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Abstract

The development of academic discourse on orality, and oral history as an institutional practice in the 20th century, coincides with that of the documentary movement in photography. Indeed both these oral and visual methods have been spoken of as movements and in practical projects documentary photography and oral history interviewing often overlap. However, oral methods and the theoretical discourse on orality have been relatively isolated from critical realist discussions founded upon early anti-naturalist theory which had a lasting influence on aesthetics in photography and film. 

The critical attention to orality, brought about particularly by post-modernism, failed to link the development of these different strands of popular representation. It appears therefore that discussions of oral history have been able to externalise critical questions of genre. This article draws upon debates in photography to contextualise the historical development of oral history as a practice with a strong tendency towards naturalist categories (taxonomies) of research which, for example, emphasise memory rather than history, communities rather than dispersed social networks, identity and empathy more than investigation, and of course the spoken word over the written. Within a critique of ‘structural nostalgia’ it is argued that the taxonomy of oral history (now strongly allied to memory discourse) hinges upon imaginary reciprocities and promotes synthetic solidarity.    

With the expansion of the internet the original Anglo-American rationale for oral history has been exhausted. Furthermore, the occurrence of the misnomer ‘oral history’, traced back to haphazard publicity in 1942 when the term was taken up at the expense of ‘living history’, continues to make it difficult to distinguish the most distinctive and genuinely democratic feature of this ‘movement’ – the scope it gives to self-representation. Such an emphasis is linked historically to the self-  representation of class politics. Against the fetishisation of orality, this article argues  that oral sources are best situated methodologically by utilising the concepts of the social whole and the everyday in historical and ideologically reflexive terms which should be capable of addressing the manufacturing of consent.
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Oral History and Modernity: a photographer’s critique

Owen Logan

1. Navigating between voices and texts 

Oral historians sometimes compare their work with image making. For example, in defining oral history against the structuralism of the influential sociologist C. Wright Mills, Donald A. Ritchie, a former president of the Oral History Association, remarks that montage is an appealing way to approach the hotchpotch of unorganised memory that is the stuff of oral history.
  Although it is often an incomplete gesture, montage in photography and film has a critical purpose: it has been used to combine phenomena otherwise held apart by the conventions of naturalism and genre. Wright Mills’ sociological method shares with such a radical practising of montage the idea of desegregating in order to achieve analytical wholeness. This indeed was the key to Mills’ concern with historical thinking and open methodology.
 Oral historians, therefore, might benefit from paying more detailed attention to Wright Mills’ arguments, rather than seeing them simply as representing the structuralist opposite to their own more fluid methodology. Moreover, Wright Mills’ thinking about investigation has much in common with critical realism ( the approach that informs my own practice as a photographer. Given the relative frequency of allusions to photography made by oral historians it is perhaps timely for a practising photographer to turn his attention to the methodology of oral history. These connections are the background to the cross-cutting arguments that follow.

For me, critical realism means, above all, that I proceed from a position that attempts to be reflexive, but is certainly not disinterested. Working on a project concerning the oil industry over the past few years, oral history ( especially the Lives in the [North Sea] Oil Industry project ( led me to many people offering wide-ranging, and often intimate access to very different experiences of a unique and crucial industry.
 But despite their rich variety, these oral accounts were rarely suited to interpretative photomontage. Photographers attentive to realist praxis, taking on the complexities of the oil economy, will want their work to function as a prism of the social whole in which history, society, economics, politics and personal experiences are interwoven. In terms of practical research, capturing these interconnections involves a great deal of shuttling back and forth between different sources of information. Working up to a global political economy from biographical narratives, on the other hand, is a forced process likely to translate visually as disjuncture rather than articulation. 

In avant-garde thought and in advertising disjuncture offers aesthetic dissonance; but its history in both reveals much about the atomisation of modern communication suggested by Henri Lefebvre:

Thus we have a society that is obsessed with dialogue, communication, participation, integration and coherence, all things it lacks, all the things it misses. These are our topics, our problems; we imagine we are solving problems by naming topics, by endlessly, learnedly, obsessively discussing topics, we dissect loneliness, lack of communication, discontent. But there is nothing unusual about these subjects; what is unusual is loneliness in the midst of overcrowding, lack of communication in a proliferation of signs of communication; new and unusual also is the fact that the place of communication is always elsewhere, in substitution.
   

In developing methods of interrogating crucial historical experiences and communicating them so that they make up a critical whole able to inform present collective practice, everything hangs on whether we are merely replicating the atomisation reflected in the material we are working with, or producing imagery, narrative or whatever, the critical content of which is the immanence of a more just human society of the future. It is this problematic that might unite oral history and social documentary photography ( in their potential to effectively pose some of the most important questions of our time.

The oil economy, moreover, offers key insights into the current global system, very relevant to this agenda. The Lives in the Oral Industry project, therefore, deserves to attract wide attention from researchers. But against the speculative hyper-mobility of capital and the adaptability of corporate networks, the resources of oral history, for those seeking the sort of insight I’m referring to, often seem hyper-located, parochial, perhaps even ‘fixed and fast frozen’. The juxtaposition or montage of such sources, which Donald A. Ritchie suggests, can be a revealing process but it may also simply endorse a spectacle of differences ( mere contrasts that only passively reflect the appearance of a dynamic ‘natural order’ that the global-capitalist industrial complex cultivates, but which needs to be subject to radical critical interrogation. A more complete approach to historical investigation, however, holds out a much greater possibility of such genuinely critical work. And such an approach ( informed both by oral and textual sources ( can include photomontage as a uniquely effective method of articulating complex relationships. 

For example, ‘The Inverted Coalmine’ (Fig.1) arose from a creatively desegregating metaphor coined by a campaigning oil worker, recorded for Lives in the Oil Industry. And its translation into an anti-naturalist image, I argue, illustrates a level of experience and historical sensitivity that surpasses traditional photography. Visual adaptation in this instance asserts realism strongly because the anti-naturalist image marks a historic connection between Margaret Thatcher’s neo-liberal, anti-trade-union policies and UK oil revenue by re-grounding the offshore industry in the inverted shadow of a pithead. Montage here points to the socio-economic dynamics of an epoch. But, dependent as this is on investigation and analysis, such breaks from documentary conventions in photography are not simply arrived at from oral sources. More obviously they invite more straightforward portrayals which frequently provide a sympathetic glimpse of the other with the emphasis in this case on the legitimacy of a certain proletarian demeanour (Fig.2). 

Grasping the limited opportunities for montage in oral history resurrected for me questions about the purposes that surround the seemingly benign notion of giving ‘ordinary people’ a historical voice; and prompted reflection on the similarities here between oral history and the concurrent development in the mid-20th century of the documentary movement in film and photography. The problems of conceptual framing in documentary reportage seem to me equally relevant to oral history. The Magnum photographer, Susan Meiselas, once said that ‘it’s not that there haven’t been images made, but the larger sense of the image has been defined elsewhere, in Washington, in the press, by the powers that be, I can’t, we can’t, somehow reframe it.’
 For some photographers, therefore, the structural issues of representation have prompted a radical evaluation of the institutional manipulation of historical consciousness that implies the need for a re-examination of their practice.
 

My sense of the need for a comparable critique of the institutional structuring of orality was prompted by a news story looking back on the U.S. Presidential contest in 2004. An American librarian expressed regret that the scope of public discussion during George W. Bush’s re-election had been lost to the record because much of it had taken place on the internet. Communication on the web appears as tangential and possibly disreputable to many oral historians as memory once was to A.J.P. Taylor: to appropriate Taylor’s vitriol for moment, no doubt there are the equivalents on the web today to his ‘old men drooling over their youth’. But one has to contend with a considerable breadth of discussion there too.
 If the oil industry is taken as an example, the web is a source of international perspectives on the oil economy that are difficult to find in print and would rarely be heard or read elsewhere. In the digital domain of official and unofficial propaganda one also comes across analytical political economy and front-line testimonies. Of course one also confronts the evident popularity of prejudiced conspiracy theories, which may be excessive spin-offs from the demi-democracy of the mass media. But in different ways the good, the bad, and the ugly on the web all have a capacity to undermine much that, it seems to me, is held dear in the community of oral historians ( some of whom might be left to share the librarian’s regrets. What becomes most evident from a few hours of free surfing around any topic on the web is how public discourse is usually politically or ideologically richer, and certainly less morally wholesome, than oral history would make one believe.   

