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RETHINKING NEW POLITICAL HISTORY'

Hari Vasudevan

Department of History, University of Calcutta

Introduction

fiting on political history today shows substantial differences of opinion
ng scholars who work through social science perspectives. Their ‘new
ical history’ (which, like the ‘old’ political history, investigates the
quest, exercise and practice of power?) is a field of contention where
ticism faces historians who are concerned with social functions ¥(e.g.
‘mediating’ role of parties) or social and economic phenomena whose
ures are established for a long term, using mass data (urbanization,
s antagonism, elite cohesion etc). This form of investigation is regarded
excessively homogenizing; and the phenomena are thought to lack
anatory power; ‘class, for instance, as determined in relation to the
ns of production, it is argued, is not only often indistinguishable; it is
identity’ whose articulation throws open serious questions concerning
olitical significance. Such a challenge is, in part, a development of the
tion taken against established political history in the past, and which
i at the foundation of new political history, i.e. the stand that the study
ower' and even the state itself had traditionally been excessively narrow
insufficiently nuanced in focus. That critique occasionally betrayed
atures of nineteenth century historicism since it counselled the use of
gories which assumed models of social development; but the approach
ided the pitfalls of apriori assumptions, since new historians established
r work on patterns in social behaviour observable over a long term, duly
ghted for changes in time and space. The new dimension to the critique,
y, meanwhile, subjects categories of ‘new’ investigation to rigorous
Crutiny, even as it argues for a ‘new historicism’ which avoids the
feoccupation with the present while critically working with its references.
Here, at one level, some historians demand a more firm recognition than
re that the very statement of historical investigation is. bound in
biguities which require prompt and continuous examination. Such an
mination is deemed to need reference to various aspects of the
Ceptual context in which it evolves; either to the ‘discourse’ in which a
blem is stated, or to the linguistic framework in which it receives




172 Rethinking New Political History 173

The Calcutta Historical Journal, Vol. 18 No. 2
ctively with the general features of the subject as Rene Remond’'s
ection of 1988, in his Pour une histoire politique (“Towards a political
ietory”). Here, Remond points to the refashioning of the discipline through
«change with the social sciences. The consequence, contributors to his
me show, is a variation in focus where, as in the past, the state might
art of new political history, but the latter can no longer be reduced to
study of the state® The results of the transformation, according to
ond are, in brief : a concern with connections between state and
ety; the use of “mass data” (population statistics, economic indicators,
lectoral information), to establish links between long term socio-economic
atures (demographic pressure, dysfunctions in an econcmy, religious
ations) and the course of politics, a serious attention to other funda-
tal features which stretched beyond ‘incidents’ and occasions—i.e.
s antagonisms, patters of sociability etc.—to explain the outcomes of
ical and social movements; and, as a consequence, an interest in the
term” (longue duree), which determined the character of social
jons, as much as the immediate (eventmentielle).
In Remond's volume, Serge Berstein (on political parties) and Jean-
re Rioux (on ‘the associative’ in politics),? point to major features of a
w political history approach. Berstein draws substantially from the political
lence of Robert Michels, Maurice Duverger,'® Myron Weiner, Joseph La
though, that William Sewell on the one hand and Doug McA ' alombera'! and a host of others,'2 and he deals with the ‘new’ history of
olitical parties (and the French Radical Party in particular). Here, he speaks
he ‘new’ interest beyond the standard range of party history (i.e.
rams, party conferences and electoral performance); and he demon-
lrates the character of ‘new’ strategy, by showing his own interest in
ical parties as a mediating factor between social problems and the
ulation of their political solutions. The intentions of actors and the
Ining actions attract are subsumed within the role parties play in political
lems.
erstein differentiates between the scope of parties over time, drawing
ntion to the difference in the duration, geographic and social range, and
Spirations of ‘modern’ parties which have succeeded the ‘Burgundy Party’
e 15th century, or the ‘party of princes’ of the 17th century. He relates
tension between the self-representation of the party and its social base
) the ‘mediating’ role of the political party in society. In the case of the
_ nch Radical Party, such tension was inherent to it, Berstein argues, since
Party presented itself as the a spokesman of the undifferentiated poor,
drew its support from the lower middle class; this drew Radicals into
oral and govarnmental alliances which systematically collapsed (e.g.
~~Menceau’s pre-First World War cabinets and the Popular Front govern-
SNts of 1936-37). Berstein's study requires a proper integration of surveys
ial problems as well as an examination of the meanings attributed
y programs and the variety of the response these programs attracted.

enunciation. A degree of sensitivity to .

is clearly placed on the historianys aégiézniﬁge o hlSt-Gry‘
docur_nen.ts handled.* Elsewhere, it is argued thatr:ha P
examination of political history is the meaning anaehcr'uc'la'
behaviour: the way groups and individuals ‘imaging’ - "Ed b !
and why. Studies of ‘culture’ (or ‘social heritage’) aror e

their 'dialogue’ with each other. So

_ : ‘ - 90, to adhere to a traditi

in sc_attmg a problem is far from untoward, even if it .
Again, the exercise of establishing meaning requ

‘reality,' and ‘structures’ (i.e. ‘conditions which cannot be me
actors’ purposes’®) are far from avoidable. In general, the j

challenge of meaning’ (outlined above). They argue, in diff
an area crucial to political history, for due attention to ‘structure’
phenomeng, together with ‘meaning’ in an integrated app! _
process-oriented, where no element is privileged. Given the
Fhe subject, | wish, in this note, to point to the character of thi
in th‘e_ light of what new political history has come to mean. Th
is c_i|y|ded into two sections. | begin with an outline of the ch
political history, through discussion of contributions to a vol
Fh_ene Remond in 1988. | then state the nature of the challeng
gnen_ted history, whose character is already evident in some
In this volume. In the second section, | examine the suggest
McAdam, Tilly and Tarrow, which are worked out with refe
literature on Revolutions and contentious politics.

I The New Political History, ‘Meaning’, And Its C

(1) New Political History

Although a variety of monographs and articles reflect the
new political history of the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, few
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Rioux, meanwhile, shows that histories pa :
sociability in tracing the character of mobiﬁzgtisrtlt:er:ict’?em'
fexpression in the work of Agulhon on Peasant politics in‘Snd’
inthe nineteenth century.’ Rioux also illustrates the strate .
of Antoine Prost’s examination of the commitment to repugbllli :
First World War veterans after 1918, and an accoynt of the :;;]
Third Republic by their groups, when faced by Fascist onslal g
new focus goes well beyond early work on links between
locality sensibilities’. The use of mass data is extensive .ar‘-i‘
graphs reflect latter-day debates concerning the character o'f ci
when such sensibility expressess itself outside the state. :

Elsewhere, Antoine Prost!5 shows, the way lexicology and
be used to ascertain the language strategies of politicians and
the revealing contrast, for instance, of the approach of Thorez
public rhetoric, where the former repeatedly used the ‘we’ and t

» ‘discourses’ within which such meaning must be located. The author
rds marginal significance to locating his arguments in the broad
ctural’ or institutional framework of politics and policy formulation.
er, he concentrates on tracing awareness of ‘rights’, ‘responsibility’ and
dent” in the industrial workplace by manufacturers, judicial and admin-
tive officials; and he links the evolution of a ‘welfare system’ to this
ly dispersed awareness. The deciding point when inspection of facto-
and welfare policy came to be thought necessary was when the idea
orkers’ responsibility for accidents came to be rejected in the ‘discourse’
ccidents and when a ‘technology’ of insurance had become available
ards the end of the 19th century).
the historiography on late Victorian England, meanwhile, a number of
rians seek to reformulate the political history of the time with reference to
ariety of meanings given socially to incident and action. Notable here are
Finn, in her study of the uniting force, among conflicting classes, of national
in mid Victorian Britain; and Patrick Joyce, in his work on the common
guage of radical politicians and working classes in matters of definition of
|, personal and national identity. Here, these scholars break with earlier
unts of Gladstonian politics and new conservatism, which focus on charis-
authority, ‘traditions’ of radicalism and class mobilization, both before and
the extensions of suffrage in 1867 and 1888: and they relate political
ess to the ability of the political actor to draw on a common language of the
, both in self-representation and discussion (the catholic characterof Joseph
t's language, both in public and personally, and the use by Gladstone of
vidimagery of the press, during this Midlothian campaign, when he attacked
Nservative inertia when faced with massacres in the Balkans).

personal sympathy and a standard communication mode, Equgj
for ‘new history’ are evaluations of culture-related phenomena',' "
of the media or the character of religious faith. Aline Coutort show
of religious communities, that their integration and political bah_éﬁ
she draws attention to the differences between Catholic comm
regard thefr faith as a cause for withdrawal from politics and t
the same teachings a stimulus to participation in public life.

(2) ‘Meaning’ and its challenge

Recent stress by historians on ‘meaning’ as the determining fac
change (i.e. the meaning given to politics by actors and bystander
whereby meaning is established) and texts as the key access
the representations of reality as opposed to reality itself) is a de
aspects of the agenda for historical enquiry set by Remond's
Historians focus on values and value systems as factors which de
‘meaning is established: and the ‘text’ as the best source for u
‘meaning’. The material aspects of politics (the ‘resources’ that
for instance) may also be ‘read’ to establish the value syst
them.’ But, although there is tolerance for such a recourse, :
earlier ‘social’ and ‘culturist’ approaches to the study of
Thompson, Levi Strauss, Malinowski, Marshal Sahlins and €
is a preference for a focus on language and text in establi
The writing of the late Michel Foucault, and latter day discus
can be read, establish the model for this literature?®.
Starting with such priorities in history writing on nin
France, Francois Ewald's L’Elat Providence (“The Walf:_s;r@
the model set by Michel Foucault for the study of meaning '

The Literature on Revolutions: William Sewell, Doug McAdam,
dney Tarrow And Charles Tilly

) The Background. Structuralism, Marxism and the challenge of ‘meaning’

Ne literature on Revolutions important interventions have been made to
€ 1o terms with the issues raised by variations in approach to
‘_Stigations of politics. The authors, William Sewell and McAdam, Tarrow
i Tilly, work out of a divided field of the study of contentious politics and
Olutions, where a variety of methods have featured in the examination
Ontests for power: some which focus on ‘structure’, others which deal
he importance of culture and meaning in such a contest.

N this field, until recently, most scholarship was dominated by historical
1logists, or Marxists, who worked with the ‘rise of the bourgeoisie’ and
Tadical character of the sans-coulottes or proletariat. While the Marxists
ell known (cardinally orthodox authors of the History of the USSR and,
nce, Gearges Lefebvre, Albert Soboul and their cohort), among the
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_es in articles on theory and in an account of the taking of the Bastille.2®
. discussion of ‘structure’ in the social sciences, in a refinement of the
k of Antony Giddens2?, Sewell calls for recognition of the importance both
‘meaning and actuality for any historical or social investigation; but he
ues for this within a framework of ‘duality’, which links both and achieves
equally privileged status for them. Since both, moreover, are associated
,» multiple and interactive phenomena. Sewell's scheme successfully
omodates breaks and changes. Sewell argues, in general, for an event-
sitive approach, which takes adequate note of meaning and ‘harder
yctures (in his terms, respectively ‘rules and resources’); and he concretely
1onstrates his approach in a well-theorized account of a historical event—
fall of the Bastille. Beginning from a general statement of how events
er, in that they initiate and carry forward historical change, Sewell points
hat they are both ‘the culmination of processes long underway’, and also
nd to transform social relations in ways that could not be fully predicted
m the gradual changes that may have made them possible’.
he fall of the Bastille is then located in the midst of the tensions of the
e (rising bread prices, the political crisis of the French state, the calling of
states General etc.), and the division in justifications of authority (centred
“absolutism and democracy). July 14 is placed within the framework of a
riety of meanings which it attracted, after its occurrence. Hence, the event
initially seen by revolutionaries as a disaster; and later came to be re-
aluated in consequence of contingency and piecemeal reappraisal, finally
ming the shape of a tranformative occasion which had resolved the
lem of what kind of dispensation was to prevail in France. Throughout,
: lile Sewell is sensitive to the ‘meaning’ which was given to the events at
traditional historiography, i.e. her elaboration of the political cﬂll,tg Bastille, he is equally sensitive to the forces that led to their formulation
in the rhetoric of the Revolution, the establishment of a revolution d reformulation. Hence, the initial ‘meaning’ attributed to the event in the
class through networks and exclusions, and the evolution of symbol ational Assembly, and among ‘revolutionaries'—that it was a disaster which
could be used for mobilization and manipulation. Latterly, ho d convince the King of the necessity for repression—was undermined by
has figured interpretations which are substantially ‘cultural’ anc e actions of the King (who ordered his troops away from Paris and dismissed
on the importance of values and value systems for what ¢ S ministry). The National Assembly’s recognition of the taking of the Bastille
centred on the structural accounts of Marxist and historlca § an expresgion of popular Sovreign{y was determined by the We|coming
Moaddel, in his account of the Iranian revolution 26has pointe aviour of the people of Paris to the delegation from the National Assembly.
which the influence of the ulema determined the course of tﬁ;’a} r i
this against the work of Misagh Parsa, who focuses more fixedly |
and their mobilization in this case. Again, in studies of the Frer
K_M. Baker, in a book where the title speaks for itself, deals with
of the French Revolution, primarily by contemporaries .’

historical sociologists, the early work of Charles Tillv is espae
thy, i.e. his analysis of counter-revolution during thé French R
the Vendee region with reference to levels of urbanization in th
this, Tilly linked changes in power structure to state b.uifdir{g :
forms of social movement.?® Theda Skocpol meanwhile.
successful revolutions (French, Russian and C_)hinesej and a;.
(Japanese and Prussian), established a framework which
standard reference for historians: a scheme which associat
of revolutions with the international crisis of the stéte, a prbc
broken by a recalcitrant elite and a process of disintegration s
the assertion of autonomous peasant communities. She late
theory from an examination of the Iranian Revolution (19
‘cultural factors’ which she claimed modulated the course of a re

These analyses drew heavily from the standard social scie
collective action, i.e. that work of Gurr?2, Olson?3 and others; they a
to involve as thorough a reading of the historical literature as "'p
made their ‘histories’ as impressive as their insights;'and this is
in the recent work of Jack Goldstone, whose narrative on the
between revolutions and the social implications of population
underpinned by a rigorous reading on the French and English

Historians of individual revolutions responded to such work.
goaded by Skocpol's stress that the making of the revolution

f

unmaking of the state, through military weakness, bankruptcy

pathetic gentry, that Lynn Hunt sought what has been left out e
itself and the ‘rules of political behaviour’, where Hunt traces
the French Revolution.?5 This response determined her maj

cAdam, Tarrow and Tilly. Towards an integrated, process-oriented

recent intervention in the literature on revolutions, McAdam, Tarrow and
: e ‘make no bones about their position regarding the comparative merits of
(2) William Sewell. The structure of culture and evenit: ing’ (associated with ‘culture’) and ‘structure’ in social analysis. Outright,

¢ express a concern that ‘without a solid rational base and a relationship
tructural constraints, culturalists threaten to broaden conflict until, in
ian fashion, all politics become enmeshed in meaning'. The intervention

Among ‘new’ historians, William Sewell, who is well know
labour at the time of the French Revolution, has attempt
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sets out to rethink the groundwork of method i
a_md social movements; and to use this as 2?3?2?2?2 4 cort
links between great revolutions and lesser movements ;?ﬁonssde
thfe lineage of the literature on social movements poiﬁt‘ . auth 5
alists, ‘rational choice’® theorists and studentsl ot lonﬁ o
'stru.ctures approach the subject: an exercise where McA% e
Justify the study of social constraints and calculation inatrr?, :
movements. Scholars of ‘culture’ receive due approbation \‘olratlt::xfz
how movement leaders ‘frame’ strategies and why these are .
authors argue that a synthesis is required, in method, and shosuc
be constituted on the basis of an integrated proces,s-orientec\lm a

‘ ThIS. is neatly extracted from a skilful discussion of the eme :
Civil Rights Movement in the United States. McAdam, Tarrow
clegr that any discussion of what happened must refer té) the s :

hich occupy centre-stage in politics during transfers of authority—i.e.
zation and the causes, processes and outcomes of social movements
revolutions. To do this the authors continue, despite current concern
‘meaning’ in political analysis, to find room in political history for
ctural phenomena whose value is recognized but whose character has
n debated; and for this, they assert the importance of insights which
me from established studies of sociology, social anthropology, political

l, and political science. Their intervention is valuable in that their
-roach is more rigorous about process and interaction of phenomena than
)se who follow the loose agenda set by Remond and the contributors to
988 volume. Hence, crucial to the McAdam, Tilly and Tarrow approach
t only the clear conviction that consistencies exist in social and political
shaviour, even in the most changeful times. This is the authors’ self-
ent answer to the view that opportunity and structure require repeated
inition in changing circumstances and interpretations; it is also the
gz{i?ep;zrif t:r? dcggoi:c?gzr;%rgyu(r:a?a:]i;gi:)’athg ?ﬁmogrfaph_ic 5 b wer to the position that however much schole.ars of polit-ical opportqnity
foreign policy during the Cold War. Th » and the radical ¢ i ructure make allowance for such change, their concessions and asides
; g ar. These elements accentuateg - serious questions about the validity of a political opportunity approach
. McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly clearly stress that some consistencies may
ys be isolated; and, by their standards, one might argue that while
ropological concepts such as ‘liminality’ raise questions concerning
ronology, i.e. when does transition begin, from what to what is the
ition taking place etc.—certain patterns of behaviour are clear in what
s place within a social space.
qually important, though, in the McAdam/Tarrow/Tilly approach is the
tion it draws to interactive phenomena—such as ‘framing'—which deal
1 the instruments which assure the appeal of a movement and the
thods whereby leaders convince participants of the value of collective
haviour and the grievances that require collective action. Attention to
es' and ‘repetoires’ demand the student's concern with the social
ventions, ‘shared meanings’ and speech usages whose effective use
Brmines the success of strategies. Such concepts draw from culturist
ions, but they have a political specificity that terms such as ‘values’
discourse do not have in that they are open to inclusion in political
ysis of timing, specific direction and the limited strategies essential for
® conquest and retention of power. Supplemented by the authors’ stress
he significance of any analysis of choice in discussions of politics, this
Nt draws attention to the importance for politics of both intellectual and
ral studies, as well as accounts of the pursuit of political opportunity.
*vauthors also underscore the constantly changing character of the
€gories they deal with, provided the existence of sufficient grounds. They
* €mphatic on a processual account, which acknowledges stages in a
Urse of events and the varying significance of categories of explanation,
€reas Remond's authors understate this side of a historical trajectory.

for participants to come forward as the relative costs
decreased. Scholars of political opportunity and rational che
help in showing how this came together. Such work, however
cannot explain the specific character of the movement as it fina
Iits association with the black churches and its leadership. Here, d
to t.he ‘cultural’ consequences of increasing urbanization on b
gfat_lons is deemed essential; but equally essential is an expla
civil rights' leaders’ strategy worked. Hence, the ‘meaning’ of
for participants and bystanders is singled out for attention. The
Is a focus for the explanation of the ‘decline’ of the mov.
McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly correctly point to the divisive inf
rights” legislation (1964 and 1965) and generational factors in
of such ‘meaning’ at the time of the ebb of the movement.

The implications are clear: that ‘a single tack...whether structt ¢
or cultural, would have provided only'a very partial...account of th
that what has been essential is an ‘intersection of the three bréad
(i-e. rationalist, structural and cultural). Equally crucial, is that the
that it is not possible ‘o identify one set of variables with ol
process and then move on to the next set of variables for the

Il Rethinking the Writing of Political Histo:

The significance, by way of research method, of the appro
Tarrow and Tilly is, in part, that it is a re-assertion of the impo
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In general, thg approach is attractive and well-directeq
character of ever-broadeni-ng seopé
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ave attracted public attention. An inclusion of such occasions in a study
interacting structures and cultural phenomena would indicate the ragged
s of the ‘consistencies’ the historian might observe. A further point
interest, in breaking and refining a structured account, would be the

dual response to changing political circumstance, not merely as an
mple of, but also as an indication of variance with trends and structures.

dy a number of essays on the ‘self have laid the foundation for taking

general onslaught on structure. Re-examiniqg the } ; such a focus®; but, regrettably, they rarely attempt an integration of

account of the civil rights’ movement itself, for instance.
be struck by the uni-dimensional thrust'o‘f ‘the cfaselle
economy’—which was received in a multitude of wa s ev
be Isolated in its general impact on Afro-Amer’icahy-
gation (culture, structure or opportunity) are hand?é

!ea_ves unsolved the problem that historians ha‘w.e.A ;WQ'_J

in?erpretations and uncertainties; it also |
might adjust, while retaining, to some degree,
of the approach, though, is that it fails to
the rigorous character of the ‘structures’ and ‘fi
accomodation, surely, has been the main
science in the formation of new political
achievements of interactio lost in na
of circumspection might b >me be
discards convincing exam 1atio
In this regard, ‘more interesti
approaches in the course of a pro
which McAdam, Tarrow and Till
This would involve attention to t
‘meaning’ and ‘structure’ .
with such a perspective in r
with a focus on all the uncertainti
the historical event wt cU
position taken by Sew earl
standard analysis of Tilly (justified
events is considered rather than the

of

known events are as deseiving of his s

July—December, 1996

cture and ‘dissonance’. As in the case of a multi-tiered analysis of
yents, incorporation of a social biography into social analysis of politics
jould indicate both the authority of structures as well as their jagged edges.
'\;l.h addition to the attention to ‘process’ which McAdam/Tarrow/Tilly argue
o, such interventions, together with a greater respect for narrative than
been commcn to ‘new’ historians, might
lanations of politics oriented towards structure and opportunity and those
ch focus on meaning and culture. Preserving the legacy of new history,

would come to terms with the tangible issues raised by challengers
he recent past, without a recourse to internecine bickering which by and
e obscures a pointed account of a problem area. If would also preserve
ajor achievement of McAdam/Tarrow and Tilly—i.e. to restore the
ision of change to political affairs and to recover change of from the
ria

bridge the gulf between

to which it is increasingly consigned.

NOTES AND REFERENCE

I'am grateful to the USIA and Prof. Sidney Tarrow for the opportunity they

gave me in Summer 1996 to discuss many issues raised in this paper, at
‘a seminar at Correll University. The differing approaches to new political

history, which are the focus of discussion here, are neatly indicated in the
variety of literature on the politics of mid Victorian and late Victorian Britain.
This is shown in two recent review articles. See Dror Wahrman, ‘The new
political history: a review essay’ in Social History, October 1996 and David
Nicholls, ‘The New Liberalism—after Chartism’ in Social History, October
1996. The books that have attracted attention as ‘major points of departure
in history writing are M.C. Finn, After Chartism: Class and Nation in English

' Radical Politics, 1848-1874, (Cambridge University Press 1993), James

Vernon, Politics and the People: A study in English Political Culture c. 1815-
1862 (Cambridge University Press 1993), James A. Epstein, -Radical
Expression: Political language, Ritual and Symbol 1790-1850 (Oxford
University Press, 1994), and Patrick Joyce, Democratic Subjects: The self
and the Social in 19th century England (Cambridge University Press, 1994).
The phrase is Rene Remond's, See Pour une nouvelle histoire politigue
(Seuil 1988) (hereafter PUHP).

3. The Encyclopaedia of Social Sciences’ definition of the term is ‘any condition
_Or state of affairs resultant from the operation of a unit of the type under

in consideration in terms of structure’.
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4. Various writers have drawn attention to the

July—December, 1996

- Sumit Sankar has echoed these sentiments in the field of
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Mportance of consi

(and its sources) as literature or discourse. Most well k
: n

Foucault—in theory in The Archaeology of ;
various histories but most signiﬁcamlfyin T}ggogf{ceigfe f ’;.d n pra
known.now is Hayderr White, who sets out many of h‘? hng_;-
Meta_h.'sroq/ {(Johns Hopkins 1976). The necessity for ;.as's-u g
‘in dialogue’ with each other was stressed by M Ma gmlpn..- :
statement on the subject is his ‘Towards a Meth.ociol akhth,. 1
Sciences' which appears in M.M. Bakhtin, Speech Genres : gg '*Gr;
[ed. C. Emerson and Michael Holquist] (Univ. of Texas P? e
H:ston'ans have been divided concerning the evaluationes?f"
there is a substantial debate on this in the quarrels ove s
In Social History, this occurs in D. Mayfield and SI Thorr po?i
and.its discontents: Gareth Stedman Jones and t'he olr;t?l= o
Social History (1992, 17), J. Lawrence and M. Taylor ‘Tﬁe ocvs :
Gareth Stedman Jones and the politics of Ianguag;a—a ripl‘
18}, P..Joyce, ‘The imaginary discontents of social history:
response’, ibid., D. Mayfield and S. Thorne. ‘Reply’, ibid {y
yerngn, ‘Who afraid of the linguistic turn? The politics! of s;ei'a
its discontents’, ibid., (1994, 19). A similar debate occurs in
Present, L. Stone, ‘History and post-modernism’, Past and“ :
131), P. Joyce, ‘History and post-modernism I" and.C. kellyi{-"
‘post moldemism II' (Past and Present 1991, 133). L. Stone ‘Hi
modernism [II” and G.M. Spiegel, ‘History and ﬁést-mode;ni
Preser?r(1992, 135). None of the various contributors, howe
regarding the centrality of ‘meaning’ and its interpretation
_understanding of history: they merely disagree about the
interpreting it. .
The phrase is M.1. Lichbach’s and quoted in D. McAdam, S
C. Tilly, ‘A comparative synthesis on social movements a.
towards on integrated perspective’, paper presented at the a
of t!'le American Political Science Association, 1996. | refer t
sqcmlogmts use it, as a factor which is ‘hard’ or ‘material’ and
primary and determing and distinguished from culture. This is in |
with the standard definition of structure in the International E
of the Social Sciences as ‘a pattern’ or ‘an observable uniform
of which action (or operation) takes place’.
Willlam Sewell has pointed to the difference in the sociologist's
term and the anthropologist’s in ‘A Theory of Structure: Duality,
Transformation’ in American Journal of Sociology, 1992.

—_

history, See Sumit Sarkar, Writing in Social History (OUP, 19
of culturist mono-dimensional trends in the writing of Indian
argues for greater attention to ‘contradictions within stru
dialectical perspective. Regrettably, like most Indian histc
adequately to deal with the complexity of ‘structures’,
vulnerable to well-founded criticism from ‘meaning-oriented”
social scientists who would be correct to argue that his criti

on a bad reading of their texts (since the latter often a
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multivocality Sankar demands of a representation). Sarkar fails to specify
that understanding cannot be based merely on the ‘rules’ with which
communities and individuals function, without due attention to the ‘resources’
of such communities. See Note 4 above for the discussion of these issues.
PUHP, op.cit.

Berstein was the author of the distinguished Histoire du parti radical
(Presses de la Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, 1980/1982);
Rioux was the author of La France de la Quatrieme Republique, 2 vols.
(Seuil, 1980/1983).

Maurice Duverger, Les Partis politiques (Celin 1951).

Myron Weiner and Joseph La Palombera, Political Parties and Political
Development (Princeton University Press 1969).

The texts are those cited in Jean Chariot, Les Partis politiques (Colin 1871},
Maurice Agulhon, La Republigue au village (Seuil, 1979); Le Cercle dans
La France bourgeocise, 1818-1848 (Colin, 1977).

Antoine Prost, Les Anciens Combattants et la Societe francaise, 1914-1939
(Presses de la Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, 1977).

Prost was not only interested in sociability, as mentioned above, but was
also the author of Vocabulaire des proclamations electorales (Paris, 1974).
Prost refers to extensive work on political vocabulary (of uneven quality),
developed by Pierre Lafon at Saint Cloud and other research groups, such
as the sponsors of Marie Cotteret and Rene Moreau’s study of the speeches
of de Gaulle (published in Paris in 1969).

The implications of ‘rules’ are discussed in Sewell (1992) and in the work
of Antony Giddens (see Note 27 below).

Sewell (1992), op.cit, p. 12-13.

Geertz ranges well beyond mere text ot establish his ‘meaning’, as do Levi
Strauss, Marshall Sahlins and other imaginative anthropalogists. See Clifford
Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures, (New York, Basic, 1973); Marshall
Sahlins, Culture and Practical Reason (University of Chicago Press, 1976),
Historica! Metaphors and Mythical Realities {University of Michigan Press,
1981), Islands of history, University of Chicago Press (1985); Levi Strauss,
Claude, Structural Anthropology (New York Basic, 1963), The Savage Mind
(University of Chicago Press, 1966). Anthropologists who have applied
themselves to historical subjects have also fought shy of a textual interpre-
tation of meaning. See Victor Turner’s imaginative account of ‘liminality’ in
Mexican interpretations of independence in Dramas, Fields and Metaphors
(Cornell University Press, 1974). E.P. Thompson’s approach was less
theorized, but equally eclectical, as in his Making of the English Working
Class (London, 1963). The critique of the latter approach was voiced in the
work of Gareth Stedman Jones, Languages of class: studies in English
working class history (Cambridge University Press 1883).

Michel Foucault, The Archaelogy of Knowledge and (New York Vintage
1972) The Order of Things (New York, Vintage, 1973).

Charles Tilly, The Vendee (Harvard University Press, 1964); From Mobilization
to Revolution (Prentice Hall 1978); European Revolutions (Blackwell, 1993).
T. Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative analysis of
France, Russia and China (Chambridge University Press, 1979) and Social
Revolutions in the Modern World (Cambridge University Press, 1994).
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T. Gurr, Why Men Rebel (Princeton Universit
54. Olson, The Logic of Collective Action (Har ! g
ack Goldstone, Revolution and Rebellion | :
(University of California Press, Berkeley, 199"1n),m6 Ea MO_derq
Lynn Hunt, Politics, Culture and Class in the French
of California Press, Berkeley, 1984).
Mansoor Moaddel, ‘Ideology as Episodic Discourse: The (6]
Revolution’, in American Sociological Review, 1992.
}féhél.o)‘Baker, Inventing the French Revalution (Cambridge Univers
Wimarq Sewell, 'Histo_ricaI_Events as structural transformations:
re‘vo!ullon at the Bastille’ in Theory and Society 1996.
G|dder]s’ wr.iting on structures ‘has appeard in various publications, Ne
of Sociological Method: A Positive Critique of Interpretive Sociologies
1976); Central Problems in Social Theory: Action, Structure and C
in Social Analysis (University of California Press, Berkeley 1979); A
porary Critique of Historical Materialism., volume 1: Power, Prop'é
State (London, Macmillan, 1981). His most relevant contribution in th
though, is clearly, The Constitution of Society: Outline of the 1
Sa‘r_ucturation (University of California Press, Berkeley).
This refers to the school pioneered by Olson (op.cit.), and followe
in the study of social movements, by Dennis Chong, which stre
contribution of calculation of benefits (as opposed, for instance:
vation) to decisions to join movements, where there was the a
though, that there were also “free riders” who did not make the
but whose participation went under-theorized.
Thig refers to work associated (among others) with Michael L
Eisinger, Sidney Tarrow and Doug McAdam, which focuses on op|
for change in political systems of any type.
Elsewhere, Tarrow explains the value of ‘frames’ for any unders
explanation of political behaviour. The reference occurs in Tarro
sion in Power in Movement (Cambridge, 1994) of the importa
for social mobilization and the significance for the study of a po
of the ‘consensus around its legitimating symbols’ (Gabrie
Sidney Verba, The Civil Culture, Political Attitudes and Demo:
Nations [Sage, 1994]). The study of such aspects of culture,
out here, does not indicate the character of their specific link
collective action. At this level, Tarrow argues, there is a valu
at ‘frames’, i.e. ‘interpretive schemata’ which mare sense of e
These constitute an important part of the social mechanism for
and producing ‘cultural meanings’ in the course of the mak
action. What occurs often pivots on leaders who are resp
‘alignment’ of schemata or ‘frame’. :
In their argument in the APSA paper, the three authors arguef
of the study of political opportunity and ‘framing’ on the grounds 4
agents and their choices deserve attention. A
S.M. Schama, Citizens (New York, 1988).
Sewell's demands are stated bluntly in his criticism of Tilly's
work in ‘Three Temporalities: Towards on Eventful Sociolo

vard University Pres

Revolution (U

ase of the

Rethinking New Political History 185

J. MacDonald (ed.) The Historic turn in the Human Sciences (University of
Michigan Press 1996).

Tarrow answered Sewell's criticisms in ‘The people’s two rhythms: Charles
Tilly and the study of contentious politics. A Review Article’, in Comparative
Studies in History and Society, 1996.

See Joyce, op. cit. The ways of approaching studies of the self are indicated
in Philippe Levillain’s essay in Remond, op. cit. and in Peter Burke and Roy
Porter (ed.), Language, Self and Society: A Social History of Language
(Cambridge 1991). The respected comprehensive study of the subject is
Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of Modern Identity
(Cambridge 1989). See also J.D. Lyons, The Invention of the Self (1978),
P.M. Spacks, Imagining a Self (Cambridge Mass. 1976); F.A. Nussbaum,
The Autobiographic Subject: Gender and Ideology in Eighteenth Century
England (1989); R. Elbaz, The Changing Nature of the Self: A Study of
Autobiographic Discourse (1988); P. Dodd, Modern Selves: Essays on
Modern British and American Autobiography (1986); J. Olney, Metaphors
of Self (Princeton 1972), Regenia Gagnier, Subjectivities: A history of Self
representation in Britain 1832-1920 (Oxford 1991); Nikolas Rose, Governing
the Scul: the Shaping of the Private Self (1990); M. Carrithers, S. Collini -
and S. Lukes (ed), The Category of the Person (Cambrige 1985); J. Schotter
and K.J. Green (ed.) Texts of Identity (1989).




