happening and whether we remain equal to this happening so

that it can really develop.28¢

It is in this sense that it becomes necessary to search for forms of historiography
that bear the propensity to unfreeze static representations of the past through an
engagement with more fluid understandings of temporality, something that | believe
could feed into a broader practice of resistance in the face of our habitual reliance
on the grand narrative form. Heidegger’s suggestion that ‘what appears to us as
though past, i.e., simply as a happening that is no longer going on, can be
quiescence’®’ is therefore interesting as it suggests that it is possible to reawaken
and unfreeze things that seem to have past. To say that ‘this quiescence of
happening is not the absence of history, but a basic form of its presence’ is to say
that ‘what is merely past does not exhaust what has been.’?88 Engagements with

history and different theories of history writing that direct themselves towards the
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study of breaks as well as potential continuities, therefore, have the potential to act
as a means of challenging or perhaps even resisting attempts to shut down history.
They can do this by re-politicising accounts of the past that are deployed in
narratives of national identity, legitimacy and tradition to uncover not only the
conflict that took place before and during their formation, but also the conflict that

continues to take place beneath their surface.

In my introduction, | referred to the observations of historian Barbara Weinstein and
her claim that the grand narrative has received a second wind in the context of
postcolonial studies. | would argue that such claims create a need to revive Jean-
Francois Lyotard’s doubts concerning the force (and role) of the grand narrative
form, as while in 1979 Lyotard may have observed an increasing level of distrust
with regards to attempts to advance dominant perspectives that conceal the power
that sustains them?289, the presence of the aforementioned example would suggest
that this distrust has not necessarily prevented us from falling back on this familiar
device. In his seminal work, 7he Postmodern Condition, Lyotard argued that the
emergence of postmodernism resulted in a widespread rejection of modernist
approaches to philosophy and science by characterising the metanarratives they
relied upon as narratives that serve to ‘co-opt individuals into suppressive social
practices that give more power to the already powerful.’2%° In doing so he claimed
that regardless of their mode of unification, grand narratives have by and large lost
their credibility and can no longer be relied upon to provide definitive
understandings of anything.2%" To make this point more fully he claimed that the
with the advent of postmodernism we also saw the materialisation of opportunities
to cast doubt on the overarching narratives used to shape us. He referred to these

opportunities as ‘tensors’, events that create a space for the emergence of
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‘opposing voices.’2%2 According to him such events ‘cannot be resolved because of
[the presence of]... strongly held differences in opinion’23, thus creating an
opportunity  for dissensus to emerge in opposition to grand
narratives/metanarratives. Through the concepts of consensus and dissensus,
Lyotard advanced an argument where consensus and grand
narratives/metanarratives are associated with injustice. He did this by linking
consensus to the furtherance of the interests of the powerful by suggesting that it
is the powerful that determine what amounts to consensus.?®* More recent
interlocutors of Lyotard have suggested that for him it was ‘our institutionalised
idioms, our verification procedures, our mechanisms for adjudicating truth’ that are
responsible for ‘pre-establishing the realities whose truth we then assert.’2% So
instead of focusing on consensus, he marked a need to emphasise the role of

dissensus as it represents ‘an act of becoming’ rather than ‘an act of being.’2%

Attempts to focus on acts of becoming rather than acts of being have however since
been stymied by our mounting ambivalence regarding how we should treat
potentially formative influences in light of our acknowledgement of their dangerous
and often repressive functions. | would suggest that one way of working around
such ambivalence that would promote a reflection on the forms of history writing
that we rely on to support our claims could involve a re-engagement with the
concept of tradition. As while many (including Lyotard) are keen to express a
distrust of factors that can be seen to prefigure and predetermine what can take

place, allowing a sense of deep misgiving with regards to the function and
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character of language, as well as the mechanisms that emerge around it to
dominate their thoughts, the concept of tradition need not be a source of such
anxieties. Instead of rejecting that which subconsciously shapes us in an attempt
to move away from notions of determinism (and in doing so unwittingly
incorporating equally dangerous assumptions into our work), we could perhaps
attempt to reassess the terms according to which these things operate. Such an
alternative approach can be found in the hermeneutics of Hans-Georg Gadamer
and other key contributors to philosophical hermeneutics. This is because in
hermeneutics we find a means of navigating between past and present experience
whilst maintaining a sense of both respect and suspicion of the apparent neutrality
of texts.

According to Friedrich Schleiermacher, hermeneutics ‘rests on the fact of the non-
understanding of discourse’ and includes everyday ‘misunderstanding in the
mother tongue.’2*7 Within the hermeneutical tradition, such misunderstandings are
thought to be inevitable which is why it is argued that when approaching a text it is
always necessary to put ‘oneself in possession of all the conditions of
understanding’2%8, even if its meaning appears to be self-evident. As a result of this,
theorists such as Schleiermacher have identified interpretation as a process that
must be broken down into stages whenever we attempt to gain an understanding
of the thoughts of others, as can be seen when he stated that:

As every utterance has a dual relationship, to the totality of
language and to the whole thought of its originator then all
understanding also consists of the two moments, of
understanding the utterance as derived from language, and as a
fact in the thinker.2%°

Here we see Schleiermacher engage with the recurrent problem of the

hermeneutic circle where it is stated that in order to understand the whole of a text
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we must first understand its parts, but that in order to understand the parts of a text
we must first understand the whole that they form. This impasse can be broken, as
indicated above, through a consideration of both the exact language used and the
individual using them.3% |t is in this sense that the task of understanding utterances
is divided between two distinct yet interconnected processes: the grammatical and
the psychological.?®' According to Schleiermacher the grammatical aspect of
interpretation requires a shared knowledge of the speaker/writer’s language.
However, it must be acknowledged that words are used in different ways by
different speakers, which means that the contents of a text must be considered in
its determined context (i.e. the author’s place in history, as well as their education
and occupation could all be relevant).392 Here there is a focus on the linguistic
elements of a text. On the other hand, the psychological aspect of interpretation
involves a consideration of the mind that lies behind the text and how this mind
modifies language.3® This is thought to complement grammatical interpretation by
trying to understand how the author has sought to present their ideas. Attempts
can then be made to uncover the author’s motivations and the decisions they made
when producing a text. The focus here, therefore lies in the individuality of the
author, and it is in the movement between these two aspects of interpretation that
we are able to gain understanding. For Schleiermacher our ability to understand
therefore rested on our ‘talent for language and... [our] talent for knowledge of

individual people.’304

While Schleiermacher’s hermeneutics of reconstruction is not without its problems
(as can be seen in his belief in being able to fully reconstruct the experiences and
thoughts of another), his identification of the need to show an awareness of shifting

meaning has proved very useful in developing ways of mediating between past and
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present utterances. Wilhelm Dilthey took Schleiermacher’s views on the process
of interpretation further, applying them to the human sciences more generally. He
did so in response to the positivist methodologies of the natural sciences,
attempting to emulate the objective status of scientific knowledge whilst also
remaining alert to the different demands that are made of human/historical
knowledge.3% He distinguished between the natural and human sciences by stating
that while the former is concerned with explanation the latter is concerned with
understanding. It was as a result of this distinction that he justified a need to
develop a distinct methodology for the human sciences, one that was capable of
reflecting the differences between understanding and explanation. To do this he
drew on the work of Schleiermacher, advocating the attempt to reconstruct the
experiences of an author in an attempt to understand them better than they
understood themselves.3%6 However, unlike Schleiermacher Dilthey sought to
ground this reconstruction process in empirical observations. He achieved this by
advancing two interconnected parts of understanding: the material and the formal.
Material understanding represented the re-experiencing of a text and the strive
towards an understanding of the author’s mind; however this re-experiencing was
dependent on the process of formal understanding which is to be obtained through
close observation, that is through ‘the understanding of expressions.’37 The
observations of the social scientist were not however to be regarded in the same
way as the observations of the natural scientist, as the ‘sounds he [the social
scientist] hears and the sights he sees are not really the subject-matter of his
investigation.’% |t is only when the social scientist steps back and identifies what
they have observed as the expression/observable signs of that which they study
that they are able to begin to understand. Dilthey’s framing of the need for
contextualised understanding is interesting, as while he attempted to place the
human sciences on a scientific footing to show their worth in comparison to

knowledge obtained from the natural sciences, he also attempted to maintain the
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integrity of the central concerns of the human sciences by drawing sharp
distinctions between exact objects of study and the effects/manifestations through
which we can study them. In doing so Dilthey restated the idea of a tension existing
between the words and thoughts of others, a tension that forces a break in
understanding by undermining the presumably straightforward influence of past
meaning on present meaning.

Dilthey applied such insights regarding the need to exercise caution when
attempting to mediate between past and present meaning in his historical work
where he developed an early form of intellectual history. In doing so he
demonstrated a keen awareness of the formative impact of experience on
understanding, as is reflected in his claim that art is the ‘purest expression of life’
as it is ‘rooted in the lived experience of the riddles of life: the why and the how of
birth and death, joy and sorrow, love and hate, the power and the frailty of man.’30°
When attempting to gain an insight into the character of those he studied, Dilthey
undertook an examination of the philosophic, cultural, social and political
environments in which they were situated.3' For example, in his Schleiermacher
biography he tracked not only the intellectual but also the personal development of
his subject of interest, identifying the intellectual and religious movements in which
Schleiermacher’s ideas were situated.3!" For Dilthey, a scrutiny of the poetry of the
time was just as pivotal to his work on Schleiermacher as a consideration of

Schleiermacher’s work itself. He even claimed that:

The world of our poets was the inner world of the sensitive,
contemplative man. It was not meant to represent a view of life
and the world which already commanded the nation’s
enthusiasm; on the contrary such a view had to be created to
overthrow the narrow circle of outdated and now intolerable

ideas; the vital urge of a strong, spiritual nation sought an escape
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in which the outer, political, apparently immutable external
conditions obstructed. The narrow traditions of custom, society
and the view of life and the world had to be broken by poetry in

order that something new could be created.3'2

Here, poetry is assigned a particularly significant role as it is identified as a means
of liberating the inner world (i.e. revealing non-dominant ideals and beliefs that
challenged popular external images and understandings). The status and function
of official records is therefore reduced as they are unable to ‘reveal everything the
historian needs’; instead it becomes necessary to incorporate the study of personal
documents such as diaries and letters to uncover the ‘older context of thought.’3!3
This also represents a privileging of experience (and its changeability) over official

singular accounts.

Through the integration of hermeneutical concerns with his historical projects
Dilthey was able to advance a type of history concerned with the study of past
thoughts and ideas in their appropriate contexts. His acknowledgement of the idea
that ‘every experience, and every historical event, is increasingly liable to
change’ created a distinct focus in his work, so while he is often associated with
the traditions of empiricism and positivism because of his continuation of
Schleiermacher’s commitment to reconstruction, it is important to remember that
he was not part of the British strains of these traditions. In fact, he argued against
the idea that we are ‘determined by the succession of... [our] ideas and concepts’
in such a way as would make it possible to ‘infer every later stage of human
intellectual life from a previous one.’3" Instead he sought to show how ‘it is the

whole man with his imagination, emotions and follies who is involved in any
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intellectual change.’?'® |t is also important to note how he argued that ‘we
understand the past only through the present, that is, only so much as the past as
is congenial to our present.”?'” This is because while Dilthey did advance a belief
in the ability to reconstruct the thoughts of others, he nevertheless remained
mindful of the fragments that the historian works with when attempting such
reconstructions as well as the inevitable interaction that will occur between the
historian and these fragments. If a drawback is to be found in his work, it perhaps
lies in his ultimate belief that through a thorough examination of the context in which
a text is produced an historian is able to transform a partisan text into actua/
(truthful) history. This belief can be traced to this claim that the role of the historian
is to ‘test the relation of the given material to the past, and to assert what this
relation between material and event is’3'8, suggesting that after doing this they are

then able to understand the past as it really happened.

This view of the role of the historian in mediating between the past and the present
has been furthered through more recent developments in the field of intellectual
history, where attempts have been made to break away from the presumed
prefigurative effects of the past on the present whilst also remaining alert to their
continued relevance. However, as a discipline intellectual history has been
practised in many forms, with some adopting an internal view of ideas and others
an external view.3'® Those that adopt an internal view construe ideas as objects of
study that can be identified independently of those that interact with them whereas
those that adopt an external view examine ideas in relation to their users.
Adherents of the great text tradition adopt the former view and attempt to read the
most influential texts of a given period in the hope of shedding light on what they

believe to be the fundamental ideas/concepts expressed within them. In doing so
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Difthey: Selected Writings (Cambridge University Press 1979) 84

317 Wilhem Dilthey, ‘On Understanding and Hermeneutics: Student Lecture Notes
(1867-68)’ in Wilhelm Dilthey Selected Works Volume IV: Hermeneutics and the
Study of History (Rudolf A. Makkreel tr, Princeton University Press 2010) 233

318 Wilhem Dilthey, ‘On Understanding and Hermeneutics: Student Lecture Notes
(1867-68)’ in Wilhelm Dilthey Selected Works Volume IV: Hermeneutics and the
Study of History (Rudolf A. Makkreel tr, Princeton University Press 2010) 234

319 Dominick LaCapra, ‘Rethinking Intellectual History and Reading Texts’ (1980)
19(3) History and Theory 245, 245

96



they believe that they will be able to forge a productive and instructive dialogue
between the past and present. Followers of this approach are presented as
believing that classic texts contain within them a ‘dateless wisdom’ and it is from
this that they draw their ‘perennial relevance.’®2 A well-known example of the
drawbacks of studying ideas in this way can be seen in the work of Arthur Lovejoy
and his use of wunit ideas. According to Lovejoy, there are key concepts that recur
throughout history, with the task of the historian being the identification of how they
have been brought together. Here, ideas are characterised as ‘commodities’s2! that
are brought into dialogue with one another to generate alternative accounts of
events. In an attempt to further develop this point Lovejoy provides the example of
reading Milton’s Paradise Lost with the view of uncovering the ‘movement of his
[Milton’s] mind as he composed.’322 Lovejoy argued that none of the ideas
contained within Paradise Lostwere entirely original to Milton, stating that instead,
they received a ‘special twist or colouring’32? from their interaction with Milton’s
mind. In saying this Lovejoy alluded to the continued presence of certain ideas,
stating that what is innovative in Milton’s work is his ordering of these ideas as it is
through their appropriation that he makes them partly his own. It has been argued
that intellectual histories of this variety place greater emphasis on the identification
of key unit ideas than they do on how these ideas are put to work. A consequence
of this is to assume that unit ideas possess a stable and continuous meaning of
their own that can be identified without recourse to those that engage with them. In
this sense, the past is cast as having a direct formative impact on the present by
establishing a framework through which understanding is to take place. The
distance that is created between those that use ideas and the ideas themselves
results in the marginalisation of authorial intentions and an unawareness of the
different ways in which the same concept has been used by different speakers at
different moments in time. It is because of this that intellectual historian Quentin

Skinner has asserted that history of this sort has the capacity to become nothing
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but a ‘pack of tricks we play on the dead’.32* Moreover, it is perhaps as a result of
Lovejoy’s unit ideas that many regard intellectual history as a somewhat
conservative (and therefore unpalatable) approach to the study of the past,
something that also sees a similar level of disdain attached to philosophical

hermeneutics as an effective means of mediating between the past and present.

In order to avoid assigning universal meaning to particular ideas and concepts and
the scorn of those conscious of Lyotard’s observations with regards to the impact
of postmodernism, it is possible to move on to a more nuanced approach to moving
between past and present meaning. For example, Quentin Skinner has argued that
‘we should study not the meaning of words, but their use’, with the significance of
an idea being derived from its ‘uses’? in argument rather than its presumed
stability of meaning through time. According to Skinner, it becomes necessary to
not only identify the arguments contained within texts themselves but also identify
what the arguments are doing.32¢ To do this it becomes important to move beyond
an isolated consideration of the text itself towards a closer scrutiny of how ideas
and concepts are shaped/re-shaped by the author in order to advance a particular
argument. In order to develop this approach to intellectual history, Skinner borrows
from the work of J.L. Austin on ‘performative utterances’??’ where it is argued that
‘to say something /s to do something.’328 By adopting this attitude when reading
texts Skinner draws attention to the broader environments in which texts are
inevitably situated. He is therefore extremely critical of the idea that historians must

simply seek to uncover what a text says, asserting that:

The Perpetual danger, in our attempts to enlarge our historical
understanding, is thus that our expectations about what someone
must be saying or doing will themselves determine that we

824 Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics: Volume | Regarding Method (Cambridge
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325 Quentin Skinner, ‘Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas’ (1969)
8(1) History and Theory 3, 37

326 For a discussion on the ability of words to constitute a form of ‘social behaviour’
see: Quentin Skinner, ‘On Performing and Explaining Linguistic Actions’ (1971)
21(82) The Philosophy Quarterly 1

327 J L. Austin, How to do Things With Words (Oxford University Press 1975) 6

328 J L. Austin, How to do Things With Words (Oxford University Press 1975) 94

98



understand the agent to be doing something which he would not-
or even could not- himself have accepted as an account of what

he was doing.3*®

Skinner states that instead of focusing on classic texts themselves an intellectual
historian ought to acquaint themselves with the ‘broader traditions and frameworks
of thought’33° that the author engages with. It is because of this that he promotes
the study of ‘discontinuities’ rather than ‘continuities’3", with discontinuities being
presented as being of greater value as they afford us an opportunity to ‘reappraise
some of our current assumptions and beliefs.’332 Here we see an alternative value
being assigned to the past. Instead of drawing upon the past as a repository of
lessons or as an inescapable formative force on the present, Skinner represents
the past as a ‘repository of values we no longer endorse, of questions we no longer

ask.’333

The space that is created by Skinner’s inverted understanding of the past as a
repository of questions we no longer ask is one of re-evaluation and displacement.
It generates an opportunity to render visible alternative versions of the past by
showing the changeability of ideas and their use in history. As a consequence of
this, other intellectual historians such as J.G.A. Pocock have identified
historiography as a distinctly ‘political phenomenon.’33* Pocock has even gone so
far as to claim that:
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We reach a point where there is a temptation to maximise the
truth that the historiography we are examining will always be in
some measure fiction: it will consist of statements made with
intentions other than the establishment of truth, by agents whose

motives can be discovered.33%

The past then becomes something that has ‘happened’ as well as something that
is ‘still going on’3%, just as Heidegger suggested when commenting on how we
think of historical representation. This forges a direct link between processes of
history writing and politics, identifying the writing of history as an essentially
political/contestable activity. It also identifies the writing of history as something
implicated in struggles for power, as can be seen in Pocock’s statement that ‘what
explains the past legitimates the present and moderates the impact of the past
upon it.’337 While all of this would appear to feed into Lyotard’s concerns about the
pre-established realities that can seem to emanate from the past, | would suggest
that there is also the potential for resistance to arise as a result of these
observations. After all, as has been noted by Foucault ‘where there is power, there

is also resistance.’s38

In order to resist the potentially determinative qualities of the past as they are
expressed through the grand narrative form it is worth reflecting on how the concept
of tradition has been utilised in both the fields of hermeneutics and intellectual
history. This is because instead of regarding tradition as something concerned with
the smooth transmission of beliefs, customs and practices from one generation to
the next as it was in the early modern world, it is possible to see how tradition has
been construed along more fluid lines. Rather than identifying tradition as a

legitimate source of authority and the basis of knowledge claims, tradition has
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come to be regarded as something that can also be associated with constant
movement. So far from entailing an uncritical adherence to customary beliefs,
tradition has come to be associated with processes of constant adaptation and flux.
It has even been suggested that the concept of tradition can be thought to have
two meanings and usages, one ontological and the other methodological. On an
ontological level tradition has been connected to the act of passing things down by
generations, whereas on a methodological level it has been connected to invented
culture.33 Ontological tradition has therefore been thought to emphasise a belief in
continuity whereas methodological tradition has been connected to rupture and
change.3*0 Hangsheng Zheng has argued that ‘tradition is the past that is preserved
in modern people’s memories, words, and actions, so it is the past functioning in
today’s world.’34! As a result of this tradition is involved in preservation, maintaining
a close link to the past whilst not necessarily being synonymous with it. In addition
to this tradition has come to be seen as a condition of the possibility of thought
itself, furnishing us with a dynamic mode of mediating between the past and
present.?*2 However despite these developments, since Lyotard’s intervention
tradition has continued to be approached with trepidation. For example, Jlrgen
Habermas has suggested that tradition is ‘merely the systematically distorted
expression of communication under unacknowledged conditions of violence.’3*3 In
reaching this conclusion Habermas and other critics of tradition have adopted an
understanding of this concept that was advanced during the Enlightenment, where
tradition was placed in opposition to reason and condemned to be regarded as a
distortion of knowledge. This has led to many critically minded scholars being
suspicious of the use of this concept, with some choosing to avoid it entirely. | would

argue that rather than enabling us to break free from processes of pre-figuration,
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absences of discussions concerning the role of tradition in critical scholarship have
in fact facilitated the survival of the grand narrative form. By this | mean to suggest
that by adopting a purely negative understanding of tradition, those that elect to
shun this concept have discarded a crucial tool for unearthing the impact that the
past has on the present. In doing so they ignore a wealth of insights that could
prove extremely useful in the formation of ways of writing history that minimise the
violence that is done to the other in the construction of static representations of the
past.

In order to recapture the insights officered by tradition, it is useful to turn to the work
of Hans-Georg Gadamer, as it was in his seminal work 7ruth and Method that the
concepts of tradition and prejudice were rehabilitated to reveal tradition as
something that is not only created, but as something that is still creating. In order
to do this, he restored ‘the ambivalence that the Latin word praejudicium had in the
juridical tradition prior to the Enlightenment.’?* In doing so he sought to address
the challenges surrounding doing justice to the historicity of understanding,
focusing on what he regarded to be the ‘ontologically positive significance’ of
Heidegger's hermeneutic circle.’3*> He argued that ‘all correct interpretation must
be on guard against arbitrary fancies and the limitations imposed by imperceptible
habits of thought.’3*6 In doing so he drew attention to the proposition that ‘a person
who is trying to understand a text is always projecting.’?*’ Like Heidegger, Gadamer
believed that the hermeneutic circle operates by allowing the interpreter to make
projections onto the text that they are seeking to understand. While these
projections are shaped by the interpreters expectations, they are nevertheless
constantly revised as meaning emerges. It is in this sense that ‘every revision of

the fore-projection is capable of projecting before itself a new projection of
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meaning.’?*¢ Gadamer claimed that ‘this constant process of new projection
constitutes the movement of understanding and interpretation’ and encouraged
interpreters to ‘examine the legitimacy- i.e., the origin and validity- of the fore-
meanings dwelling within’3*° them. It is because of this movement that he believed
that ‘meaning cannot be understood in an arbitrary way.’3° So while the likes of
Lyotard and Habermas may have been genuinely troubled by the influence of
factors involved in ‘pre-establishing the realities whose truth we assert’ss?,
Gadamer can be seen to advance a way of challenging the level of influence that

these factors are able to assert over processes of interpretation.

For understanding to emerge, Gadamer demanded a level of openness between a
reader and their text of choice, as while the interpreter need not try to cast off all of
their fore-meanings and personal ideas, they do need to remain open to the
meaning of the text itself. Gadamer suggested that this openness ‘always includes
our situating the other meaning in relation to the whole of our own meanings or
ourselves in relation to it.’352 This allowed him to claim that ‘meanings represent a
fluid multiplicity of possibilities’?3, however this is not to say that everything is
possible. Rather it is to identify his hermeneutical project as being concerned with
promoting a sensitivity to the alterity of a text.35* To do this an interpreter needs to
be aware of their own personal biases and how they shape their interactions with
texts. One way of achieving such an awareness can be seen in prejudices and how
they form important fore-structures of understanding that are of central importance
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to processes of interpretation. As mentioned previously, Gadamer sought to move
away from the Enlightenment conception of prejudice as it was not until this time
that prejudice gained its negative connotations. He provided a definition of
prejudice that identified it as a ‘means of judgment that is rendered before all the
elements that determine a situation have been fully examined’s%, linking it to the
German legal use of prejudice to denote a provisional verdict. While potentially
negative consequences can occur as a result of this, Gadamer argued that such
consequences depend upon ‘the positive validity, the value of the provisional
decision as a prejudgment, like that of any precedent.’3% So while prejudice can
have both a negative as well as a positive impact, it is not necessarily something
to be associated with false judgment as it was during the Enlightenment.357 Instead,
Gadamer linked the rationalist rejection of prejudice along with the denial of the
presence of prejudices within scientific knowledge with the rule of Cartesian doubt,
stating that it is difficult to reconcile this approach with the examination of how
historical knowledge shapes our historical consciousness.?58 His decision to pursue
prejudice as a concept capable of facilitating historical understanding, therefore,
marks a clear break with claims to objectivity and the violence that often results
from them.

Gadamer’s rehabilitation of prejudice also forms part of his broader project of
developing a historical hermeneutics where we are able to ‘do justice to man’s
finite, historical mode of being.’3% Within this project the question that remains for
Gadamer is not whether prejudices have a role to perform in understanding, but
how we are to distinguish legitimate prejudices from unhelpful ones that should be
discarded. In order to do this, he turned to romanticism and the concept of tradition,

observing that:
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That which has been sanctioned by tradition and custom has an
authority that is nameless, and our finite historical being is
marked by the fact that the authority of what has been handed
down to us- and not just what is clearly grounded- always has
power over our attitudes and behaviour.360

He credited romanticism with establishing that tradition ‘has a justification that lies
beyond rational grounding’ and that it performs a significant role in determining our
‘institutions and attitudes.’3¢' However, he then reached beyond this understanding
of tradition to accommodate a notion of reason by refuting the presumed presence
of an ‘unconditional antithesis between tradition and reason.’?%2 He regarded the
‘romantic faith in the “growth of tradition”, before which all reason must remain
silent’363 as being just as prejudiced as the Enlightenment view of tradition. Instead,
he asserted that in tradition ‘there is always an element of freedom and of history
itself. Even the most genuine and pure tradition does not persist because of the
inertia of what once existed.’?® This is a point of great significance when seeking
to emancipate the concept of tradition from ideas of repressive pre-figuration, as it
enabled Gadamer to suggest that tradition is something that ‘needs to be affirmed,
embraced, [and] cultivated’, meaning that traditions must be ‘preserved’®® or
performed if they are to carry any weight. For Gadamer the preservation of
traditions occurs not only in periods of stasis but also in all historical change, he
even went as far as to suggest that ‘far more of the old is preserved in the supposed

transformation of everything than anyone knows, and it combines with the new to
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create a new value.’% So far from seeking to free ourselves from tradition, we
should instead remember that ‘we are always situated within traditions, and [that]
this is no objectifying process.’®” This creates what Gadamer referred to as a
‘natural relation to the past’3¢, one that ought to prompt us to ‘recognise the
element of tradition in historical research and inquire into its hermeneutic
productivity.’3° Tradition is, therefore a concept that is best construed flexibly when
thought of in relation to our current distrust of truth and universalising discourses.
After all, as Gadamer said ‘it is the tyranny of hidden prejudices that makes us deaf

to what speaks to us in tradition.’370

These sentiments can even be seen in the work of Eric Hobsbawm, an historian
that | have already shown to demonstrate a problematic belief in the didactic
potential in the past. Hobsbawm observed the invented nature of tradition as
something that could be studied carefully, identifying three overlapping types of
invented tradition. Firstly there are ‘those establishing or symbolising social
cohesion or the membership of groups, real or artificial communities’, then there
are ‘those establishing or legitimising institutions, status or relations of authority.’3"!
Finally, there are traditions ‘whose main purpose was socialisation, the inculcation
of beliefs, value systems and conventions of behaviour.’3’2 When looked at in this

light, the formative power of tradition is undeniable. It is for this reason that
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Hobsbawm believed that it would be beneficial for historians to study the invention
of tradition, arguing that invented traditions ‘are important symptoms and therefore
indicators of problems which might not otherwise be recognised, and
developments which are otherwise difficult to identify and to date.’3”® For him ‘the
study of invented traditions cannot be separated from the wider study of the history
of society.?”* He also suggested that traditions ‘throw considerable light on the
human relation to the past, and therefore on the historian’s own subject and craft’,
becoming ‘the actual symbol of struggle.’s’> While | will not pursue Hobsbawm’s
broader historical project (for reasons that have already been discussed),
observations such as these are nevertheless worthy of note. The link that
Hobsbawm forges between tradition, legitimacy and the historian’s craft is similar
to the one that | wish to establish between historiography and resistance. The point
at which | wish to extend these observations relates to how theories of history
writing can be used to not only reveal the discrete flows of power that are created

and sustained through appeals to tradition, but also to re-shape them.

iii. Invented Traditions: Navigating the Nexus between Historiography and

Resistance

When considering the broader significance of the malleability of tradition in relation
to resisting the grand narrative form it is helpful to look at an example of where the
concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy intersect to conceal the
invented origins of particular understandings of power and cultural dynamics. For
instance when returning to the example of Israeli national identity it is possible to

see how a national tradition ‘punctuated by repeated wars’ which ‘serve as both
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individual and collective temporal markers’3’¢ has emerged to furnish the state of
Israel with a vital sense of legitimacy. Historian Yael Zerubavel has even suggested
that ‘historical events that had ended in death and defeat’ have been ‘transformed
in Israeli culture into heroic symbols’ and that such changes in collective memory
have been facilitated by specific ‘commemorative strategies.’3”” She establishes
the study of history writing and memory as important activities that can be used to
draw attention to the significant changes in national culture and tradition that are
often papered over by larger universalising narratives. In doing so she
acknowledges the ‘deliberate suppression of memory that any commemorative
narrative involves.’3’® Zerubavel also raises a number of interesting issues in

relation to identity, tradition, history and memory when she states that:

| continue to be fascinated by our fundamental need to create
meaningful narratives, ignore inconsistencies, silence some
stories, and elaborate others; by our enormous capacity to forget
and live on, and remember and live on, and take this dual process
for granted; by our inexhaustible efforts to continuously
reconstruct our memory of the past between words and silences,

images and void.37®

In noting the ‘highly selective attitude’® to history and tradition that has been
adopted in the Israeli context, Zerubavel alludes to the role they can perform more
generally in generating and solidifying particular understandings of the world

around us. Recognising how the ‘meaning of the past is constructed, and how it is
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modified over time’38! can therefore perfrom an interruptive function in relation to
universalising narratives of national identity and culture. More specifically, | would
suggest that history writing in the form of the grand narrative (such as that which
often emerges in relation to claims of national identity and culture) can be resisted
through a recognition of the conditions under which history writing takes place.
History writing therefore has a pivotal role to perform in processes of disruption, as
it is possible to suggest that through a Gadamerian understanding of tradition we
are able to appreciate how traditions must be performed to retain their force, and

how history writing is directly involved in this performance.

The significance of public commemoration (in both writing and practice) in relation
to the continuance of tradition should not then be underestimated, nor should the
absence of commemorative acts be underestimated. In the Israeli context, the
public performance of national identity and national traditions feeds into the
maintenance of the legitimacy of the state of Israel itself. It also secures the
presence of a universalising discourse that is directed at denying those excluded
from it an opportunity to fully resist. So while material practices of resistance may,
in fact, emerge in relation to the violence that this creates, violence met with further
violence will not necessarily create a space for those that either exist outside of the
Israeli national story or those that are unwillingly co-opted into it. Instead, this is
perhaps an example of a power structure that can be resisted through an
engagement with historiography. This engagement could take the form of further
academic reflections such as those of Zerubavel, or they could even take the form
of the development of an entirely new way of approaching history writing.382 What
is interesting here is the way that seemingly inescapable power (of a traditionally
repressive nature) can be resisted through less direct means that focus on looking
at the movement within historiography, tradition and identity rather than their

presumed stability over time.

When taken together and examined in relation to theories of history writing the

concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy can, therefore, be seen to
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function as a particularly illuminating means of exploring the relationship between
historiography and resistance. One that not only captures, orients, determines and
controls behaviours and discourse, but one that also enables historiography to
emerge as a form of resistance to the grand narratives upon which we continue to

rely.

iv. Koselleck’'s Theory of Multiple Temporalities: Extending the Scope of

Resistance

In order to make the most of observations such as those outlined above | will now
turn to how modifying our views on the relationship between past, present and
future can create renewed possibilities for resistance through a consideration of
the role of temporality in the writing of history. Temporality is an important issue in
historiography for many reasons, the one that | will focus on relates to how more
fluid understandings of temporality can be used to bracket-off questions of meaning
by suspending context as a moment of intelligibility. An example of a form of
historiography that does this is conceptual history, where the likes of Reinhart
Koselleck have shown how our understanding of the relationship between past,
present and future can be used to defer final judgment of the exact meaning of a
text. By deferring issues of meaning, it is possible to develop forms of history writing
with a potentially disruptive core, where processes of interpretation can be used to
set into motion seemingly static representations of past events by drawing on the
productive tension that emerges out of interactions between experience and
expectation. This unfreezing of historical accounts facilitates not only a re-
examination of the event being depicted, but also a reflection on how particular
theories of history writing can be regarded as being representative of a discourse
of their own period. Different theories of history writing can then be seen as a
reflection of the position their users adopt in relation to the past, revealing
ideological commitments and unacknowledged prejudices that would otherwise go
unnoticed. The role of incorporating both synchronic and diachronic modes of
analysis (as introduced in my previous chapter) in unfreezing static representations
of the past is of crucial importance here, as by drawing on two modes of analysis it
is possible to show how the past and present are enclosed within a common
historical plane.

In order to demonstrate how thinking of history and its writing along these lines can

become a mode of resistance directed against grand narratives and the
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universalising discourses that they sustain it is helpful to deepen our engagement
with Koselleck to include a reflection on his rejection of periodisation in favour of a
re-evaluation of the relationship between the temporal categories of past, present
and future. While critics of Koselleck have accused him of developing a rigid theory
of periodisation, others have noted a clear attempt to defy periodisation by
developing a multilayered notion of temporality.383 Helge Jordheim has for example
argued that rather than supporting ‘reductive versions of temporality’38, Koselleck
can be seen to have developed three dichotomies to highlight the drawbacks of
committing to linear notions of time. These dichotomies are between ‘natural and
historical, extralinguistic and intralinguistic, and diachronic and synchronic time.’38
In observing these dichotomies, Jordheim concludes that ‘Koselleck developed his
theory of multiple temporalities, organised in the form of temporal layers that have
different origins and duration and move at different speeds, as an alternative to the
linear and empty time of periodisation.’®8¢ As a consequence of this Jordheim
argues that Koselleck drew attention to the futility of periodisation itself, revealing
a ‘highly flexible and dynamic theory of competing and conflicting temporal
experiences that are at work in all human communication and action.’3#7 In order to
build on this | would suggest that by identifying the 18™" century as the site of the
temporalisation of history itself and claiming that as a result of this ‘time is no longer
simply the medium in which all histories take place’, Koselleck was able to argue

that time became ‘a dynamic and historical force in its own right.’38 Such an

38 For examples of criticisms of Koselleck’'s work see: Kathleen Dauvis,
Periodisation and Sovereignty: How ldeas of Feudalism and Secularisation Govern
the Politics of Time (University of Pennsylvania Press 2008) 87-95 and Peter
Osborne, The Politics of Time: Modernity and the Avant-Garde (Verso 1995) 9-14

384 Kathleen Davis, Periodisation and Sovereignty: How Ideas of Feudalism and
Secularisation Govern the Politics of Time (University of Pennsylvania Press 2008)
87

35 Helge Jordheim, ‘Against Periodisation: Koselleck’'s Theory of Multiple
Temporalities’ (2012) 51(2) History an Theory 151, 151

38 Helge Jordheim, ‘Against Periodisation: Koselleck’'s Theory of Multiple
Temporalities’ (2012) 51(2) History an Theory 151, 170

37 Helge Jordheim, ‘Against Periodisation: Koselleck’'s Theory of Multiple
Temporalities’ (2012) 51(2) History an Theory 151, 171

388 Reinhart Koselleck, “Neuzeit”: Remarks on the Semantics of Modern concepts
of Movement’ in Futures Past: On the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr,
Columbia University Press 2004) 222, 237
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acknowledgement then makes it possible to see how because of the
temporalisation of history ‘events lost their secure character, whereby they had
been established and reproduced annalistically’, making it possible for ‘an event to
alter identity according to its shifting status in the progress of history.’38® For
Koselleck this meant that history ‘altered according to the given present, and with
growing distance the nature of the past also altered.’3% For me this indicates a need
to remember that history is not simply a tool concerned with processes of
contextualisation and legitimation, but is a product of historiography and the

discourses of the period in which it is rendered static.

In recognising the temporalisation of history as an important starting point for forms
of historiography that are capable of being regarded as modes of resistance to the
grand narrative, | recapitulate the importance of recognising how all historical
accounts are situated within (and indeed contribute towards the creation and
maintenance of) a broader field of relations. Moreover, in acknowledging the
complexity that underpins processes of history writing | would suggest that it is
possible to cast a shadow over attempts within the social sciences to use history
as a straightforward tool for establishing a sense of validity and legitimacy. Instead
| would argue that it possible to use Koselleck’s theory of history to reveal how
‘background narratives are constructed, not discovered’ and that because of this
‘they carry theoretical and perspectival commitments which raise significant
problems for, and can invalidate, the use of history as a laboratory for social
science.”®" | would also suggest that Koselleck’s contributions to conceptual
history can be used to actively promote histories that embrace the study of
conditions of possibility, revealing this activity as a means of undermining claims
to universality and neutrality. This is possible as Koselleck’s approach to history
did not involve an attempt to recover past meaning in the strict sense. Instead he

sought to uncover what have since been referred to as ‘conceptual structures and

389 Reinhart Koselleck, “Neuzeit”: Remarks on the Semantics of Modern concepts
of Movement’ in Futures Past: On the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr,
Columbia University Press 2004) 222, 240

3% Reinhart Koselleck, “Neuzeit”: Remarks on the Semantics of Modern concepts
of Movement’ in Futures Past: On the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr,
Columbia University Press 2004) 222, 240

391 [an S. Lustick, ‘History, Historiography, and Political Science: Multiple Historical
Records and the Problem of Selection Bias’ (1996) 90(3) American Political
Science Review 605, 613
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their relationship to other conceptual structures’ with the view of revealing how

context ‘does not itself provide the key to understanding.’392

Koselleck’s call for a theory of possible history can be seen as an attempt to make
sources ‘speak,’% to set into motion not only the events that are being depicted
but also the events that prompted their depiction. Koselleck was able to initiate
such a project by emphasising the importance of perspective and temporality in
processes of history writing, thereby forcing those that write history to acknowledge
that while the task of the historian may be to ‘make true statements’, it is
nevertheless important to ‘take account of the relativity of these statements.’?* The
dilemma that surfaces as a result of the need to simulataneously provide truthful
statements about the past whilst also exercising an awareness of their relativity
can be seen to reflect the spread of the idea that ‘every historical statement is
bound to a particular standpoint’??5, something that suggests that ‘all historical
knowledge is locationally determined and hence relative.’®% The importance
Koselleck assigned to perspective and temporality enabled him to develop a form
of historiography that concerned itself with movement and establishing positional
commitments as important preconditions of historical knowledge, assigning

contextuality a pivotal role in a mode of historiography that refuses to be bound by

392 Jason Edwards, ‘The Ideological Interpellation of Individuals as Combatants: An
Encounter Between Reinhart Koselleck and Michel Foucault’ (2007) 12(1) Journal
of Political Ideologies 49, 52

393 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Perspective and Temporality: A Contribution to the
Historiographical Exposure of the Historical World’ in Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004) 128,
151

394 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Perspective and Temporality: A Contribution to the
Historiographical Exposure of the Historical World’ in Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004) 128,
128

3% Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Perspective and Temporality: A Contribution to the
Historiographical Exposure of the Historical World’ in Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004) 128,
128

3% Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Perspective and Temporality: A Contribution to the
Historiographical Exposure of the Historical World’ in Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004) 128,
129
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context. This can be seen to reflect an engagement with Johann Martin
Chladenius’s views on the role of eyewitnesses in the writing of history and the
convergence of Geschichtenand Historie, which in turn resulted in him arguing that
‘the temporal arrangement of history depends on the position one occupies within
history.’#%” For Koselleck the past was no longer easily separated from the present
and the future was not yet knowable. Instead of existing in a continuum the past,
present and future appeared to be stacked on top of one another, creating layers
of time that each served a particular ends. For the purposes of my argument, |
would suggest that this has drastic implications when it comes to attempts to use
a seemingly distant past as a source of legitimacy in the present. This is because
if the past is something that is still happening, it is not possible to say that its

representation holds any more sway over the present than other claims.

v. Concluding Remarks

In making observation such as those explored in this chapter, Koselleck
incorporated the suggestion that ‘a history, once it has passed, remains irrevocably
the same; but the prospects enjoyed by historians are kaleidoscopic in their variety
and standpoints’3®¢ into his version of conceptual history. While insights such as
these now seem obvious in the aftermath of a widespread rejection of grand
narratives in favour of small narratives and microhistory, | would argue that these
insights could be revisited and reapplied to uses of history in explicitly critical
projects.3® As while the follies of the grand narrative form are readily available to
discredit works that can be regarded as being neglectful of the concerns of the

present, there would appear to be a reluctance to apply such criticisms to works

397 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Perspective and Temporality: A Contribution to the
Historiographical Exposure of the Historical World’ in Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004) 128,
135

398 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Perspective and Temporality: A Contribution to the
Historiographical Exposure of the Historical World’ in Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004) 128,
135

399 For an interesting discussion on the emergence of microhistory see: Sigurdur
Gylfi Magnusson, What is Microhistory? Theory and Practice (Routledge 2013)
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that take on a more activist role by seeking to challenge inequity and re-orient
relationships.

Mindful of the ways in which ‘the three dimensions of time seemed to have fallen
apart’ as a result of the acceleration of time, Koselleck identified a need to rethink
the ways in which we define the relation of past, present and future. In the chapters
that follow the relation between past, present and future will be explored in relation
to how law can be seen to interact with these temporal categories. | will examine
how through a linear understanding of past, present and future law has drawn on
historical accounts for its story of legitimation. | will then move on to examine how
law can be seen to attempt to contain the circulation of the past by usurping the
function of history. This will be done with the view of exploring in what ways, if any,
a historical understanding of law can be implicated in the relationship between
historiography and resistance.

400 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Perspective and Temporality: A Contribution to the
Historiographical Exposure of the Historical World’ in Futures Past: On the
Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004) 128,
145
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Part |l

Introduction

There are different levels of experience and of what can be experienced; of
memory and what can be remembered, ultimately of what has been forgotten or
has never been passed down. According to the questions posed by the day these
may be recalled, or reworked. The nature of the prevailing linguistic or non-
linguistic factors decides the form and reproduction of past history. This
preliminary selectivity makes it impossible for an account of a past incident to
register comprehensively what once was, or what once occurred. Stated more
generally, language and history depend on each other but never coincide.

Reinhart Koselleck#01

What is called collective memory is not a remembering but a stipulating.: that this
s important, and this is the story about how it happened, with the pictures that
lock the story in our minds.

Susan Sontag*?
“We are all writers!” For everyone is pained by the thought of disappearance,
unheard and unseen, into an indifferent universe, and because of that everyone

wants, while there is still time, to turn himself into a universe of words.

Milan Kundera403

In the first part of my thesis | focused on mapping the relationship between
historiography and resistance. To do this | drew on existing literatures emanating
from the social sciences, observing how emphasis has often been placed on
material practices. | then sought to extend these literatures by exploring the extent
to which less material practices can come to be thought of as resistance. In doing
so | undertook an examination of the categories through which resistance has
come to be read, drawing attention to the ways in which fixed categories such as
scale and visibility can narrow the scope of resistance by imposing restrictive

frameworks of interpretation. | concluded that by moving away from attempts to

401 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘ “Neuzeit”: Remarks on the Semantics of Modern Concepts
of Movement’ in Futures Past: On the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr,
Columbia University Press 2004) 222, 222

402 Susan Sontag, Regarding the Pain of Others (Penguin 2004) 76-77

403 Milan Kundera, The Book of Laughter and Forgetting (Aaron Asher tr, Faber and
Faber 1996) 147
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define resistance according to its outcomes it is possible to characterise less overt
practices, such as engaging with alternative theories of history writing, as potential
instances of resistance in their own right. In doing so | highlighted the destabilising
elements of processes of history writing, identifying historiography as a potential
form of resistance to attempts to establish universalised accounts of the past. In
the chapters that follow | will extend these observations by reflecting on the extent
to which law can be implicated in either facilitating or restricting the emergence of
historiography as a form of resistance. To do this | will pose the following questions:

- In what ways, if any, can a historical understanding of law be implicated
in the relationship between historiography and resistance?

- What is the relationship between a historiography of law and a
historiography of national identity? Can they be thought to be

constitutive of a historiography of resistance?

- Can memory be thought of a site in which law and historiography
as resistance can meet?

To address these questions | will focus on the relationship between law’s writing
and its historiography, placing emphasis on the idea of temporality. More
specifically | will examine how law’s commitment to linear temporality has informed
its uses of historical accounts, something that | will ultimately argue has culminated
in a series of attempts to structure our engagements with the temporal categories
of past, present and future according to the logic of the grand narrative form. The
concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy will continue to guide my
analysis of the processes of history writing. As a consequence of this, my
arguments will be framed in terms of law’s involvement in the creation and
maintenance of strong national identities, especially those that are rooted in
narratives that make explicit appeals to static notions of tradition to secure their
legitimacy. This will require me to reflect on how temporality is understood in the
context of national identity formation, which will in turn require me to confront law’s

relationship with temporality more generally.
In addition to acknowledging the ways in which law utilises specific understandings

of temporality in relation to issues of legitimacy and national identity, | will also re-

emphasise the need to confront the broader consequences that are attached to
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processes of history writing more generally, advocating a return to thinking about
the fypes of history that we as legal scholars work with. Earlier observations relating
to a tendency within critically oriented scholarship to focus on the immediately
positive outcomes of (re)writing history will resurface in the context of law’s ongoing
relationship with the grand narrative form, revealing how narratives of national
identity and the legitimacy they gain from appeals to tradition relate to law’s
historiography.+ By this | mean to say that | will reiterate the need to think carefully
about what it means to give voice to previously ignored or suppressed
perspectives. In doing so | will draw attention to the dangers of allowing one grand
narrative to be replaced with a seemingly more inclusive one, suggesting that we
must think carefully about not only the content of alternative histories but also their
form. While such an insistence on the importance of methodological reflection may
on the surface appear to be somewhat tedious, especially in light of the rich and
highly thought provoking literatures that have made use of history in this way, | will
nevertheless focus on how well intentioned (yet short-sighted) uses of history have
resulted in the perpetuation of the grand narrative form. Or to put it another way |
will use the next three chapters to expose law’s ongoing commitment to linear
understandings of temporality, suggesting that if law is to become implicated in
historiography’s relationship with resistance it must first revisit its understanding of

temporality.

Law’s Times: Re-Visiting Law’s Relationship with Temporality

In the next chapter (chapter three) | will provide an outline of some of the literatures
that have emerged in relation to explorations of law’s relationship with temporality,
and will start by looking at more positivistic approaches to the study of this
relationship where it is possible to identify attempts to sustain a linear
understanding of time. | will then move on to examine the benefits of thinking of law
as a tradition, and in doing so introduce a less linear understanding of temporality
that promotes a more historical understanding of law. | will also explore how
attempts have been made to incorporate less linear understandings of temporality

into a rethinking of law’s relationship with processes of history writing. By

404 For example, in my introduction to Part | of this thesis | referred to Barbara
Weinstein and her observations relating to the challenges posed by the spread of
‘world history’ and the ways in which this has resulted in a reliance on grand
narratives to construct a field of enquiry.
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separating out the literatures on law and temporality in this way | aim to reveal how
law’s relationship with temporality can be explored on many levels, arguing that
while there has indeed been a resurgence of literatures in this area in recent years,
these literatures do not necessarily seek to address the relationship between law
and temporality in relation to issues of history and its writing. The insights gained
from transformations in our understanding of the ways in which law interacts with
temporality will be examined further in chapters four and five where | will examine
the broader consequences of adopting a particular understanding of temporality,
focusing on how narrow approaches to temporality can be seen to provoke
resistance. In doing so | will allude to the possibility of reshaping law’s relationship
with resistance by suggesting that a more fluid understanding of temporality (such
as that which would emerge if we were to regard law as a tradition) may facilitate

resistance to the grand narrative form via law itself.

ii. Writing History, Writing Memory: The Growing Importance of Memory Studies

The challenges that emerge out of law’s preoccupation with linear conceptions of
temporality will be explored in greater depth in chapters four and five where | will
frame my discussions of law’s relationship with temporality using the concepts of
national identity, tradition and legitimacy (as raised in Part | of my thesis). To do
this | will extend my observations on the function performed by history writing in the
formation of national identity to show how law becomes involved in regulating this
role. In doing so | will introduce memory as a way of widening perceptions of what
can amount to history writing, showing how it can be used to incorporate
marginalised and suppressed voices into discourses on national identity without
necessarily displacing the dominant voice that they seek to challenge. | have
identified two examples to illustrate these points, the first of which relates to the
Ancient Constitution and the second being post-Franco Spain. In chapter four | will
draw on the historiography of the Ancient Constitution as read through the work of
J.G.A. Pocock, focusing on how through its commitment to linear understandings
of temporality law came to be regarded as frozen tradition. In this chapter | will
discuss how scholars of the 17" century reduced the scope for resistance to
emerge by rooting the legitimacy of the common law in a tradition that originated
from time out of mind. In chapter five | will then turn my attentions to post-Franco
Spain, focusing on how Spain’s unorthodox transition to democracy provides us
with a unique opportunity to revisit the role of law and processes of history writing

in relation to issues of national identity. In doing so | will examine how law’s
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attempts to regulate engagements with the past via the strict control of processes
of history writing have been challenged, identifying memory as a potential meeting
place for law, historiography and resistance. In identifying the grand narrative form
as a target/source of resistance chapters three, four and five will be used to show
how law’s relationship with linear understandings of temporality continue to
provoke responses, that when expressed through alternative processes of recalling

and recording history may amount to resistance.
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Chapter 3

Law and Temporality:
Unfreezing the Law

Expectations that one may be entertaining can be suspended, but experiences
one has had are being collected. The space of experience and horizon of
expectation cannot therefore be related to one another in a static way. They
constitute a temporal difference within the here and now, by joining together the
past and the future in an asymmetric manner. All this means that we have found a
characteristic of historical time which at the same time demonstrates its

variability.

Reinhart Koselleck#s

... we do not conceive of what tradition says as something other, something alien.
It is always part of us, a model exemplar, a kind of cognizance that our later
historical judgment would hardly regard as a kind of knowledge but as the most
ingenious affinity with tradition.

Hans-Georg Gadamer40
The mapping of a discipline is both an historical and a theoretical project. When
the discipline in question is law and so itself quintessentially disciplinary and

disciplining, a reality conferring enterprise, then the project is more complex still.

Peter Goodrich#07

David Couzens Hoy has suggested that the present can only present itself in
relation to the past and future, rendering attempts to separate the temporal
categories of past, present and future an exercise in futility.4°® When thought of in

relation to law the temporal categories of past, present and future can be seen to

405 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Concepts of Historical Time and Social History’ in 7he
Practice of Conceptual History: Timing History, Spacing Concepts (Adelheis Baker
tr, Stanford University Press 2002) 115, 127

406 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G.
Marshall tr, Continuum 2012) 283

407 Peter Goodrich, ‘Intellection and Indiscipline’ (2009) 36(4) Journal of Law and
Society 460, 460

408 For discussions on this see: David Couzens Hoy, The Times of Our Lives: A
Critical History of Temporality (MIT Press 2012).
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create a sense of focus, directing our attention towards either the past or the future.
This has, however tended to generate a very linear/flattened understanding of
temporality, something that stands at odds with the insights provided by Hoy. In
spite of this, there is nevertheless scope within law for a less limited understanding
of temporality to emerge, something that is perhaps best illustrated by the
relationship between law and precedent. For many, legal practice can be
characterised through reference to it use of analogical reasoning as it is through
this form of reasoning that law is able to constitute a linear understanding of
temporality.®® Fourth-century Islamic legal scholar Tagi al-Din Ibn Taymiyya has
been identified as a core proponent of the legal practice of reasoning by cases and
analogy, with some suggesting that medieval Islamic law operated through the
assimilation of new cases ‘to one or more previous cases’ that ‘served as
precedents.’*’® Here ‘the mechanism of assimilation is analogy’, but the analogy
‘must be guided by a cause that is common to the new case as well as the earlier
cases.*'" This means that analogical reasoning in law takes on a more complex
dimension than it does in other settings, as it must be ‘guided by rules of evidence

and relevance’ that are able to determine ‘the common cause, the effect of the

409 Although, it is important to note that this is by no means the only way of thinking
about the form of reasoning adopted by law. For example, both Ronald Dworkin
and H.L.A Hart have advanced very different approaches to the modes of
reasoning seen in law. For more on this see: Ronald Dworkin, Law's Empire
(Harvard University Press 1986) and H.L.A. Hart, The Concept of Law (Clarendon
Press 1997).

410 John F. Sowa and Arunk Majumdar, ‘Analogical Reasoning’ in Wilfred Lex, Aldo
de Moor and Bernhard Ganter, Conceptual Structures of Knowledge Creation and
Communication. 117 International Conference on Conceptual Structures, |ICCS
2003, Dresden (Springer 2003) 16, 19

411 John F. Sowa and Arunk Majumdar, ‘Analogical Reasoning’ in Wilfred Lex, Aldo
de Moor and Bernhard Ganter, Conceptual Structures of Knowledge Creation and
Communication. 117" International Conference on Conceptual Structures, ICCS
2003, Dresden (Springer 2003) 16, 19
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mitigating circumstances, and the judgment.’4'2 Wael B. Hallag has commented on
the nature of the use of analogical reasoning in law, noting how in medieval Islamic
law this form of reasoning was comprised of four elements. These elements related
to: ‘the original case, the assimilated case, the cause, and the judgment.’#3 Hallaq
has also shown how Ibn Taymiyya used the proposition that grape-wine is
prohibited to explore the scope of this form of reasoning. In this instance, the
original case is represented by grape-wine and its judgment relates to its
prohibition. The cause of the prohibition can be rooted in the intoxicating nature of
grape-wine, with date-wine presenting itself as a ‘novel case whose legal status is
yet to be determined’'* through a processes of assimilation. During this process,
it is established that as with grape-wine, date-wine results in intoxication. The fact
that intoxication is present in both the case of grape-wine and the case of date-
wine then makes it possible to ‘transfer the judgment, namely prohibition’4> to date-
wine. Other interlocutors of Ibn Taymiyya have suggested that ‘by using analogy
directly, legal reasoning dispenses with the intermediate theory [derived from a
process of deduction] and goes straight from cases to conclusion.’*’® As a

consequence of this, ‘the known aspects of the new case are compared with the

412 John F. Sowa and Arunk Majumdar, ‘Analogical Reasoning’ in Wilfred Lex, Aldo
de Moor and Bernhard Ganter, Conceptual Structures of Knowledge Creation and
Communication. 11" International Conference on Conceptual Structures, ICCS
2003, Dresden (Springer 2003) 16, 19

413 Wael B. Hallaq, /bn Taymiyya Against the Greek Logicians (Oxford University
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416 John F. Sowa and Arunk Majumdar, ‘Analogical Reasoning’ in Wilfred Lex, Aldo
de Moor and Bernhard Ganter, Conceptual Structures of Knowledge Creation and
Communication: 11" International Conference on Conceptual Structures, ICCS
2003, Dresden (Springer 2003) 16, 19
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corresponding aspects of the older cases'’, culminating in the delivery of

judgment.

In a western common law context, analogical reasoning is said to have four core
overlapping features. These relate to: ‘principled consistency; a focus on
particulars; incompletely theorised judgements; and principles operating at a low
or intermediate level of abstraction.’#'® Cass R. Sunstein has observed how these
features act as both sources of strength and sources of weakness when examining
how law utilises analogical reasoning. To start with, he has observed how this form
of reasoning requires us, as both scholars and practitioners, to secure a sense of
consistency by producing a harmonising principle that is able to unite what can be
described as ‘seemingly disparate outcomes.’*’® Secondly, Sunstein has noted
how ‘ideas are developed from the details, rather than imposed on them from
above.20 This means that by drawing on this form of reasoning, law adopts a
bottom-up approach.42' However despite this, he also notes how even when we
focus on the particulars we still nevertheless need to draw on abstractions (i.e.
reasons that underpin individual approaches). Thirdly, while some abstractions are
drawn upon when examining particulars, Sunstein nevertheless concedes that

analogical reasoning ‘operates without a comprehensive theory that accounts for

417 John F. Sowa and Arunk Majumdar, ‘Analogical Reasoning’ in Wilfred Lex, Aldo
de Moor and Bernhard Ganter, Conceptual Structures of Knowledge Creation and
Communication. 117 International Conference on Conceptual Structures, |ICCS
2003, Dresden (Springer 2003) 16, 19

418 Cass R. Sunstein, ‘On Analogical Reasoning Commentary’ (1992) 106 Harvard
Law Review 741, 746

419 Cass R. Sunstein, ‘On Analogical Reasoning Commentary’ (1992) 106 Harvard
Law Review 741, 746

420 Cass R. Sunstein, ‘On Analogical Reasoning Commentary’ (1992) 106 Harvard
Law Review 741, 746

421 For more on this see: Richard A. Posner, ‘Legal Reasoning from the Top Down
and from the Bottom Up’ (1992) 59 University of Chicago Law Review 433.
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the particular outcome it yields.’*22 This means that the full reasoning/basis for a
judgment is never fully articulated. Finally, by adopting analogical reasoning law is
seen to operate ‘without express reliance on any general principles about the right
or the good.™2 Instead, the principles that underpin a judgment remain obscured
from view. While it is possible to identify several drawbacks to this way of viewing
legal reasoning in practice, this form of reasoning does nevertheless afford legal
scholars an opportunity to rethink how the relationship between law and precedent
(as it manifests itself in analogical reasoning) impacts on issues of temporality.+?*
By this | mean to draw attention to the points of reflection that surround how
precedents are gathered, called upon and attended upon.*?5 How this is done
depends upon specific processes of citation, incitation and adjudication, something
that marks out the lawyers engagements with issues of temporality as being distinct
from those of historians and other scholars that deal in the relation between past,
present and future.

For example, legal theorist/historian Cornelia Vismann explored the materiality of
this process by commenting on how during the Roman Repubilic official journals
were used to document the development of the law from year to year. If deemed
relevant, precedents from one year would be ‘consulted, copied, revised, and

modified’ to create a ‘chain of transmission... an empire of files in the rhythm of the

422 Cass R. Sunstein, ‘On Analogical Reasoning Commentary’ (1992) 106 Harvard
Law Review 741, 747

423 Cass R. Sunstein, ‘On Analogical Reasoning Commentary’ (1992) 106 Harvard
Law Review 741, 746

424 Some examples of criticisms are discussed by Sunstein here: Cass R. Sunstein,
‘On Analogical Reasoning Commentary’ (1992) 106 Harvard Law Review 741,
767-781. It is also interesting to note some more conventional defences that have
been advanced in relation to the epistemic and institutional advantages of
analogical reasoning. For more on this see: Emily Sherwin, ‘A Defense of
Analogical Reasoning in Law’ (1999) 66 University of Chicago Law Review 1179.

425 This is a point that was raised by my examiners during the viva and discussed

in relation to my engagement with Maitland.
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successive terms of office.’#26 She also alluded to ‘techniques of erasure’#?’ and
how from the 16™ century onwards it is possible to see a move away from erasure
towards a desire for preservation. All of these things signal a space within law to
rethink the relationship between law and particular notions of temporality. In this
chapter, | will therefore attempt to move between static and more fluid approaches
to law’s engagements with temporality, sketching an outline of some of the
literatures that have emerged in this area. To start with | will show how for many,
law adopts a linear form of temporality. | will then move on to look at some of the
difficulties that have come to be associated with this, drawing on literatures that
seek to expose the challenges faced by law when it is confronted by other forms of
temporality. | will then build on these observations by suggesting that by viewing
law as a tradition we may be able to overcome the limits of law’s relationship with
linear temporality without compromising its stability and ability to make effective
use of the past. To do this | will return to the work of Hans-Georg Gadamer, as it
will be through an engagement with his approach to philosophical hermeneutics
that | will be able to show how when thought of as a tradition, law can be seen to
represent an ongoing interpretative process. | will suggest that as a result of this
we are able to incorporate more flexible notions of temporality into law, something
that can be could potentially be used to develop a novel understanding of the
relationship between law and historiography, where historiography can be

identified as a form of resistance.

Tracing Time: Law and Linear Temporality

When examining how legal scholars are able to approach the relationship between
law and temporality it is helpful to undertake a closer engagement with debates
that have emerged within the field of philosophical hermeneutics. More specifically,
it is useful to turn to the work of Paul Ricoeur as it is possible to see how he explores
law’s relationship with stasis and change by looking at how law’s understanding of
temporality is linked to the practical functions that it seeks to perform. However

before turning to Ricoeur, it is important to note the similarities and differences

426 Cornelia Vismann, Files. Law and Media Technology (Geoffrey Winthrop-Young
tr, Stanford University Press 2008) 48

427 Cornelia Vismann, Files: Law and Medlia Technology (Geoffrey Winthrop-Young
tr, Stanford University Press 2008) 92
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between Gadamer and Ricoeur’'s hermeneutical projects. This is because while
both can indeed be seen to draw on the hermeneutic tradition of Schleiermacher,
Dilthey and Heidegger, they do so in very different ways. As discussed earlier,
Gadamer’s hermeneutics emphasises the productive potential of prejudices and
historicity in processes of understanding, developing the notion of a fusion of
horizons to explain the exchange that occurs between and interpreter and their
object of study. In doing so he claimed that all understanding is framed by
language, something which enabled him to distance himself from Dilthey and other
methodological understandings of hermeneutics. In contrast, Ricoeur can be seen
to have incorporated several distinct approaches to hermeneutics into his thinking,
uniting them by drawing on the tradition of French reflective philosophy. While both
can be seen to have linked self-understanding to acts of interpretation, (Gadamer
referred to this link as an application of self-understanding to facilitate interpretation
whereas Ricoeur referred to this link as an appropriation of self-understanding to
facilitate interpretation), they each ascribed a very different purpose/function to
their philosophical hermeneutics. Gadamer chose to focus on what happens to the
interpreter in interpretation, whereas Ricoeur focused on conflicting methods of
interpretation by attempting to mediate between them. In doing so, each can be
seen to have framed their hermeneutical projects in different ways. For Gadamer,
his project was concerned with examining what happens to us when we
understand.*?® For Ricoeur, his project was concerned with establishing how we
should interpret.#2® Another important point of departure can be seen in their
treatment of the concept of tradition, as while Gadamer embraced notions of
tradition, Ricoeur was highly critical of this concept. Such differences must be kept
in mind when examining the insights that they provide in relation to how law is able
to engage with the past, as while Gadamer was content to confine acts of
interpretation to the actual contents of a text, Ricoeur always sought to achieve
meaning by adopting a viewpoint that existed externally to a text. As a
consequence of this, | will confine my engagements with Ricoeur’s strain of
philosophical hermeneutics to a consideration of how he analyses processes of
judgment (i.e. how he explores how law relates to temporality in terms of its

practices). When examining the potential for alternative understandings of

428 For an example of this see: Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (Joel
Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall tr, Continuum 2012)

429 For an example of this see: Paul Ricoeur, Oneself as Another(Kathleen Blamey
tr, Chicago University Press 1995).
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temporality within law, | will focus on the insights that can be found within
Gadamerian hermeneutics.

Philosopher Paul Ricoeur has shown how law can be seen to adopt a foreword
facing approach to temporality through the act of judging. To do this he identified
two ends to judging, the short-term end and the long-term end. For him the former
was concerned with bringing an end to uncertainty, forming a ‘terminal phase of a
drama with several actors’ representing ‘the closure of an unpredictable
process.3° This involves stating law ‘in terms of a singular situation.’#3' The latter
end of judging is then directed towards securing what he referred to as ‘public
peace.*32 Both ends of judging would appear to concern themselves with the
future, drawing on a linear sense of temporality. In a similar vein Andrew J. Wistrich
has commented on law’s pulls towards both the past and the future by arguing that
while law has traditionally been thought to be past-oriented, it is how becoming
more future-oriented as a result of a shifting emphasis in methods in lawmaking
(i.e. the use of statutes, treaties and administrative regulations rather than law’s
memory of past law).43 Drawing on the work of Richard A. Posner, Wistrich argues
that the past plays an important role in law, identifying nine key ways in which the
past impacts on law. These are:

(1) Respect for tradition; (2) status quo bias; (3) path
dependence; (4) escalation of commitment; (5) a desire to avoid
responsibility; (6) a reluctance to invest in improving upon past
solutions to similar problems; (7) a preference for intertemporal
consistency; (8) an inclination to follow the example of others;
and (9) a penchant for precommitment.*3

430 Paul Ricoeur, The Just (David Pellauer tr, The University of Chicago Press
2000) 129

431 Paul Ricoeur, The Just (David Pellauer tr, The University of Chicago Press
2000) 129

432 Paul Ricoeur, The Just (David Pellauer tr, The University of Chicago Press
2000) 129

433 Andrew J. Wistrich, ‘The Evolving Temporality of Lawmaking’ (2012) 44(3)
Connecticut Law Review 737, 737

434 Andrew J. Wistrich, ‘The Evolving Temporality of Lawmaking’ (2012) 44(3)
Connecticut Law Review 737, 740-741
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In listing these influences Wistrich argues that law ‘contains features that
systematically weigh the past more heavily than the present and future’3s,

identifying features such as:

(1) a grounding in ancient religion and moral philosophy; (2) a
written constitution that is difficult to amend; (3) entrenched
statutes that sometimes outline their transitory purposes; (4) the
doctrine of stare decisis; (5) the Ex Post Facto Clause; (6) the
presumption against statutory retroactivity; (7) statutes of
limitations; (8) originalist and textualist approaches to
constitutional interpretation; and (9) he finality of court

judgments.436

However in spite of such attempts to ground law in the past, by framing his
discussion in terms of linear temporality and the idea of moving from the past, to
the present into the future Wistrich has observed a shift towards the future. For him
such a shift has occurred as a result of a growing dissatisfaction with the methods
of the common law and the proliferation of statute law. According to him, lawmaking
occurs along at least five temporal dimensions. The first concerns ‘law’s direction’
and whether it applies ‘retrospectively (such as the common law) or prospectively
(such as constitutions).’#3” Secondly we have ‘law’s duration’ where we must ask
whether ‘it is enduring or transient.’#3 Thirdly there is the ‘speed with which law is
made’, where we must ask whether it is made ‘quickly, or whether it is the product

of a gradual drawn out process™¥® that is evolutionary in nature. The fourth

435 Andrew J. Wistrich, ‘The Evolving Temporality of Lawmaking’ (2012) 44(3)
Connecticut Law Review 737, 741
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dimensions concerns ‘the basis, or raw material, on which a law is made,’440
whether it is made using materials from the past or is based on predictions about
the future. Finally there is ‘law’s purpose’4' where we need to ask whether the law

is aimed at preserving the past or influencing the future.

While Wistrich refers to the American context his observations can nevertheless
be related to the common law more generally, where the pace of change can be
seen to be restricted by the ways in which law seeks to preserve/institutionalise its
past/memory through notions of precedent. As with Ricoeur’'s interpretation of
processes of judgment, it is possible to see how Wistrich develops a linear
understanding of temporality where the past is clearly separated from the present
and the future. A similar approach to the temporal categories of past, present and
future can be seen in legal scholar José Brunner’s assessment of law’s relationship
with temporality. Brunner framed his assessment in terms of law’s ability to account
for both stability and change, arguing that we need to reflect on how law exists at
the intersection between secular eternity and transience in modernity to gain an
understanding how law is able to provide stability whilst also facilitating change.442
By looking at how Thomas Hobbes, John Locke and Jeremy Bentham attempted
to address the problem of self-grounding in law, Brunner has examined how each
theorist has intertwined law and time ‘connecting both law and temporality to
happiness.’** Drawing on Walter Benjamin, Brunner has reflected on the modern
consciousness of time and how it has been standardised.*** In doing so he has
pointed towards the secularisation of time and how for him this enables us to
construe law ‘as such an intersection of secular eternity and transience in

modernity, allowing for immovability and movement at the same time, combining

440 Andrew J. Wistrich, ‘The Evolving Temporality of Lawmaking’ (2012) 44(3)
Connecticut Law Review 737, 750
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stability with change.’##5 In addition to this he has argued that it is through engaging
with Hobbes, Locke and Bentham that we are able to see how ‘modern temporal
consciousness is decisively interweaved with a modern legal consciousness’
where law forms an ‘edifice located and built in secular time.’#4¢ In order to develop
this point Brunner has turned to Hobbes’s suggestion that ‘the present is the only
aspect of temporality that we can sense directly’, while the past ‘exists in our
memory only’ and the future is ‘but a fiction of the mind.’#*4” For Hobbes temporality
was ‘a defining element of human nature’, something that immerses human beings
in a ‘temporal self-understanding.’#*® As a result of this, Hobbes characterised laws
as hedges aimed at securing peoples enjoyment over time. In order to perform
such a function, law therefore needed to ‘project an image of steady continuity into
eternity.”#*® This then generated what Brunner has referred to as a ‘future-oriented

consciousness’#0 within law.

In order to introduce a means of examining how law is then able to accommodate
change Brunner turns to Locke, focusing on how unlike Hobbes Locke sought to
explore how a political structure is able to ‘cope with fallacies and mistakes. 45!
According to Brunner, Locke located ‘personal identity in a temporal consciousness
in which the present is not sharply distinguished from the past, but experienced as

maintaining continuity between past and present.”52 As a result of this, Brunner
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concludes that for Locke ‘individuals always also live in the past, for they live in the
present with a particular identity that is based on their acts in the past and their
memory of the past.’5® Viewing identity in this way culminates in grounding ‘the
possibility of law in memory, in the past-oriented temporal nature of individual
identity.’#>* The future is then introduced into law by ‘introducing the possibility of
mistaken judgments concerning future pleasures and happiness; hence the
necessity to deliberate rationally on the future outcomes of actions.’#%5 Finally in
order to create yet more distance from purely past-oriented understandings of law
Brunner moves on to Bentham, an ardent critic of the backward-facing nature of
the common law tradition. For him it is Bentham that transformed the temporal
consciousness of law, promoting legislation over past-oriented precedent. While it
is interesting to see how Brunner connects law’s temporality to happiness to
explain its need to project into the future, | would prefer to return to the functional
advantages of construing law as a tradition when attempting to account for how it
is able to accommodate both stasis and change, as this allows us to break away
from a liner model of temporality that places legal practitioners and legal scholars

alike in the middle of a binary pull towards either the past or the future.

ii. Challenging the Linearity of Law

While assumptions about law’s relationship with linear concepts of temporality are
widespread (as noted above), this is not to say these assumptions have gone
entirely unchallenged. In 1989 cultural anthropologist Carol J. Greenhouse
undertook an examination of the relationship between cultural conceptions of time
(i.e. social time) and the organisation and management of legal institutions,
reflecting on how temporality surfaces in popular understandings of law.5¢ In doing

so she referred to the challenges of ‘developing intellectual strategies for
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dismantling the privileges of linear time cross-culturally’#57, reflecting on how linear
time has come to dominate public life since the 12" century. Greenhouse
suggested that ‘if linear time dominates our public lives it is because its primary
efficacy is in the construction and management of dominant social institutions, not
because it is the only “kind” of time that is culturally available.’#%® Linear time is
therefore useful when attempting to secure a sense of legitimacy as it alludes to a
unidirectional notion of progress and stability (as will be noted in the next chapter
in relation to the ancient constitution). However in order to ‘fulfil its own claims to
redemptive completeness’ it must borrow ‘from the other temporal idioms’#% such
as cyclical time. After reaching this conclusion, Greenhouse identified three distinct
forms of time in law. Firstly she stated that in public life ‘Americans inherit a
dominant temporal culture that stresses the linear, infinite nature of time and
simultaneously the finite irreversibility of any individual’s lifetime.’#6° She connected
this form of time with ‘ethnic and national histories.’#6' Secondly she advanced the
temporality of law itself, something that she claimed ‘involves the constant
expansion of a linear time framework’ via precedent and a sense of timelessness
where ‘the endpoint of law in time is neither fixed nor envisaged.’#62 By making this
observation Greenhouse identified two distinct features of law: (1) it is cumulative
and (2) it is reversible. Finally, the third kind of time that she associated with law

was that of ‘the judges’ own lifetime.’#63 The overall conclusion that she made was
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that law ‘organises and reproduces an essentially temporal myth’#64 by drawing on
the linear time of national histories. However she also stated that law draws its
cultural force from ‘its engagement and resolution of multiple, mutually contesting
temporalities with the potential for posing rival claims on social actors.’#% In doing
so she touched upon how law is confronted by other temporalities that do not
necessarily sit well with linear temporality.

Another interesting contribution to literatures on temporality and law that builds on
the uneasiness identified by Greenhouse can be found in a piece by Rebecca R.
French written in 2001 (again in the American context). French’s analysis of the
relationship between law and temporality centres around the proposition that ‘time
is always necessary in law, yet it is rarely examined. It now enters every part of
how we practice, analyse, project, and balance legal arguments.’#¢ By focusing on
the necessity of time in law, French identified a tendency to assume that the time
we draw on as lawyers is simple linear time. She suggested that this assumption
stands at odds with how we actually engage with time in our everyday lives by
claiming that ‘we recreate different layers of time...we expect time... we attempt to
control time.’*%7 In doing so she identified several functions of time (in law) which
include time as: a measuring device, a value unit, a delineator of rights, an
organiser, a determination of what is reasonable or not, a power, as something that
forms part of the professional duties of a lawyer, a resolver of conflicts and a central
part of legal concepts such as precedent.#%8 After making this observation French
pursued four key points. Firstly she sought to establish law as something that is
deeply embedded with ideas about time. Secondly she suggested that we can
examine how law relates to time by looking at the attributes, models and forms of

time in law. Thirdly she suggested that distinct approaches to time have largely
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been influenced by technological advancements and the spread of social theories.
Finally she presented the idea that views on time interact with social and cultural
processes which in turn impact upon the practice and production of law itself.
Drawing on Greenhouse’s article, French provides an overview of the development
of different understandings of temporality spanning from Ancient Greece to the
present. As a result of this she stated that ‘law has the power to “create, alter,
distort, or even destroy time itself, not simply our experience of it"#%, identifying five
forms of time that are present within law. These are: transcendent time, natural
time, social formation time, industrial clock time and physicists’ time.*7® While the
overview provided by French draws attention to the proposition that there are
several different understandings of temporality at play in law, like Greenhouses’s
article it nevertheless seems to stop short of looking at how understandings of
temporality (and the dominance of linear temporality) limit the scope, or at least
shape the scope, of how we are able to think about how law utilises its past and

processes of history writing.

A similar approach to examining the relationship between law and temporality can
be seen in an article written by Liaquat Ali Khan in 2009. However what is perhaps
distinct about Khan’s approach can be found in his exploration of the principle of
‘temporal inertia’#’'* and how he attempted to see how we are able to account for
the coexistence of both stability and change within the law as Brunner has done.
Khan argued that ‘although law is an instrument of change, it is also an anchor for
stability’, which is why ‘law maintains temporal inertia [that] assures that
circumstances will remain the same or will be minimally altered over a period of
time.’#’2 He defined temporal inertia as ‘law’s interest to maintain its efficacy over a
period of time... unless repealed, overruled, or put to nonuse’, stating that
‘temporality itself does not resist change, but is a tool to measure the resistance to

change.#”® For him, law is able to accommodate change by overcoming temporal
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inertia and adapting to ‘timeframe changes.’*’* However, this requires a more
subtle engagement with precedent (a central tool of temporal inertia in law) where
‘judges pay more sophisticated attention to temporal changes that might have

occurred’.475

While each of these scholars has made a significant contribution to debates on
law’s relationship with temporality, inspiring a growing interest in the possibilities
posed by law’s interactions with different understandings of temporality, these
insights have not necessarily been extended to law’s engagements with history.
Instead what is perhaps interesting about the three studies outlined above is how
they seek to identify not only the dominance of linear temporality within law, but
how law can also be seen to be confronted by other understandings of temporality
in both theory and practice. In doing so they establish the central tension in law’s
relationship with temporality as it's somewhat paradoxical call for both stability and
change. Each in their own way can be seen to acknowledge that law draws its
legitimacy from both its ability to secure stability through time and its ability to
respond to change, indicating a need to accommodate several theories of
temporality at once. In order to gain an insight into how law’s confrontations with
other forms of temporality help inform our understanding of how law relates to
history and its writing, | will borrow from this strand of literature. However | will also
need to turn to other literatures that engage with questions of historiography, as
while the observations of Greenhouse, French and Khan are useful, | aim to
explore the relationship between law and temporality in the context of history

writing (and not its doctrinal life).

iii. Exploring Law as a Tradition

One way of exploring law’s relationship with temporality in the context of history
writing could involve thinking of law as a tradition (as discussed earlier). This would
involve building on more flexible understandings of tradition, such as those
advanced by Gadamer, to show how it is possible to break away from law’s
preoccupation with linear understandings of temporality. For example, historian

Matthew E. Crow has argued that:
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...trraditions are histories organised to establish particular
continuities, but like any histories, traditions are made and
remade by their actors... Histories are written, which means they
are read, which means they are rewritten. The past is always
incomplete, always being acted out, and always subject to a new
reading.47¢

It is with this in mind that | would suggest that it is possible to argue against
attempts to reduce the law to a unified text where its conditions of possibility are
masked by a seemingly universal commitment to linear temporality. Instead, by
focusing on how traditions are made and remade | would argue that it is possible
to see how as a tradition law draws its force from its continual performance. By
focusing on the idea of law as a written tradition we are provided with an opportunity
to focus on processes of transmission. As a consequence of this, we are able to
think about how law is concerned with renewal as well as reflections on past
practices, forming a vertical bridge between past, present and future that facilitates
both stasis and change. In pursuing a more flexible way of thinking about the
temporal categories of past, present and future | will draw on my earlier discussions
concerning Koselleck’s theory of multiple temporalities. This is because rather than
thinking of the past, present and future sequentially | would like to adopt a layered
view of these categories where law is thought of as an ongoing interpretive process
that is able to accommodate the past without becoming bound by it.4”” Viewing law
in this way will provide me with a greater sense of fluidity, enabling me find a means
of incorporating more flexible forms of historiography into laws treatment of the
past.
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According to Peter Goodrich Western ‘legal tradition was built from fragments of
an obscure legal past and from what the glossators termed the spirit of Latinity’.478
He claims that ‘its major crises were over the loss, interception, or rewriting of a
correspondence in a foreign language and sent from an archaic past’, rendering
the lawyer ‘lovesick for a lost original’.#7° In this sense the immemorial character of
law feeds into a ‘love of originals and the belief that what comes first is both true
and to be loved’, thus establishing a key ‘foundational principle of legal method’480
that focuses on the formative impact of a distant past on the present as well as the
future. Goodrich compounds the importance of the distant past on present by

stating that:

Law is a matter of originals because it is always bound to the
inscription of prior forms. Legal writing is a correspondence, a
writing that is always a rewriting of invisible or unknowable
sources, of precedents which repeat or customs which inscribe a

prior and superior law.48

Goodrich introduced the ways in which law can be seen to be committed to
originals in an early article where he stated that the ‘legal tradition is a written
tradition and is consequently centred upon the study of textual meanings.’#8 In
making this statement he claimed that ‘the historically privileged forms of legal
study have been conducted with law as written language, with legal meaning as
textual meaning and with law interpretation as a question of textual powers, of

access to and knowledge of the scriptural codification of the law.’483

478 Peter Goodrich, ‘Epistolary Justice: The Love Letter as Law’ (2013) 9(2) Yale
Journal of Law and the Humanities 245, 284-285

479 Peter Goodrich, ‘Epistolary Justice: The Love Letter as Law’ (2013) 9(2) Yale
Journal of Law and the Humanities 245, 285

480 Peter Goodrich, ‘Epistolary Justice: The Love Letter as Law’ (2013) 9(2) Yale
Journal of Law and the Humanities 245, 286

481 Peter Goodrich, ‘Epistolary Justice: The Love Letter as Law’ (2013) 9(2) Yale
Journal of Law and the Humanities 245, 286

482 Peter Goodrich, ‘Traditions of Interpretation and the Status of the Legal Text’
(1986) 6(1) Legal Studies 53, 53

483 Peter Goodrich, ‘Traditions of Interpretation and the Status of the Legal Text’
(1986) 6(1) Legal Studies 53, 53

138



In focusing on the idea of correct meaning, Goodrich establishes what he refers to
as the ‘fundamentally exegetical character of legal studies.®* This makes it
possible to link law to what we would identify today as modern hermeneutics, and
while this may have initially involved the types of authoritative process of
interpretation that emanated from religion in order to establish a unitary vision of
law, this is not to say that we are unable to extend more recent versions of
hermeneutics to law. As stated in chapter two, hermeneutics provides us with a
flexible opportunity to navigate the nexus between past, present and future by
exposing the questions of power and influence that arise in processes of
interpretation. Goodrich expresses this as the relationship ‘between “hieroglyph”
and power, between writing and authority, between institutional goals and
discourse.”85 |n Phaedrus, Plato established a similar connection between the
written word and power (more broadly conceived). For example, when Phaedrus
recounts a conversation between Thamus and Theuth about writing he repeats the

following statement:

‘O King, here is something that, once learned, will make the
Egyptians wiser and will improve their memory; | have discovered
a potion for memory and for wisdom.” Thamus, however, replied:
“O most expert Theuth, one man can give birth to the elements
of an art, but only another can judge how they can benefit or harm
those who will use them. And now, since you are the father of
writing, your affection for it has made you describe its effects as
the opposite of what they really are. In fact, it will introduce
forgetfulness into the soul of those who learn it: they will not
practice using their memory because they will put their trust in
writing, which is external and depends on signs that belong to
others, instead of trying to remember from the inside, completely
on their own. You have not discovered a potion for remembering,
but for reminding; you provide your students with the appearance

of wisdom, not with its reality. Your invention will enable them to
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hear many things without being properly taught, and they will
imagine that they have come to know much while for the most
part they will know nothing. And they will be difficult to get along
with, since they will merely appear to be wise instead of really

being s0."486

Here we see how the written word can be deceptive, providing those that engage
with it uncritically a false sense of security. Instead of ensuring the unproblematic
transmission of knowledge, writing can be seen to engage in processes of
dissimulation. Writing must therefore be approached with caution, something that

is especially true in relation to law.

Goodrich addresses the challenges of interpreting texts by returning to the work of
the glossators and post-glossators, noting four key aspects of exegesis. Firstly he
draws attention to the tenet of doctrine where it is assumed that the text in question
is absent of contradiction and repetition, unified in advance by doctrine.*¢” He then
moves on to the tenet of legality where emphasis is placed on the literal meaning
of a text and authorial intentions.48The third tenet he draws on is that of the unity
of meaning and univocality of language where texts are thought to have only one
meaning that is delivered when we read according to a procedure.*®® Finally he
refers to the tenet of resolution where it is believed that a text must be made to
resolve an issue.*® Goodrich suggests that law warrants additional reflection,
stating that ‘law indeed is differentiated from other discourses precisely by the

strictly normative character of its texts and the consequently exhaustive pre-

486 Plato, ‘Phaedrus’ in John M. Copper (ed), Plato. Complete Works (Alexander
Nehamas and Paul Woodruff (trs) Hackett Publishing 1997) 506, 551-552
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(1986) 6(1) Legal Studies 53, 62
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cognition or foreknowledge that the jurist has of legal answers to legal questions.’49
Furthermore he claims that the legal text, as opposed to other texts, ‘provides for
everything in advance, the text needs merely to be repeated and applied,
comprehended and taught.#92 It was in this sense that it was possible to regard the
law as a tradition where there was no need to look beyond the legal text for
meaning. For Goodrich this means that traditionally the role of the interpreter was
one of custodianship, where the tradition of law was to be preserved. However, if
we move forward to look at the tenets of hermeneutics after Dilthey we are able to
see the interpreter assigned a slightly different role. Instead of seeking to recover
a single authoritative meaning from a text, the interpreter concerns themselves with

transmitting ‘historical meaning to its contemporary significance.’4%

To make the most of the observations outlined above Goodrich has also examined
the process of legal interpretation with the view of accounting for the normative
dimension of a legal text, albeit in relation to a view of law as rhetoric. He has
emphasised how ‘the object of interpretation, be it word, sentence, text or
discourse, is never something given of itself, but always a construction, something
posited or produced.** In doing so he argues that:

... only as a historical and social knowledge- as opposed to a
strictly normative legal technique- can law interpretation and the
legal text come to be contested within the legal institution, and
the ritual text and ceremonial meaning be confronted by its
substantive practices and called to account for what it has done,

for its practice.*%
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The need to step outside of the law when interpreting it is an important
acknowledgement to make, with the broader implication being that when studying
law more generally it can be helpful to do so from a particular standpoint. The
benefits of adopting a position when engaging with law can be seen in both the
critical legal studies and socio-legal studies movements. In terms of hermeneutics
and its deployment in relation to law we can see how stepping outside of law has
enabled us to regard law as a discourse, with language being constitutive of not

only law but also the means of engaging with it.4%

However when turning to issues of interpretation (and its intrinsic connection to
notions of tradition) it is important to remain alert to different approaches to
interpretation in relation to law. | wish to distinguish my approach from that adopted
by more positivist scholars where interpretation is thought of strictly as a legal
technique necessary to the everyday working of the law. Such an approach to
interpretation is extremely normative in character and is closely related to linear
conceptions of temporality via its relationship with positivist conceptions of law.
Examples of such approaches to interpretation can be found in the work of Ronald
Dworkin and Linell E. Cady. Drawing on the work of Dworkin, Cady has established
three types of judicial interpretation that revolve around distinct understandings of
uses of the past. First of all she refers to conventionalism where moral assessment
is separated from prior decisions, with prior decisions taking priority over
morality.*®” Secondly she refers to naturalism where moral assessment and prior
decisions are combined and ‘prior decisions are to be interpreted in the widest
possible context and weighed in terms of substantive ideals of justice.’#% However,
this is not to say that the need to fit with past decisions is bypassed altogether.
Finally she advances instrumentalism, which ‘follows naturalism in allowing moral

considerations to guide judicial decisions but radically extends this by denying that

4% For an example of this see: Ari Z. Bryen, Violence in Roman Egypt: A Studly in
Legal Interpretation (University of Pennsylvania Press 2013)
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past decisions have any intrinsic constraint upon moral considerations.’#% While
Cady applies these types of interpretation to theological interpretation it possible to
see how in a legal context, for some, morality forms the core of interpretation. In
order to move away from such a strong association with morality | would prefer to
adopt a more Gadamerian approach, construing interpretation as a philosophical
method. While when applied to law Gadamerian interpretation does involve certain
normative elements, it is nevertheless possible to see how it incorporates both
subjective and objective elements into process of understanding. In doing so it
presents us with a means of understanding historically, something which can be

seen to facilitate the inclusion of more fluid understandings of temporality into law.

It is hoped that by retaining a sense of fluidity within law that it is possible to negate
the suggestion that law is simply a one way dialogue concerned with the imposition
of norms. Construing law as a tradition is useful when attempting to secure such a
fluidity, as it provides us with a means of looking more closely at the potential role
performed by the past in shaping and reshaping the nature of law in the present.50
For example, Martin Krygier has pursued the possibility of construing law as
tradition in a more flexible sense by advancing three key points. Firstly he argues
that traditionality forms a central component of almost all legal systems, secondly
he argues that this brings into question the ‘post-Enlightenment antinomy between
tradition and change’ and thirdly, he claims that the ‘traditionality of law is
inescapable’.’0' He also argues that ‘law is a profoundly social practice’ and that it
is important that we try to ‘understand the nature and behaviour of traditions in

social life’®2 when we try to understand the law. When examining the concept of

49 Linell E. Cady, ‘Hermeneutics and Tradition: The Role of the Past in
Jurisprudence and Theology (1986) 79(4) The Harvard Theological Review 439,
448

500 For examples of legal scholars engaging with the concept of tradition as well as
the hermeneutics of Hans-Georg Gadamer refer to: Frances J. Mootz, ‘The
Ontological Basis of Legal Hermeneutics: A Proposed Model of Inquiry Based on
the Work of Gadamer, Habermas, and Ricoeur’ (1988) 68 Boston University Law
Review 523, William N. Eskridge Jr, ‘Gadamer/Statutory Interpretation’ (1990)
90(3) Columbia Law Review 609 and Alan C. Hutchinson, ‘Work-in-Progress:
Gadamer, Tradition, and the Common Law (2000) 76 Chicago-Kent Law Review
1015.
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tradition, Krygier focuses his attentions on three central elements. The first is a
sense of ‘pastness’®® where traditions are thought to originate from the past. This
then furnishes them with an ‘authoritative presence’, and while this may be ‘derived
from a real or believed-to-be real past’ its ‘traditionality consists in its present
authority and significance for the lives, thoughts or activities of participants’.5%4
Finally traditions are not simply discovered, they are ‘passed down over intervening
generations’™% and it is this that provides them with their social character. These
elements tie in well with Gadamer’s suggestion that for a tradition to maintain a
sense of validity it must be performed, providing an interesting insight into the
nature and scope of law. However it is interesting to note that Krygier extends this
even further by suggesting that ‘law is organised to preserve, maintain and draw
systematically and constantly upon’ traditions, assigning law a pivotal role in the

preservation of traditions over time.

The popular decision to locate traditions in the past (real or imagined) creates an
intriguing dynamic between the past and the present, especially in relation to law.
For example, Krygier has observed that ‘the legal past is central to the legal
present’ and has commented on how law ‘records and preserves a composite of
(frequently inconsistent) beliefs, opinions, values, decisions, myths, rituals,
deposited over generations.’>%7 According to him, this provides law with a uniquely
powerful relationship with tradition, because unlike the traditions that are preserved
through art and literature law institutionalises its ‘past-maintenance’.5%¢ While some
recordings are more authoritative than other, Krygier can be seen to place special
emphasis on how ‘participants in legal traditions are required to justify their
arguments in terms of acceptable interpretations of these authoritative

materials.’®%® He states that it is this that gives the ‘past-in-the-present power over
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those who think and act in the present.’>"® This authority over the present is not
however absolute, as ‘the past speaks with many voices.’s'" Krygier has even

suggested that this is inevitable, stating that within every complex written tradition:

. any particular “present” is a slice through a continuously
changing diachronic quarry of deposits made by generations of
people with different, often inconsistent and competing values,
beliefs, and views of the world. This assorted stock forms the
constantly changing present of the tradition, to which each

generation of participants contributes in turn.5'2

As a consequence of this movement legal doctrines and values rarely remain static,
creating an internal tension that drives change. This tension necessitates the
presence of ‘choice in particular legal applications’, meaning that ‘texts and their
interpreters are embedded in a broader complex tradition’ that makes sure that
‘meanings attributed to texts will change’.5'®* Such an incorporation of a more
flexible understanding of tradition into legal scholarship can be seen to reflect the
increased interdisciplinary of legal research,>'* where renewed reflections on the
nature and scope of law are encouraged.

However, interdisciplinarity is not embraced by all. For some the use of insights
drawn from other disciplines has resulted in an unacceptable shift away from the
everyday materiality of the law towards endless methodological and theoretical
reflection.5’> The rejection of universal categories along with the growing
prevalence of social theory is thought to pose a threat to not only the coherence of

law, but also its broader importance within the academy. | would however argue
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that this is an impoverished view of recent developments in legal scholarship. Far
from diminishing the law, methodological borrowings from other disciplines such
as history and literary studies have in many respects provided law with a renewed
vigour with regards to questions of national identity, tradition and legitimacy. For
many, interdisciplinarity has created an opportunity to revisit how law uses history
and language as its central mechanisms of operation.>'® Some have even used
insights gained in other fields to identify history as an important site of legal
intervention, although it should be noted that not everyone that has identified
history as an area of interest for legal scholarship has fully embraced the types of
methodological reflexivity discussed above. Insights from other disciplines would
therefore appear useful when thinking about law as a tradition, especially if we
accept the social character of law. They would also appear to provide us with a
means of escaping the tendency within law to attempt to separate past, present
and future by regarding history as the linear forward-facing flow of events and facts
through these three apparently distinct temporal categories.5'7 Instead by looking
to theories of interpretation we are able to analyse law as a tradition, something

that like history requires continual performance to retain its force.

iv. The Temporalisation of History in Law

Legal historian Kunal Parker has drawn on a wide variety of literatures in an attempt
to examine the ways in which law utilises different understandings of temporality.
He has focused his work in this area by asking what type(s) of history law draws
upon and how they impact on how we situate law in history. In doing so he has
formed an explicit connection between literatures on developments in legal history
(such as those initiated by Robert W. Gordon) and literatures on temporality and
law (such as those initiated by Greenhouse). As a starting point, Parker engages
with Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr. and his claim that the common law tradition is

‘impervious to history.’5'® More specifically he focuses on how Holmes argued that

516 For example see: William M. Wiecek, ‘Clio as Hostage: The United States
Supreme Court and the Uses of History’ (1988) 24 California Western Law Review
227

517 For an example of such a conception of time in law see: Emmanuel Melissaris,
‘The Chronology of the Legal’ (2005) 50(4) McGill Law Journal 839

518 Kunal M. Parker, ‘Law “In” and “As” History: The Common Law in the American
Polity, 1790-1900’ (2011) 1(3) UC Irvine Law Review 587, 589
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‘common law thinkers had begun to believe that the common law could be
understood as a matter of ahistorical logic’, something which he was against as he
regarded the law to be ‘irreducible to logic.’5'® Instead Holmes argued that ‘like all
law, the common law had to be seen... as the product of nothing but history, as
something without ahistorical foundations, as something that had arisen in time.’520
He also argued that as a result of this ‘the common law was overly committed to
repeating the past.’s2' Parker shows how while on the surface Holmes’s criticisms
of the common law tradition would appear inconsistent, that this is not so as
Holmes was in fact alluding to different aspects of the common law tradition as he
understood them. These two aspects were the logic-oriented tradition of the
common law and the precedent-oriented tradition of the common law. Parker states
that we are able to reconcile Holmes’s two critiques by turning to his
‘antifoundational conception of history’ where ‘history is the largely negative
practice of revealing the merely temporal origins of phenomena in order to
dismantle the foundations upon which such phenomena rest.’s22 Parker then moves
on to look at how Gordon also appears to regard history as something that operates
in the negative, acting as an enemy to ‘law’s claim to self-sufficiency.’>23 In adopting
Holmes’s description of historical consciousness, Parker would appear to suggest
that ‘In undermining law’s autonomy, history reveals law to be a kind of politics,
such that law might be remade in accordance with society’s desires, might be a
product of democratic will.’32* For Gordon, history therefore performed an auxiliary
role.
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The erosion of the law-politics distinction that came ‘in the name of antifoundational
history’, arguably resulted in law coming to be thought of ‘as something that had to
be made in the present, with full awareness of its contingency, provisionality, and
reversibility.’>?®> Parker has observed how such insights can be linked to the growing
presence of legal historians within law faculties, observing how this has resulted in
an increased turn to history to expose the contingency and politics of law.
Observations such as these make it possible to see how our uses of history have
been transformed so that we are able to focus our attentions on missed
opportunities and the possibilities that they create, spawning a wide range of critical
literatures directed at challenging repressive understandings and applications of
law. However profitable these literatures may be, Parker has suggested that this
has resulted to ‘a sense of intellectual exhaustion’, signalling a need ‘to rejuvenate
our thinking, to explore other possibilities not offered by our current dominant
modes of contextualisation.’®?¢ In an attempt to work his way out of this intellectual
exhaustion, Parker has sought to examine how the common law has come to turn
to history not merely defensively (i.e. to secure legitimacy) but also to reveal the
‘possible relationship between history and law that are occluded by the Holmesian
antifoundational turn to history to which we are heirs.’s?’ |[n an attempt to explore
the broader consequences of this Parker has posed a number of questions that
force critically oriented legal scholars to revisit their preference for seemingly never
ending contingency.52 He does this by proposing that our transformation of
historical knowledge into ‘an indefinitely accommodating contextual frame’ has
‘produced too much sameness, rather too much flattening.®® In an attempt to

move away from this flattening, he asks:
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What would it be like to take seriously the teleological and
foundational frames of the past instead of dismissing them for
their misguided faiths? Could the objects of our study- which we
so skilfully render contingent by fitting them into our historical
frameworks- be made to speak back to us in ways that pushed

through or interrupted our own framing devices?53%

To approach such questions Parker attempts to ‘move beyond or look behind our
ways of producing historical knowledge’ by reconstructing ‘the foundational and
teleological world of the nineteenth century not... out of any concern with justice,
but as a kind of aesthetic object designed to produce certain uncanny effects for
us.’®31 He ‘offers a history that draws its temporality from its object of investigation’,
utilising law’s ability to combine stasis and change to highlight the importance of
seeking out not only that which changes but also that which remains the same.532
This unique and provocative call to revisit how we explore the relationship between
law and history (through an awareness of the consequences of adopting a
particular sense of temporality) has generated an interesting range of responses.
For example Marianne Constable locates the radicalism of Parker’s contribution in
the way that it advances a different sort of history.53 She remarks that he not only
highlights how Modernism has swept away foundations, but also shows us how it
“invites self-reflection”.’s3* In contrast to this, Shai Lavi has focused on how Parker
asks how law can teach us about the reach and limits of disciplinary thinking.33 In

doing so he casts Common Law, History and Democracy in America as a
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contribution to critiques on the “law and...” paradigm.53¢ He suggests that Parker
identifies the overly historicist nature of legal history in the present as a limit on ‘the
horizons of the common law’, denying us the opportunity to acknowledge and then
study the potential ‘internal logic and directionality of history.’s%” In addition to this,
Renisa Mawani has observed how Parker accounts for the survival of the common
law tradition despite the growth of criticism that was directed at it in early
America.?38 She emphasises how law is committed to not only the past but also the
present and the future, thus engaging with law’s ‘immemoriality’ and

‘insensibility’.53°

Arguably the debate that Parker’s work instigates bears the potential to reach long
into the future, extending beyond the boundaries of legal history to all historically
oriented critical projects. It is already possible to see how renewed engagements
with questions of temporality since Greenhouse’s intervention in 1989 have
prompted a re-problematisation and rethinking of the interactions between law and
time, something which has in turn generated growing literatures that seek to
challenge our assumptions surrounding the seemingly organic/unproblematic
nature of time, focusing on how this impacts on the operation and study of law. For
example, American legal historian Mary L. Dudziak has drawn on the work of Lynn
Hunt to critique the ways in which the concept of wartime impacts on our views on
war rights.340 She argues that by ‘unpacking war’s temporality’ we can gain ‘a more
satisfactory understanding of the ongoing relationship between war and American
law and politics.”>*' For Dudziak, the act of confronting our assumptions about

temporality by looking at how as legal scholars we have often relied upon a linear
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understanding of temporality performs a crucial role in the study of law’s broader
sites of interaction. Renisa Mawani has also made an insightful contribution to the
study of law and temporality in relation to postcolonial studies by showing how ‘law
as temporality presents a set of questions and invites a formulation through which
to critically examine the Indian settler as Asian settler question.’s*? She argues that
‘law’s times cannot be conceived solely in terms of history or historicity’, instead
‘the temporalities of law demand a critical engagement with law’s role in the
production and organisation of time as past, present and future.’>*? For Mawani,
such an engagement facilitates the recognition of ‘law’s imposition of time on
colonial-legal subjects, and the tensions and disjunctions between law’s time and
lived time.’s* Furthermore by thinking of law as temporality and adopting a more
flexible view of past, present and future, Mawani establishes a means of not only
focusing on ‘law’s claim to authority, legitimacy, and universality’ but also
‘highlights law’s becoming.’®*> When combined with the focus provided by
questions such as those posed by Parker it is possible to identify an opportunity to
not only revive and extend historically oriented critical legal scholarship, but also
an opportunity to re-visit some of the assumptions that underpin this broad canon

of work.

There are two aspects of these developments that | find particularly promising in
relation to my attempt to construe law as a tradition. Firstly, | believe that by
examining law’s role in the production and organisation of time as past present and
future we are able to re-invigorate debates on what it means to approach history
with a critical stance, allowing historiography to become a form of resistance to the
grand narratives upon which some critical scholarship would seem to implicitly rely.
However in order to extend the potential functions of historiography in relation to
law beyond processes of legitimation by drawing on insights from work on law and

temporality, | would suggest that it becomes necessary to move beyond the act of
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giving voice to previously suppressed narratives (i.e. the production of
microhistories). Instead, | would argue that such an extension can only arise
through a reaffirmation of an appreciation of history writing as something that must
always occur in the plural, even when some of the histories produced do not sit
well with us in the present. By writing histories that draw their temporality from their
objects of investigation, Parker has signalled a way of making use of law’s
propensity to accommodate both change and stasis to reveal not only that which
changes but also that which remains the same.?*¢ Such a return to questions of
continuity could be extended through an engagement with Koselleck’s theory of
multiple temporalities and his endorsement of open exchanges between conflicting
accounts, as this would further encourage us to remain alert to the ways in which
law can be thought of as a tradition that is shaped by context, but not necessarily
fated to be bound by it. Moreover by emphasising how since the 18" century ‘the
truth of history changes with changing time, or to be more exact, that historical truth
can become outdated’ Koselleck has shown us how ‘historical method has... meant
having to define a point of view from which conclusions can be drawn.’s*7 In light of
such an acknowledgment of the formative effects of method, attempts to secure
the innocence or unproblematically liberating force of history would appear to be
severely undermined by the act of attempting to see the past anew, as in order to
gain access to an alternative/previously suppressed account of the past we must
first adopt a position in relation to it. Law’s engagements with historiography may
therefore benefit from being framed using Koselleck’s extension of the concept of
horizon, which he used to bring together the temporal categories of past, present
and future in a way that enables us to navigate the growing gap between
experience and expectation.5*® Law’s engagements with historiography (on a
theoretical and academic level) would then be able to make the most of both
synchronic and diachronic analysis in relation to not only its objects of investigation

but also itself.

546 For a look at how this works in practice see: Kunal M. Parker, Common Law,
History, and Democracy in America, 1790-1900: Legal Thought before Modernism
(Cambridge University Press 2013)

547 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Concepts of Historical Time and Social History’ in 7he
Practice of Conceptual History: Timing History, Spacing Concepts (Adelheis Baker
tr, Stanford University Press 2002) 115, 120

548 A more detailed discussion on the categories of the space of experience and
horizon of expectation was undertaken in my first chapter where | focused on the
constant movement that occurs between the two.
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Secondly by returning to the theme of thinking about what remains the same,
something that is sometimes overlooked or rejected in favour of seeking out what
has changed, it is possible to identify an opportunity to revisit the binary of
continuity versus rupture that has often seen tradition placed in opposition to
innovation. A similar return to thinking about how we deploy the categories of
continuity and rupture can be seen in Koselleck’s use of synchronic and diachronic
analysis where he comments on how ‘any synchrony is eo jpso at the same time

diachronic.’s*® For Koselleck:

...In actu, all temporal dimensions are always intertwined, and it
would contradict experience to define the “present” as, for
instance, one of those moments that accumulate from the past
into the future- or, conversely, that slip as intangible points of
transition from the future into the past. In a purely rhetorical
manner, all history could be defined as a permanent present in
which past and future are contained- or as the continuous
intertwining of past and future that makes any present constantly

disappear.550

The opportunity to study change alongside stasis that is afforded by Koselleck’s
preference for diachronic synchronicity is useful to the study of law as a tradition
as it enables us to reflect on the temporality of law itself. This opportunity for
reflection is useful when attempting to rethink law’s interactions with historiography
as it enables us to focus on how these interactions continue to pivot around the
entrenchment of notions of legitimacy. In the next two chapters, | will explore this
more fully, showing how national identity is often consciously rooted in national
myths and/or collective memories that are tasked with securing the legitimacy of
relatively new power structures/regimes in the aftermath of civil unrest. | will also
seek to extend my observations from previous chapters to illustrate how law

continues to perform a vital function in the creation, maintenance and perhaps even

549 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Social History and Conceptual History’ in The Practice of
Conceptual History: Timing History and Spacing Concepts (Kerstin Behnke tr,
Stanford University Press 2002) 20, 30

550 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Social History and Conceptual History’ in The Practice of
Conceptual History: Timing History and Spacing Concepts (Kerstin Behnke tr,
Stanford University Press 2002) 20, 30
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displacement of particular understandings of national identity via its engagements
with historiography. This will, in turn, prompt a consideration of how by thinking of
historiography as resistance it may be possible to draw attention to the grand
narratives that are not only being created and sustained by carefully crafted
engagements with historiography via law, but are also perhaps capable of being
resisted through alternative engagement with historiography. The next two
chapters will, therefore, act as case studies that can be regarded as sites of
engagement with history writing processes that make it possible to reflect on the
broader implications of formal engagements with recording and recounting the

past.

vi. Concluding Remarks

In order to show how insights gained in the aftermath of the temporalisation of
history bear the potential to alter law’s relationship with historiography | will first
turn to the example of the Ancient Constitution. Here | will evaluate the significance
of discourses and forms of historiography surrounding the Ancient Constitution
through the writings of intellectual historian J.G.A Pocock. | will then turn to the
example of post-Franco Spain where | will focus on evaluating Spain’s transition to
democracy through the lens of Koselleck’s approach to using what has past to
move forward into the future. While each of these case studies can be seen to
engage with law in different ways (whether this be in relation to law’s “origin story”
or its ability to draw a veil over the past), they can both nevertheless be seen to
test the limits of linear understandings of temporality by forcing us to confront the
consequences of law’s commitment to narrow understandings of time. When
thought of in relation to the Ancient Constitution, this can be seen in how by
allowing law to inform England’s historical outlook during the 17" century,
historians and lawyers alike imposed stark limitations on beliefs relating to the
origins political obligation. When thought of in relation to post-Franco Spain, this
can be seen in official attempts to control the circulation of the past to limit the
possibility of future violence. By using history to reduce the scope of action in the
present, both examples can be seen to draw attention to the drawbacks that can
be associated with assumptions surrounding the didactic potential of historical

knowledge in relation to the law by challenging the use of historical narratives to
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secure the authority of law in the present.55' They do this by revealing how a
particular form of temporality can be seen to emerge from such narratives, where
the temporal categories of past, present and future are used to secure a sense of
continuity and stability. In order to examine the extent to which law can become
implicated in the relationship between historiography and resistance, the next two
chapters will be used to interrogate law’s interactions with temporality. More
specifically, they will be used to reflect on how law can be seen to either facilitate
or stymie exchanges between historiography and resistance by focusing on the
forms of historiography that law has come to rely upon through its commitment to
particular theories of temporality.

551 When | refer to historical narratives | am referring to the Ancient Consitution and
other attempts to ground te legitimacy of the law in the past, where ideas of custom
and continuity are advanced to explain present arrangements.
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Chapter 4

Defending and Disrupting Continuity:
Mapping the Temporal Limits of the
Common Law Mind

And as to Rebellion in particular against Monarchy, one of the most frequent
causes of it, is the Reading of books of Policy, and Histories of the ancient
Greeks, and Romans, from which, young men, and all others that are unprovided

of the Antidote of solid Reason, receiving a strong, and delightful impression, of
the great exploits of warre.

Thomas Hobbes5%2

A nation which easily casts itself loose from the traditions of the past loses
steadiness of purpose, and ultimately, wearied by excitement, falls into the arms
of despotism.

Samuel Rawson Gardinerss3

...who overcomes
By force, hath overcome but half his foe.

John Milton554

In order to unearth the broader consequences of law’s engagements with
temporality and how they shape its relationship with historiography and resistance,
it is helpful to employ the concept of tradition, as it is via law’s relationship with
temporality that law’s relationship with historiography is formed. However, by
committing itself to linear understandings of temporality, law can be seen to commit
itself to an equally limited understanding of tradition. While this may enable law to
draw on notions of tradition for its story of legitimation, such uses of tradition do not

sit well with more flexible understandings of this concept (such as those discussed

552 Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (Richard Tuck ed, Cambridge Texts in the History
of Political Thought, Cambridge University Press 2008) 225-226

553 Samuel Rawson Gardiner, ‘Introduction’ in Samuel Rawson Gardiner (ed), 7The
Constitutional Documents of the Puritan Revolution 1625-7660 (Oxford University
Press 1951) viv, xxxi

554 John Milton, Paradise Lost (Penguin Classics 2014) 1:648-649
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in previous chapters).5% In order to facilitate a closer examination of how law has
utilised the concept of tradition (in relation to issues of temporality) | will draw on
some of the literatures surrounding the development of the common law mind via
the Ancient Constitution, paying particular attention to how discourses surrounding
the Ancient Constitution and the static representational practices that they
engender have come to dominate law’s understanding of history.5% More
specifically, | will reflect on the extent to which it is possible to associate the Ancient
Constitution with more positivistic forms of historiography, focusing on how via the
Ancient Constitution legal scholars have come to adopt a regrettably positivistic
understanding of temporality when engaging with the past. In addition to this | will
also suggest that by drawing on history for its story of legitimation, law has already
grasped the potential for history and its writing to function in the service of particular
standpoints, albeit in a way that is yet to yield the type of results that lead to the

displacement of singular grand narratives.

i. The Ancient Constitution: Re-assessing the Reach of Tradition

Discourses surrounding the Ancient Constitution present themselves as an
especially useful focal point when reflecting on law’s engagement with temporality

in the context of history writing because of the ways in which they bring into focus

555 |n previous chapters | have drawn on a more Gadamerian understanding of
tradition in an attempt to show how by thinking of tradition as an ongoing
interpretive process, rather than something concerned with acts of absolute
prefiguration, it is possible to introduce a more flexible sense of temporality into
law. Moreover, | have suggested that by thinking of law itself as a tradition it is
possible to rethink law’s relationship with historiography. This approach to tradition
(and law) stands at odds with orthodox uses of this concept in relation to issues of

legitimacy and continuity, something that will be made apparent in what is to follow.

556 When | refer to the Ancient Constitution | draw on J.G.A. Pocock’s identification
of the Ancient Constitution as a theory that presented the relations of government
and governed in England as being regulated by the common law, something which
derived from custom which was itself assumed to be immemorial. The elements of
custom, continuity and balance lie at the core of this understanding of the Ancient
Constitution, establishing the common law as being constitutive of the English

polity.
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not only the consequences of adopting understandings of history that rely on
restrictive theories of history writing, but also because of how they reveal how such
commitments continue to haunt us in the present.5%” They are also useful because
of the ways in which they enable us to see how law interacts with the concepts of
national identity, tradition and legitimacy as it is possible to argue that the English
civil wars represent an important time in the cementing of law’s relationship with
these concepts. It was during the 17" century that both law and history performed
a visibly formative role in the construction of our constitutional arrangements.
During this period the past became the site of present conflicts that bore the
potential to alter the future irrevocably. Questions of legitimacy and tradition were
raised with reference to a distant past, forcing those that desired both change and
stability to confront their historiographical inheritance. Several theories of history
writing emerged during this period in an attempt to address disputes over
sovereignty and the force of the common law; generating a body of literature that

can be thought to be indicative of the growing importance of history (and its writing).

By explicitly imbuing their histories with the concerns of their present, 17" century
historians can be seen to have advanced a belief in the past and present existing
in an evolutionary continuum. Rather than acting as an obstacle to historical
understanding, such presentism and notions of continuity were thought to facilitate
access to distant times so that lessons could be extrapolated and applied to the
present. History was therefore recognised as an important political weapon, with
great importance being placed on theories of history writing that established the
objective nature of the claims that were being made about an assumed shared

univocal past. In his seminal work, 7he Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law,

557 Allusion to the ways in which the past can be seen to haunt the present will be
made throughout this chapter and in the next. When doing so | will be drawing on
the notion of “hauntology” as introduced by Jaques Derrida in his Spectres of Marx
and developed by Mark Fisher, Nicolas Abraham and Maria Torok where ‘Ghosts
arrive from the past and appear in the present.. [yet] cannot be properly said to
belong to the past, even if the apparition represents someone wo has been dead
for many centuries, for the simple reason that a ghost is clearly not the same thing
as the person who shares its proper name’. See: Peter Buse and Andrew Stott
(eds), ‘Introduction: A Future for Haunting’ in Ghosts: Deconstruction,

Psychoanalysis and History (Palgrave Macmillan 1990) 1, 11.
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J.G.A. Pocock observed how the Ancient Constitution served as an ideological
focal point for those that sought to ground the relationship between the King and
his subjects in the notion of the original contract. In doing so, Pocock has
demonstrated how a common law account of history was able to operate as a
starting point for understanding the position of the people in relation to not only the
King, but also parliament and the law. Such an approach to understanding
England’s past through its laws can be seen to date back to the 13™ century, going
largely unchallenged until the 18" century where ‘politically, it had ceased to be...
an appeal to the binding force of ancient custom.’s% While later engagements with
the discourses surrounding the Ancient Constitution do indeed offer much to our
understanding of the functions of history and its writing (something that will be
commented on later in this chapter), for the purposes of this chapter it is most useful
to focus on 17t century engagements. After all, it is the authors of this period that
felt so ‘bound to their past by the law under which they lived’ that ‘their interpretation

of the past depended upon and influenced’s* their understanding of the law.

The use of historical understandings of law during the 17" century to guide
perceptions of the past enabled participants of the English civil wars to understand
themselves historically. However as useful as this was, these perceptions were
often limited by the historical methods of the time. By reading their past through the
history of their law, thinkers of this period committed themselves to a very narrow
understanding of the temporal nexus between past between past, present and
future. As a consequence of this, increased recourse to history in political debates
during this period resulted in the growth of exemplar theories of history, with the
ability of such histories to present the past as a repository for the present proving

popular amongst Royalists and Parliamentarians alike.*%° In order to explore the

558 J.G.A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law: A Studly of English

Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge University Press 2004)
233

%59 J.G.A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law: A Study of English

Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge University Press 2004)
251

560 A good example of a proponent of exemplar theories of history writing is William
Blundeville. For more on this see: Glenn Burgess, The Politics of the Ancient
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broader implications of this preferred view of history, especially in relation to the
ways in which law facilitated appeals to continuity and tradition by drawing on
exemplar theories of history writing, | shall focus my attention on the reception of
discourses on the Ancient Constitution emanating from the 17" and 18" centuries.
In attaching particular significance to the 17" and 18" centuries | plan to build upon
J.G.A. Pocock’s observation that it was during this time that the English first
attempted to ‘understand themselves by understanding their past and their relation
to it.’%8" | will pursue Pocock’s suggestion that as a consequence of this renewed
interest in history there was a revival of the work of medieval chroniclers, where
understandings of the self were bound to the history of the nation state and its
institutions, culminating in a wedding of law to history. This meant that the English
historical outlook during this period was largely a product of its laws, resulting in a
very narrow understanding of monarchical power which ultimately proved itself to
be too rigid to survive the religious, social, political and economic upheavals of the
17" century.562 So rather than providing a solid foundation from which to carry
notions of undivided and unfettered monarchical power though to the next century,
the pursuit of understanding ‘English politics through the history of English law’563
resulted in the emergence of ideological conflict that would persist for many years

to come.

The problems that emanated from reading England’s history through an historical
understanding of its law meant that subsequent debates surrounding questions of
sovereignty and the common law tended to shift away from idealised
representations of the past towards alternative interpretations of the past, thus
revealing more general changes in our relationship with processes of history

writing. It is with this in mind that | will look at how the history of the English civil

Constitution: An Introduction to English Political Thought, 1603-1642
(Pennsylvania State University Press 1993) 9.

561 J.G.A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law: A Study of English
Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge University Press 2004)
Xiii

562 For further discussion on this see: J.G.A. Pocock, 7he Ancient Constitution and
the Feudal Law: A Studly of English Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century
(Cambridge University Press 2004) xiii-xiv

563 J.G.A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law: A Study of English

Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge University Press 2004)
237
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wars has been (re)written and (re)interpreted by later generations, arguing that
depictions of both the events and differing ideologies of this period have come to
be suffused with more recent concerns. It is hoped that this will draw attention to
the active elements of history writing, showing how seemingly static
representations of past events can be set into motion again through a melding of
17% century concerns with the contemporary issues that they continue to touch
upon. The concepts of national identity, tradition and legitimacy that were drawn
upon in part one of this thesis will be of particular use here, as they provide us with
a means of exposing the impact of law’s engagements with historiography. More
specifically, they make it possible to see how linear understandings of temporality
have been drawn upon by lawyers and scholars alike to secure the formation and
entrenchment of very particular understandings of national identity. It is for this
reason that the present chapter is tasked with exploring the extent to which the
historiography of law and the historiography of national identity can be thought to

be constitutive of a historiography of resistance.

My engagement with the above question will be informed by my earlier discussions
relating to Koselleck’s views on the functions of concept, as by claiming that
concepts bear political and social capacities Koselleck suggested that their
semantic function and performance lay not only in the social and political contexts
in which they arise but also feature as a factor in the formation of the conditions to
which they pertain. In doing so a concept ‘establishes a particular horizon for
potential experience and conceivable theory, and in this way sets a limit.”>* For
Koselleck this meant that the ‘history of concepts’ is able to ‘provide knowledge
which is not accessible from empirical study.’s85 When applied to the concept of
national identity and its interactions with law (especially during and immediately
after the English civil wars) it is possible to see how historiography and law have
both contributed towards the development and subsequent entrenchment of a very
particular understanding of national identity. This understanding of national identity
attracted a great deal of criticism during the English civil wars, with some (such as

the Levellers, Diggers and Ranters) drawing on alternative interpretations of

564 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Begriffsgeschichte and Social History’ in Futures Past: On
the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004)
86

565 Reinhart Koselleck, ‘Begriffsgeschichte and Social History’ in Futures Past: On
the Semantics of Historical Time (Keith Tribe tr, Columbia University Press 2004)
86
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England’s distant past in an attempt to resist it. While | would not go so far as to
identify such instances of resistance as fully formed attempts to use historiography
as a form of resistance to a dominant singular understanding of national identity
(as rather than developing alternative theories of history writing they tended to
develop alternative interpretations based on existing theories of history writing), |
would nevertheless identify the efforts of the Levellers, Diggers and Ranters as
important examples of more activist uses of history writing.5¢ By mobilising
alternative interpretations of past events they reaffirmed the importance of history
and its writing in relation to issues of national identity and legitimacy via its
interactions with law, signalling the potential for law to draw on different
understandings of the past. Their efforts also act as an important reminder of the
dangers that can be associated with histories produced by legal scholars that have

not been trained in the finer nuances of historical scholarship.567

ii. The Importance of History: Assessing the Impact of Change and Transmission

When looking at popular 17"-century understandings of the processes by which
political arrangements were legitimated it is possible to see two main models
surface. The first related to the concept of custom and the other to the concept of
grace. This has led to modern scholars such as Glen Burgess concluding that
during this period ‘things were legitimate because they were customary or,
because they were the product of God’s grace.’s¢ While the concept of grace was
closely linked to the Christian concept of Providence®®, the concept of custom was
borrowed from the common law and was used to develop the theory of the Ancient
Constitution. However, it is important to note that while the theory of the Ancient

Constitution can be regarded as a product of the common law mind, this is not to

566 By activist uses of history writing | mean to refer to uses of history that are
directed at securing or preventing social, political or economic change.

%67 Here | am alluding to the dangers referred to by Maitland when he suggested
that to reduce history to the handmaiden of law is to misunderstand the nature and

function of history.

568 Glen Burgess, The Politics of the Ancient Constitution: An Introduction to English
Political Thought, 1603-1642(The Pennsylvania State University Press 1993) 3

%69 For detailed discussion on this concept see: Roger Hazelton, Providence.: A
Theme with Variations (SCM Press Ltd 1958) 79-85
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say that this theory was only articulated by those trained in the law. Instead, it is
helpful to turn to the definition advanced by J.G.A. Pocock where he has referred

to the Ancient Constitution as a more general commitment to the idea that:

The relations of government and governed in England were
assumed to be regulated by law; the law in force in England was
assumed to be the common law; all common law was assumed
to be custom, elaborated, summarised and enforced by statute;
and all custom was assumed to be immemorial, in the sense that
any declaration or even change of custom- uttered by a judge
from his bench, recorded by a court in a precedent, or registered
by king-in-parliament- presupposed a custom already ancient

and not necessarily recorded at the time of writing.570

It is with this in mind that Burgess has concluded that the ‘common law constituted
the English polity,’®”* constructing a dominant language through which to explore
issues of sovereignty and legitimacy. In order to overcome the difficulty of where
this customary law originated from and shield it from potential criticism, the origins
of the common law as it was expressed via the Ancient Constitution were said to
emanate from time immemorial. In placing the common law beyond the reach of
memory scholars of the Ancient Constitution were able to develop a doctrine of
continuity, which in turn facilitated the entrenchment of the authority of the law and
its institutions. As a consequence of this, a central point of contention during the
English civil wars concerned the impact of the Norman Conquest, as can be seen
in the ways in which the Ancient Constitution came to form the cornerstone of both

Royalist and Parliamentarian writings during the 17" century.

Pocock has suggested that by monopolising history through the deployment of the
Ancient Constitution the common law (along with those that committed themselves

to the study of the past via an historical understanding of law) was forced to

570 J.G.A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law: A Study of English
Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge University Press 2004)
261

571 Glen Burgess, The Politics of the Ancient Constitution.: An Introduction to English
Political Thought, 1603-1642(The Pennsylvania State Universi