A good deal of what is communicated via the internet eludes the conception of oral history founded in what Alessandro Portelli calls ‘the orality of oral sources’ or ‘meaningful informality in speech.’ In ‘What makes oral history different’ (1981) and other articles Portelli has offered some of the most thoughtful rationalisations of oral research as a tool that is necessary, though insufficient, for a history of the non-hegemonic classes.
 Yet, I want to argue, that, despite the way he contextualises his own work, he leaves open the dangers both that the broader politics of research is neglected; and also that the way in which the very concept of orality (and oral history’s institutionalisation in the 20th century) can be seen as rooted in a folklore contrived by the ruling elite.

Portelli reminds us of Ken Kesey’s Native American character Chief Bromden in One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest. In pretending to be a deaf mute to stop his words being appropriated, he exemplifies a problem that gives discussions of oral history an especially ethical emphasis. My argument, however, is that ( like the documentary humanism that negated critical realism in photography ( oral history in its mainstream practice over the past half-century or more has come at the expense of a broad-based egalitarian methodology. Research in oral history is rarely conceptualised reflexively in the context of a theory of global political economy, despite the fact that so many projects implicitly concerned with the identity politics of globalisation in their profiles of class, gender, ethnicity and social space ( cry out for such contextualisation. Without it, oral-history projects appear to measure themselves against the lowest horizons of the most comfortable and least challenging forms of cultural history.      

In The Text and the Voice: Writing, Speaking, and Democracy in American Literature (1994), Portelli guards Saussurian difference and invites readers to consider orality and text interacting dialectically in the continual restructuring process of language.
 Keenly aware of the misplaced desire for authenticity, Portelli nevertheless emphasises the way in which speech haunts the bureaucratised authority symbolised and manifested by writing. But ghosts, even as metaphor, tend to timelessness; and what I want to highlight is how difference over time, as a key theoretical principle, allows us to grasp the essential negations produced by changing technologies and social conditions of communicative culture. I think this helps us to understand the process by which such changes seem constantly to be deferring the realisation of human solidarity.

With Portelli’s rationale in mind, however, it is worth observing that his practical projects have less to do with orality and memory than one might suppose, and that his underlying emphasis is on historical investigation. Indeed, he recruits Agatha Christie’s detective Hercule Poirot to introduce his essay on how oral history is different. Poirot says that ‘it’s important to know that certain facts have lingered in people’s memories although they may not know exactly what the fact was, why it happened or what lead to it.’ This fictional insight may lead the oral historian to unintended and subconscious meanings. But such a micro-investigative mode in oral research risks an epistemological form of othering, reflexively critiqued within anthropology. I will return to this but here would simply refer to another intellectual appropriator of the famous Belgian detective, the historical philosopher R.G. Collingwood, who also took Poirot to illustrate his arguments. Influenced by Italian historiography and articulating a philosophy of investigation ( most influentially in The Idea of History published posthumously in 1946 ( Collingwood, well before the relatively well-known entanglements of Claude Levi-Strauss and Jacques Derrida on matters of voice and text, scorned the differentiation of oral and written sources that had emerged during his youth. Collingwood saw the creation of difference here as an outcome of what he called a ‘scissors and paste’ approach to history.

In photography and film some rather more acute splicing techniques associated with montage are important keys to the sociological poetics of realism. Nevertheless, I think it is important to be alert to the way poetics can undermine the potential scope of investigation in oral history as well as in photography and film. In the latter two it is only investigation and a depth of analysis that makes the rhetoric of realism worthwhile. Otherwise realism fails in its most radical ambition to be an examination of causes leading to the deeper understanding of consequence. And without these aims, critical juxtaposition tends indeed to become a cut-and-paste job. A skilled example is the 2004 Hollywood film Crash,
 which recuperates the social whole as genre and, in doing so, concludes where it begins ( in pathos. At the end of a suspense plot that cuts across very different lives, a vanload of illegal Asian immigrants are dumped on to the streets of Los Angeles, liberated from their traffickers by a black street criminal who, like us, is given to understand the mixture of bigotry and redemption that is the first and last irony of this Promised Land.

Behind such essentially nationalist retreats into the pathos of the American dream there is the history of a self-consciously communicative project largely abandoned for this relentless and finally submissive politics of formalised expression. The McCarthyist crackdown in the US put an end to a practical everyday politics of communication that had been pursued by the Film and Photo Leagues, especially in the 1930s when trade unionists and immigrants were offered discounted tuition.  Photography in this context was said to be ‘an act of life’, and was certainly more complex and creative in direction than any mere Communist front. However the basic idea of the workers photography movement was to allow grounded interventions in a mass-mediated culture, which seemed to be open to democratic efforts. This was clearly a lost cause by the outbreak of war and, in its place, some supporters of the Photo League in New York increasingly pressed for the organisation to concentrate on more formal self-expression and become a Centre for American Photography.
 The revised organisation never got off the ground and, under the pressure of ‘blacklisting’, the Photo League was closed down in 1951. But it was from this period when the openings of the inter-war era were met by Cold-War reaction that orality was formalised and successfully institutionalised in the United States.  

A Marxian emphasis on stratified communication and the importance of class self-representation has long underpinned critiques of mass-mediated society and the manufacturing of consent, as well as the arguments for cultural democracy that inform my discussion. For many on the Left, what may distinguish oral history is the scope it gives to self-representation at the micro-level of method, rather than orality as such. Moreover, the term oral history is widely regarded as a misnomer, failing to reflect the variety of sources used within a democratisation of writing history. Nevertheless, like ‘living history’ ( a term which did not survive in the same way ( ‘oral history’ emerged extremely haphazardly from the complexity of the inter-war years, when, as I’ve suggested, hegemony in communicative culture was unstable. But whether or not it is a misnomer, opportunistically picked up it can be argued, the assimilation of orality from the early 1940s, and its establishment as a discipline at Columbia University in 1948, obviously influenced the subsequent approaches I examine.
 

Memory discourse has been proffered as a bridge between disciplinary regimes but my argument is that ‘memory’, on the contrary, serves the cause of analytical closure, making a critique of genre in oral history particularly cogent. Paul Veyne concluded his epistemological study Writing History (1971) by posing the problem this way: ‘[h]istory is what the documents make of it, history is what the conventions of the genre make of it unknown to us’.
 Oral history’s concentration on memory helps deflect this question of the unconscious on to the object of research and in doing so, it may be argued, creates the other. Mary Chamberlain and Paul Thompson editors of Narrative and Genre (1998), suggest that psychoanalytical influences on oral history are congruent with a broader commitment to ‘genuine listening’.
 But putting the weight of Lacanian theory aside, the act of listening is removed in this formulation from a reflexive analysis of the sociological poetics of genre and the meta-cultural repertoire of oral history. It therefore becomes associated with benign (uncritical) representation. As I argue in the next section on neo-psychologism, the resulting raw forms of description that emerge from undescribed and unseen institutional landscapes may become powerful impositions of knowledge on what remains unknown.  A key to this is what I call the realisation of genre, occurring when the normative satisfactions of genre overcome the investigation of changing structural forces and their impact on the work of representation.

At the centre of the problems I’ve introduced here is the opposition of nature and culture in communication, an opposition held to profoundly disabling in breaking the spoken from the written.
 In sections three and four, I want to show the costs of this, in particular how metaphors of shared memory perpetuate imagined reciprocities, which help to naturalise representation and to embed ideology within the politics of oral history. My argument is that historically and critically reflexive values of investigation should be brought to the fore in oral history in order to avoid the commodification of history itself. 

Throughout what follows I try to bring out the importance of the difficult-to-realise desire to see things whole. I believe this ambition can never be resolved by commitments to formal methods such as documentary photography or oral-historical documentation per se. Indeed, overall my argument is that once overarching formal commitments are made they emerge historically in the shape of a technocratic
 alternatives to a properly communicative democracy denied to us under monopoly capitalism. As the distinguished photographer Philip Jones Griffiths put it: ‘the bandits are in control.’
 I draw on Johannes Fabian’s (1983) critique of how anthropology makes its object to highlight questions about the production of knowledge; questions which, applied to oral history, some may feel are equally unsettling.
 

On a philosophical level, what particularly concerns me, and may also make the spectre of orality and the objectification of the unconscious so enticing in oral history, is the paradox of the social whole.
 Combining insights from Hegel to Adorno, one can say that the truth is the whole, yet the whole is always wrong. This makes all the more fascinating the way in which the divergence from facts in oral accounts, offer an ‘essential section’ no matter how small.
 Yet, for many years, Mutually Assured (nuclear) Destruction was also an example of the paradox associated with the moral and political wrongness of the whole. In addressing the temporal politics of memory in section four, I suggest how the deep implications of this nihilistic metanarrative has been neglected in oral history which, to varying degrees, segregates the national, the local and the particular from general or global conditions including those of communication. This makes it an uncertain method of mapping out the public discourse about the past that the future needs.

2. Neo-Psychologism  

The life story, sometimes rejected by interviewees on ethical or political grounds (and a factor in a split among mothers of the disappeared in Argentina) is the best known example of a narrative regime which owes more to literature than orality and has the capacity to naturalise the argumentative schemes of language.
 Interpretative problems of this kind have helped to create a minor industry of lateral critique in oral history to which my own comments are hardly immune. Nevertheless having named certain topics I hope to avoid their more obsessive aspects. Although a proponent of orality, Henri Lefebvre argued that history is abolished ‘in the name of memory’ and in turn I want to concentrate on substitutions of that order which were at the heart of Lefebvre’s theory.        

In theoretical literature derived from practice, oral historians understand their interviews critically as constructed or performed social actions dependent on an intervention variously termed ‘a first interpretation’ or ‘the reconstruction of subjectivity.’
 While this reflexivity can be linked to a psychotherapeutic turn in historical research, critically mapped by Kerwin Lee Klein (2000), the same juncture which frames, and is framed by, a wider reality presents no less of an interpretative dilemma in Kantian terms.
 As in photography and film, questions of position and scope, namely why themes are realised and how, at the intersection of different forces, a particular context may be closed down or opened up through disciplinary and aesthetic norms all present the problems of reflexivity that may be exposed and built upon or thematically downplayed. Balanced against the weight of apparently sophisticated emotional theory in its institutional and academic niche markets the real extent of inter-subjective complexity is hardly expressed in oral history. Memory-centric research appears to succumb to the problems of abstracted empiricism, reverting to a version of the psychologism critiqued by Mills in The Sociological Imagination (1959).
 

Based at Columbia University, where oral history also had its first foothold, Mills advocated the classic orientation of biography towards the study of history and society. He saw an emphasis on psychological matters within this triangle playing a necessary part in identifying the kinds of problems that ought to orientate study. However, he argued that the inclination towards psychologism, failed to define problems meaningfully within social structures nor properly explained its typically microscopic findings. How this structuralist critique implicates oral history becomes clear if one compares Mills’ emotionally telling investigations of class and the concentration of power in the United States with the business friendly biographies by Allan Nevins which helped establish oral history at Columbia.
 Nevins laced these writings with musings on decisive behaviour traits among the elite while Mills tried to comprehend their emotional life world as structurally symptomatic of declining democracy. Both Nevins – founder of oral history – and Mills – historically minded sociologist – were keenly concerned with the question of democracy and the organisation of labour but their different methods reflect opposed corporatist and autonomist sympathies. 

Nevins’ succeeded in characterising power by cultivating the trend towards psychographic and psychoanalytic biography. Writing about his approach one admiring reviewer said: ‘his men are not mere historical personages in a book – they get up and walk, and think and feel, and you see not only what they were and did, but why they did it, as in like circumstances you would have done yourself, had you been that kind of person’.
 If the critical perception of change is a key to historical consciousness, by analysing behaviour rather than power Nevins’ oral history helped mask change, domesticating the American shift towards corporatism and what came to be known as the military industrial complex.
 
Roger Spalding’s 1999 article Narrative Myth and Oral History: A Critique of Living the Fishing (1999), reveals the costs of an implicit psychologism when turned to the cause of writing history from the bottom up.
 In practice this has often meant studying down, a problematic that lends credence to Spalding’s argument that the emotional self-gratifications of Paul Thompson’s interviews in the project veiled the expansion of debt and the dispersal of risk away from capital in the UK fishing industry of 1980s. The book’s highly nostalgic use of photography is suggestive of its oversights yet unusually for oral history Living the Fishing tried to address the future. Unfortunately Thompson’s inclination for the pseudo-anthropological interpretation of ‘behavioural differences’ effectively substituted a more transparent economic discussion which otherwise could have taken place. It would have raised Living the Fishing out of another episode in a folk genre which began in documentary with John Grierson’s 1922 film Drifters. In the words of Ian Aitken, Greirson ‘elevate[d] the communal world of traditional labour over the commodified world of the market.’ Life was again made to imitate art when Thompson, working with a third way logic, was concerned to identify a balance of individualism and solidarity.
 Thus disabled, solidarity was not treated as a mobile strategic interest awaiting collective identification (and calling for reflexivity on Thompson’s part) but rather a manageable psychological condition to be retrieved and promulgated. Like Roger Spalding, some will recognise a lineage of corporatist ideology here. If followed it connects this work by Paul Thompson to Allan Nevins’ ideas but at the level of methodology, it is Mills’ critique of psychologism that seems to best explain a pseudo–anthropological approach that gives way to the realisation of genre in Living the Fishing.

Research as the authentication of genre is seen, if at all, retrospectively and with excessive tact in oral history. The Works Progress Administration (WPA) interviews carried out over 1936-38 were among the influential sources informing, and in many ways defining, the representation of black experience in the United States. Today the WPA project is represented online by the Library of Congress in Washington DC. On a web page headed boldly with the question, ‘Should the Slave Narratives be Used?’ the reader is warned of the basic research problems associated with their production. However, it is suggested that their cultural value is assured, if, one is aware of the ‘impossibility of fully reconstituting the experience of the enslaved.’
 That sounds like a decorous way of stating the obvious but sadly you do need to have specialist knowledge to decode this oblique statement. The WPA project and many similar endeavours belong to a cultural tradition in the United States whereby black experience has been reduced and externalised, precisely through the desire to reconstitute the authentic experience of southern slavery. 

The WPA narratives are an aspect of the protracted search in the U.S. for ‘authentic negro’ voices which began in the post civil war settlement and worked to remove the African American experience from the ideological disruptions of a nationwide labour history. Indeed Labour History could be a more historically accountable category than American Memory in which to house these documents. Or without postmodernist intent, American Performance might also do. Nina Silber has charted the particular movement in performance and literature that worked to bind African American experience to Southern plantation slavery removing blackness from the conditions of Northern labour, and in doing so allow a romantic reunification of white American nationalism.
 The original WPA project and its off-shoots would perhaps be best contextualised within a bitter history that began with the exclusion of former slaves from the National Labour Union following the Civil War.
 However, the recourse to impenetrable language is a symptom of the way archives have segregated knowledge and materials in the most unproblematic way for institutions
. Yet this also offers a critical key to the popular diffusion of oral history and the temporal politics of memory which I turn to in the following sections.    

3. Responding to modernity

In the 1966 article Oral History: How and Why It Was Born, Allan Nevins reflected on the necessity of interviewing in an era when telephones and air travel had worn down the habits of letter writing
. Under these circumstances, Nevins thought ‘the graphic letter that the student of social progress would prize is cut short – a telegram will do.’ Reiterating arguments he made in 1950 Nevins goes on to say; ‘no doubt great letter writers still exist but their numbers are fewer and the spirit of the times is hostile to them’. To a considerable extent this explanation of oral history was built on the idea that traditional primary sources were under erosion and without interviews people’s experiences would be uncharted and much valuable information lost. Four decades later Andreas Huyssen (1995) argued that postmodern culture, and the information revolution in particular, brought about a crisis in the structure of temporality conducive to an obsessive and reactionary emphasis on memory and history.
 Celia Lury (1998) investigating the technologies of visualisation argues that a good portion of humanity has moved from a synthetic culture to a prosthetic one, deflating truth values in the process, and involving personality in new pathologies such as false memory syndrome, tied, she proposes, to deeper crises of collective identity.
 I return to this question later.

Nevins’ version of modern life was not necessarily less troubled than either of the critiques coming from Huyssen or Lury, but the response he advocated, depending on face to face recall, offers the impression of continuity rather than disturbance and substitution. If recording interviews was supposed to make up for a loss in written sources, somewhat ironically, producing oral history on the web is now suggested as something of a fix for a loss of authenticity in the transcription of the spoken word into the written. It is thought that the return to sound will un-cook and recover the rawness of oral sources.
 Michael Frisch, at the forefront of this idea, has moved rather dramatically towards web utopianism in identifying what are essentially market based technical solutions to the problems of ‘documentary’ representation, and in this respect he is no more interested in the complex and ambiguous politics of the web than Nevins was in the significance of air travel in facilitating and cementing private connections among the mobile global elite. If Frisch’s emphasis is suggestive of oral history’s naturalism, and its disinterest in historic shifts in human relations, the 1976 U.S. Supreme Court judgement in Buckley v Valeo puts the voice into a greater perspective in defending the most powerful instrument capable of determining the scope and content of the spoken word when it found that ‘money is speech’. 

The 1976 judgement according the natural rights of freedom of speech to corporations did away with basic equalities in political communication which had been an important gain in the inter-wear period for militant organisations like the Industrial Workers of the World. Money as speech might perfectly exemplify Portelli’s argument that ‘democracy, orality and writing are all mobile signifiers’. However, this judgement reveals the a weakness in his analysis of ‘horizontal differences’ through which orality enjoys an afterlife as spectre. Some important things go askew when cultural interpretation searches for a meaningful dialectic existing between voice and text. For example Bono Vox, the celebrity emissary of neoliberalism who claims to speak for ‘the voiceless’ becomes symptomatic of bricolage, montage, and the dialectics of surrender and resistance within the system. All this sounds more enticing to me than Bono’s drastically misleading corporatist jamborees or his own philosophy which owes a great deal to the authoritarian vorticism of the

1920s.
 But the real trouble is that when history repeats itself as farce it has something to do with resistance becoming an interpretative problem.
 

If democracy in the public sphere is neglected in oral history, it reflects the way theory has directed us towards the private sphere of consciousness. Nevertheless, oral historians often emphasise the discipline’s pluralism.  Alistair Thompson’s (2006) survey goes further in cataloguing a series of paradigm shifts in its development. I will instead focus in on conservative continuity in the midst of theoretical proliferation.
 Because memory has become the favourite discourse in which oral historians interpret social subjectivity, rather than a more open-ended approach to ideology and everyday hegemony, I want to consider what the anthropologist, Michael Herzfeld calls ‘structural nostalgia’.
 Although it is perfectly relevant, we are not thinking here about the heritage industry. For Herzfeld nostalgia has a more elongated association with the hegemony of the official state and through his fieldwork he describes how it may reside in the operations of the law and also deviance from the law. It is a sub-politically negotiated representation that invokes ‘a time before time’ when ‘social relations had not yet suffered the decay that affects everything human’. 

Structural nostalgia is the mode of ‘explaining away the sorry state of today’s world’ by presupposing a lost social balance in which people knew their place and government intervention was not required’. While Herzfeld’s analysis emerges from anthropological fieldwork I want to go on to envisage a dialectic which presupposes the significance of historically known forms of solidarity in similarly nostalgic terms. Based on fictive capital, the phenomenally speculative financial networks driving international divisions of labour have forged the flexible development of modernity (too casually ascribed to post-modernity). These processes act continually on the objects of research, outstripping the significance of location, re-articulating identity in consumerism, in virtual space and through human migrations that create new urban geographies in their wake. All this is clearly marked by a crisis in trade unionism. Moreover with economic sovereignty gerrymandered, nostalgia is increasingly an instrument of market driven policy. 

Arguably the ensuing questions concerning temporality, representation and solidarity are neglected by memory-centric projects. Articulating a problematic ambition, Luisa Passerini, a pioneering Italian researcher from the 1968 generation proposed that oral history’s attention to social subjectivity ‘shall also return the object to what it really is and wants to be.’
 The valediction belongs to a generational critique of dehumanising objectification in social science. But if Passerini’s hope is to be understood as strategic essentialism and not itself another kind of pigeonholing, it still assumes that a complex and mobile political reality allows us to know ourselves and others in somewhat existential terms. Such psycho-analytical rescues (often aimed at ‘the voiceless’) appear to me as too compatible with the objectification of politics and risk curtailing the discourse of democracy in the same way that they may be seen as a naïve approach to the unconscious.
 In seeking an emotional authentication of identity and collective experience memory-centric research resists the sort of exploration of public discourse presented by Celia Lury. Ideology mutates, power wears many faces, and increasingly the logic of capital demands our flexibility.
 Although this situation is met by experiments in non-linear trade union activism aiming to overcome the conflicts of self-realisation in capitalism to merge on a democratically constituted public agenda, there is little sign of an analogous methodology in research culture.
 Arguably, if one is to come about with the help of oral history the idea of sharing interpretative authority in oral history should properly address the subjective conditions of intellectual labour, and the structural manufacturing of consent. 
 

4. A temporal politics of memory

Addressing the issues I have raised calls for the more wholistic discussion I turn to now. Although scholarly interest in memory is multi-disciplinary and could be taken as an interface between social science and history offering a reflexive opening to ideology and the everyday, Kerwin Lee Klein’s On the Emergence of Memory in Historical Discourse (2000), argues that the rise of memory has helped insulate academic discourse from its political environment. Klein sees memory discourse as a ‘reaction formation’ assimilating ‘a few empty slogans’ and obscuring ideology. Secular and pious concerns overlap opening out to a ‘semi-religious’ and ‘therapeutic’ discourse that substitutes history more frequently than it complements historiography.   

Within the dissonant poetics of Minima Moralia (1951) Theodor Adorno asked, ‘is not memory inseparable from love which seeks to preserve what must yet pass away?’
 In this light Klein’s observation that in memory discourse ‘we do not hear much about Oedipus or the primal scene’ seems acute.  In taking up Klein’s Oedipal question directly, and through an engagement with the psychoanalytical theory of Jean Leplanche, Constantina Papoulias (2003) argues that the redemptive aspects in the discussion of social memory abstract questions of agency pushing solidarity into a realm of projection where, all too easily, it becomes the object of spectacular consumption.
 In her article, ‘The agora to the junkyard: social memory and psychic materialities’ (2006), Papoulias shows how this objectification subsumes living  solidarity by allowing us to project feelings of solidarity on the basis of the victimhood of the other.  I return to this problem in more practical detail in my conclusion but first I want to situate such critiques on a common terrain of neo-liberalism and competitive nationalism.  

Slavoj Žižek argues in Mapping Ideology (1994), ‘One should always bear in mind that the subject of psychoanalysis is not some primordial subject of drives, but as Lacan points out again and again – the modern Cartesian subject of science’.
 One of the most pressing issues arising from this discussion (adding to Mill’s critique of psychologism), is the way a symbolic politics becomes ‘integrated and domesticated’ within a corporatist epistemological regime, where what constitutes politics is objectified in thematic content, and not as a question of reflexive conceptual organisation in which themes might be formed and investigated in a cross-cutting manner.   

At a time when governments are unwilling to envisage the public sector as a means for the co-determination of the economy, and ‘the public’ mops up unwanted capitalist risk, the state’s ‘imagined community’ appears to have a growing investment in a variety of politically romantic, tragic and even critical memories. While the contemporary academic discourse on memory keeps a distance between itself and the spread of ‘memory talk’, both scholarly and popular discussions share the difficulty of encompassing the future as a way of ‘reading the world’ to borrow Paulo Freire’s sense of dialogical problem posing. In their segregation from any realistic future, memory founded narratives are sponsored, produced and processed by a dizzying array of agencies and institutions. The range includes everything from academic research and public archive projects, museums, community groups, care agencies, local history societies, political groupings, multi-national corporations, armed forces and perhaps most recently, department stores. 

If history can be packaged, it appears significantly in the way that memory is categorised in the sort of ever decreasing circles critiqued by Mills while at the same time being segregated from a neo-utopian future conceived through an increasingly wide ranging set of targets like the UN Millennium goals. