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This panel brings together four scholars who all work on the boundaries of 
management and business history and organisational theory. Each has published 
extensively in both fields, offering a range of alternative research agendas that seem 
rich with potential. The aim of the session is to bring together these fresh perspectives 
and offer a range of methodologies that could well invigorate business history 
research. It is also noticeable that two of the contributors have never attended an 
EBHA event before, thereby extending its influence into new fields. 
 
The session will start with a presentation from the Peter Clark and Giuliano Maielli, 
looking at the interface between business history and the social sciences, and 
especially the issue of temporality-space-place and the relative extent to which future 
scenarios might be shaped by the past and present. This will be followed by John 
Wilson’s examination of the utility of history as a predictive tool, while Mick 
Rowlinson will examine the links between business history and organisational 
memory.  
 
Our aim in bringing these scholars together in a single session is [1] to offer a 
multidisciplinary perspective on the conference theme; and [2] to stimulate debate 
about the nature and utility of business history as a component of the social sciences. 
Given the vital role played by information – in the past, present and future – it is 
essential that we consider the way in which business history is interconnected with 
other disciplines and approaches. This will also help to set future research agendas, 
possibly provoking editors of business history-related journals to reconsider the kind 
of material they would like to see submitted. In the year when Business History 
celebrates its 50th anniversary, this debate would be extremely timely. 
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AMERICA’S REFOLDING MARKET EMPIRE,  
CONSUMER POLITY & COLONIZING CORPORATIONS: TIME-PLACE 
PERIODS AS CASES 
Peter Clark & Giuliano Maielli (Queen Mary, Univ. London) 
 
At the interface between business history and the social sciences there is the issue of 
temporality-space-place and the relative extent to which future scenarios might be 
shaped by the past and present. In the social sciences relational theories have sought 
to explore the interface between history and both sociology (e.g. Elias; Giddens; 
Haydu) and the revisions to path dependency in political science (e.g. Mahoney; 
Pierson). Fifty years ago this issue was cautiously prized open by Cochrane and 
Hofstadter (Stern 1960a) yet robustly contested in France between Braudel and 
Gurvitch (Stern 1960b). Currently business school research and theorising is 
scrutinizing the claims of critical realists to have resolved the differences between the 
social sciences and history through the ‘in time’ approach of Archer to 
morphogenesis. However, it is the notion of time-place periods as cases and the claim 
that periods could be distinguished by types of problem solving which is moving to 
centre stage (Haydu). This has been applied to the history of Rover from 1896-1982 
(Whipp & Clark 1986) and to the examination of impossible historical trajectories. 
Henry Ford could not have started out from the home of flexibility in West Midlands 
of England nor by Benetton from the home of knitwear in the English East Midlands 
(Clark 1987, 1997, 2000). Equally, it is argued that neither American Football nor the 
American funeral with the open casket and embalmed body funeral could have 
emerged until after the Civil War. These examples underline the issue of how 
hegemonic problem solving emerges and how it is reproduced in path dependent 
cycles or collapses in discontinuous development.  
 
Our paper applies the notion of hegemony and passive revolution to the periodization 
of America’s evolving role in the global economy. Gramsci’s original contribution 
was in interpreting the causal relationship between Italian business enterprises and 
regional politics in terms of the global situation which he foresaw in the 1920s as 
being shaped by American business and cultural practices. For example, the 
relationship between Croce as a ‘liberal’ intellectual and Agnelli’s regime at Fiat. 
Gramsci’s anticipations were both similar and different from those of de Grazia’s 
(2005) claim that American hegemony was constructed in Europe.  
 
How should American problem solving be characterised into periods and what role 
did the establishment of American internal hegemony after the Civil War play in the 
American Century? Central to our approach is how American problem solving 
radically diverged from the European habitus and – within the framework of 
capitalism – established distinctive notions of owning, purposefully designing, 
occupying and commodifying time-space. Thus our perspective is closer to the 
revisionist analysis of 19th and 20th century America internally and externally (e.g. 
Lamereaux; Roy; Shenhav; Scranton) and differs from the analytically structured 
narratives advanced by the Chandlerian School. The periodization treats each of the 
cases in Exhibit 1 as a time-place America case which is different from those cases 
before and following. The American experience of the making and refolding of 
hegemony and of passive revolutions is both distinctive and globally consequential 
for its colonizing corporations, its consumer polity (c.f. Cohen) and the institutions of 
the market empire.  
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EXHIBIT 1 
 

AMERICA BECOMING & EMERGING:  
TIME-PLACE PERIODS OF SEQUENTIAL  
PROBLEM SOLVING AS CASES 
 
1630s-1780s. DEPENDENT SPECIALIZATION IN THE ATLANTIC ECONOMY: 
COLONIZING, COMMODIFYING, CONSUMING & CONTENDING WITH 
LONDON.  
 
1780s-1860s. USA: INDEPENDENT, LOOSELY COUPLED SPECIALIZATION & 
CIVIL WAR.  
 
1860s-21stC. CONSUMER POLITY & INSTITUTIONS OF HIERARCHICAL 
CO-ORDINATION.   
   
1890s-1960s. MARKET EMPIRE & GLOBAL STRETCHING.  
 
1950s-1990s. COLD WAR PASSIVE REVOLUTION: TIMED-SPACE, 
SYMBOLIC ANALYSTS, SEDUCTIVE SPECTACLES & SCENARIOS.  
 
1990s-21stC: NEO-LIBERALISM, MARKET STATE NOTIONS & BEYOND 
 
20/21stC: CORPORATE COLONIZING: HYBRIDS, RESISTANCE & 
CHALLENGES 
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Is the Future as Clear as the Past? - A Framework for Analysis 
 
John Wilson (University of Central Lancashire) 
Andrew Thomson (Open University Business School) 
 
While some argue that there is a reasonable degree of clarity in the past, we would 
argue that this has not been the case, and indeed that the past has been both cloudy 
and under-analysed in the study of British management. We therefore propose a 
framework for analysing the past which we would argue can be projected into the 
future. Our paper is an extension of the arguments in our book (Wilson and Thomson 
2006a) in which the central question was to examine ‘why corporate management 
structures developed so impressively in countries like the USA, Germany and Japan, 
while in Britain relatively little progress was made in this respect’ (Wilson 1995; 
134). Neither the book nor this paper is a study in economic history, but it is an 
implicit argument of both that there is a strong correlation between this central 
question and overall economic development. 
 
The central focus in the paper is the range of drivers which influence the way in 
which management can develop; they can either encourage change or restrain it. In 
addition the drivers can themselves change both in the extent of influence and in their 
direction; moreover drivers which are relevant at one point in time may not be so at 
another, while new drivers may need to be considered as time moves on. The number 
of drivers can be almost indefinite, but we have identified thirty-one which we believe 
to have played a significant role in the historical development of management. 
Because thirty-one is too many to handle separately for discursive purposes, they can 
be broadly categorized into three main groupings: market-cum-technological 
influences which can vary between industries; cultural/institutional influences which 
are likely to operate at the societal level; and business policy and practice which 
relates to the internal issues and dynamics of the firm. The degree and direction of 
influence of each driver is judged subjectively in the absence of more specific 
measures. In an ideal world, we would like to be able to measure the weighting of 
each driver in order to carry out statistical analyses, but this would require much more 
sophisticated data than we have available. 
 
It is important that the framework can be comparative in nature, rather than solely 
referring to the British context, and in previous work we have used the drivers for this 
purpose. There are two main ways in which we have used the drivers. One is through 
the use of Levin’s force-field model to identify diagrammatically those drivers which 
have encouraged and those which have restrained change at any given point in time 
(Wilson and Thomson 2006a; Wilson and Thomson 2006b). The other is to describe 
the state of play for each driver separately in 1950 for each country which is 
examined. 1950 is taken as the point of comparison because it was the end date of the 
historical analysis of the United States, Germany and Japan in the book, and to bring 
the comparisons up to date would be beyond our current capabilities. Much of the 
paper is taken up with presenting and discussing these two modes of analysis, 
especially the second one, which for reasons of space could not be included in the 
book, while we conclude by suggesting that they can also be used to project into the 
future. 
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And how does the past relate to the future? If we have an idea of the main drivers that 
have influenced management in the past, we have at least a starting point for 
considering the future. The drivers will not necessarily be the same, nor will their 
degree of influence, and as a result the themes we identified are not necessarily 
relevant any longer. Nevertheless we would argue that the framework is still relevant, 
and that there are no simplistic answers; rather there is a set of complex inter-
relationships between a wide range of drivers. We would also argue that while there 
may be a trend towards convergence in what management means across the world, 
there is still a need to be aware of the drivers in their historical context as well as their 
modern one, because echoes of the past still impinge upon many of the values, 
processes and policies of the present. In this paper we have looked into the past and 
seen which drivers were positively influencing change and which were restraining 
change in the four countries, and the balance of these helps us to understand why 
Britain was relatively retarded at that time and indeed for some time to come after 
that. It was the change in these which helped Britain to improve both its management 
performance and its broader economic performance in the last few decades. And the 
argument with which we stared must be the argument with which we finish. The more 
we know about the past, the more understandable the future becomes because the 
more identifiable the drivers which have influenced the future in the past are. 
 
Sources: 
 
John Wilson & Andrew Thomson (2006a), British Management in Historical 
Perspective, forthcoming, Oxford University Press. 
 
John Wilson and Andrew Thomson (2006b), ‘Management in historical perspective: 
stages and paradigms’, Competition and Change 
 
John Wilson (1995), British Business History, 1720-1994 (Manchester University 
Press). 
 

CV of John F. Wilson, BA, PhD, Fellow of the Royal Historical Society 
 
Born: 10 Jan. 1955 
 
Qualifications: BA (History), Manchester 1977 
   
    PhD (Economic History), Manchester 1980. 
 
Appointments: 
 
 Currently Professor of International Business and Director of the Institute of 
International Business, Lancashire Business School, University of Central Lancashire. 
 
Editorships: 
 
 Business History 
 
Relevant Publications: 
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The M̀anchester Experiment': a History of Manchester Business School, 1965-90 
(Paul Chapman Publishing, 1992), pp.x & 155. 
 
British Business History, 1720-1994 (Manchester University Press, 1995), pp.xii & 
276. A Japanese translation has recently been published. 
 
Ferranti. A History. The Emergence of a Family Business, 1882-1973 (Carnegie 
Press, 2000, pp. xvi + 630). 
 
British Management in Historical Perspective, Oxford University Press, 2006. 
 
Òwnership, management and strategy in early North West gas companies, 1815-30', 

Business History, Vol.33, April 1991, pp.203-221. 
 
Ìnternational business strategies at Ferranti, 1907-1975: direction, management and 

performance’, Business History, Vol.40, No.1, 1998, pp.100-21. 
 
Ìndustrial history: towards a definition’, Journal of Industrial History, Vol.1, No. 1 

(1999), pp.1-12. 
 
À Manchester Business Leader: W.M. Carr and the British gas supply industry', 

Manchester Region History Review, Vol.13, 1999, pp.52-63.  
 
‘Scale, scope and accountability: towards a new paradigm in British business history’, 
Business History, 2003. 
 
‘Business networking in the industrial revolution: some comments’ [with Andrew 
Popp], Economic History Review, 2003. 
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Business History and Social Memory Studies 
Michael Rowlinson, Queen Mary University of London. 

 
Insofar as business history has paid any attention to organizational memory, the 
storage bin model proposed by Walsh and Ungson (1991) has been accepted 
uncritically. Business historians are keen to make the case that history is useful for 
managers, that ‘good history is good business’ (Ryant 1988: 563), that history can 
help managers by ‘getting things into the shared memory (Tedlow 1986: 82). 
Kransdorff (1998: 158), a consultant and corporate historian, argues that if the 
precepts of knowledge management are accepted, then corporate history is ‘the most 
efficient and portable repository’ of organizational memory. Kransdorff (1998) 
maintains that corporate history is ‘one of the most devalued of corporate tools’ in 
British businesses, and that as a result British businesses, and business schools, suffer 
from ‘corporate amnesia’, unlike their American counterparts.  Here the repository 
image of memory militates against an interpretive historical approach.  This reflects 
the preoccupations of business historians, who are, as Kipping (2003) argues, mainly 
oriented towards economic concepts such as transaction costs and the efficiency of 
business, rather than interpretive sociology or cultural studies (Galambos 2003).  This 
has meant that business history is largely cut off from the growing field of social or 
collective memory studies, which include contributions to from historians concerning 
the heritage debate (Lowenthal 1985) and invented traditions (Hobsbawm and Ranger 
1983), as well as the broader sociological literature derived from Halbwachs (1992). 
A more critical historical perspective is offered by Gough (2004), in a study of 
corporate war memorials. Gough argues that the repository model often strips 
“memory” of ‘any historical context, or, indeed, of much meaning: other, that is, than 
in a normative way that suggests organisations might lose something of possible 
future use to them if they do not maintain an archival memory’ (Gough 2004: 444). 
For their part social memory studies have neglected business organizations, even 
though, as the sociologist Zerubavel acknowledges, ‘The social commemoration of 
“origins” is not confined in any way to nations or religious communities and is just as 
evident in the various anniversaries through which cities, colleges, and companies 
celebrate the historic moments when they were founded’ (Zerubavel, 2003: 102). 
According to Zerubavel, the “sites” of social memory, ‘as well as some useful means 
of studying it’, can be constituted by: ‘Libraries, bibliographies, folk legends, photo 
albums, and television archives … history textbooks, calendars, eulogies, guest books, 
tombstones, war memorials, and various Halls of Fame. Equally evocative in this 
regard are pageants, commemorative parades, anniversaries, and various public 
exhibits of archaeological and other historical objects’ (Zerubvavel, 2002: 6). Many 
of these phenomena are manifested in business organizations. This paper seeks to 
expand the connection of business history with social memory studies.  
 
Galambos, Louis 2003 ‘Identity and the Boundaries of Business History’ in Amatori, 
Franco, and Geoffrey Jones (eds.) Business history around the world. 
Gough, P. 2004 ‘Corporations and Commemoration’, International Journal of 

Heritage Studies, 10/5: 435-455. 
Halbwachs, Maurice, 1992.  On collective memory. Chicago. 
Hobsbawm, E.J. and Ranger, T. (eds.) 1983. The Invention of Tradition. Cambridge. 
Kipping, Matthias 2003. ‘Business-Government Relations’ in Amatori, Franco, and 

Geoffrey Jones (eds.) Business history around the world. Cambridge. 
Kransdorff, Arnold 1998. Corporate Amnesia. 
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Tedlow, R.S. 1986. ‘Why History Matters to Managers’ Harvard Business Review 

Jan-Feb, 81-88. 
Walsh, J.P. & Ungson, G.R. 1991. ‘Organizational Memory’. Academy of 

Management Review, 16/1: 57-91. 
Zerubavel, Eviatar. 2003, Time maps: collective memory and the social shape of the 

past. London: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Michael Rowlinson 
Professor of Organization Studies 
Director, School of Business and Management Queen Mary, University of London 
Mile End Road, London E1 4NS tel +44 (0)20 7882 6323 fax +44 (0)20 7882 3615 
email m.rowlinson@qmul.ac.uk 
Founding co-editor of Management & Organizational History, launched by SAGE 
2006. 
Books 
Rowlinson, M. (1997) Organisations and Institutions: Perspectives in Economics and 

Sociology Management, Work and Organisations series, Macmillan, 251pp. 
Smith, C., J. Child & M. Rowlinson (1990) Reshaping Work: The Cadbury 

Experience Cambridge Studies in Management No. 16, Cambridge University 
Press.  

Book Chapters  
Rowlinson, M. (2004) ‘Historical Analysis of Company Documents’ pp.301-311 in C. 

Cassell & G. Symon (eds) Essential Guide to Qualitative Methods in 
Organizational Research London: Sage. 

Rowlinson, M. (2004) ‘Historical Perspectives in Organization Studies: Factual, 
Narrative, and Archaeo-Genealogical’ pp.8-20, in D.E. Hodgson & C. Carter 
(eds) Management Knowledge and the New Employee Aldershot: Ashgate. 

Journal Articles 
Rowlinson, M., Toms, S. & Wilson, J.F. (2007) ‘Competing Perspectives on the 

“Managerial Revolution”: From “Managerialist” to “Anti-Managerialist”’ 
Business History 49(4) July, pp.646-482. 

Booth, C., Clark, P., Delahaye, A., Procter, S., & Rowlinson, M. (2007) ‘Accounting 
for the Dark Side of Corporate History: Organizational Culture Perspectives 
and the Bertelsmann Case’ Critical Perspectives on Accounting 18 pp.625-
644. 

Clark, P., Booth, C. Rowlinson, M., Proctor, S., & Delahaye, A. (2007) ‘Project 
Hindsight: Exploring Necessity and Possibility in Cycles of Structuration and 
Co-Evolution’ Technology Analysis & Strategic Management 19(1) January 
pp.83-97. 

Rowlinson, M., S. Toms & J. Wilson (2006) ‘Legitimacy and the Capitalist 
Corporation: Cross-Cutting Perspectives on Ownership and Control’ Critical 
Perspectives on Accounting 17(5) July pp.681–702 

Booth, C. & Rowlinson, M. (2006) ‘Management and Organizational History: 
Prospects’ Management and Organizational History 1(1) pp.5-30. 

Booth, C., Clark, P., Delahaye, A., Procter, S., & Rowlinson, M. (2005) ‘La memoria 
social en las organizaciones. Los métodos que las organizaciones usan para 
recorder el pasado’ [Social Memory in Organizations: Organizational 
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Practices for Remembering the Past] Revista Empresa y Humanismo IX(2) 
pp.95-130. 

Clark, P. and Rowlinson, M. (2004) ‘The Treatment of History in Organization 
Studies: Toward an “Historic Turn”?’ Business History 46(3) July pp.331-352. 

Geary, J., Marriott, L. and Rowlinson, M. (2004) ‘Journal Rankings in Business and 
Management and the 2001 Research Assessment Exercise in the UK’ British 
Journal of Management 15(2) June pp.95-141.  

Carter, C., McKinlay, A. and Rowlinson, M. (2002) ‘Introduction: Foucault 
Management and History’ in M. Rowlinson, C. Carter and A. McKinlay 
(Guest Eds.) ‘Themed Section on Foucault, Management and History’ 
Organization 9(4) pp.515-26.  

Rowlinson, M. & C. Carter (2002) ‘Foucault and History in Organization Studies’ 
Organization 9(4) pp.527-47. 

Hassard, J. & M. Rowlinson (2002) ‘Researching Foucault’s Research: Organization 
and Control in Joseph Lancaster’s Monitorial Schools’ Organization 9(4) 
pp.615-40. 

Rowlinson, M. (2002) ‘Public History Review Essay: Cadbury World’ Labour 
History Review 67(1) pp.101-19.  

Rowlinson, M. (2001) ‘Business History and Organization Theory’ Journal of 
Industrial History 4(1) pp.1-23. 

Rowlinson, M. & S. Procter (1999) ‘Organizational Culture and Business History’ 
Organization Studies 20(3) pp.369-96. 


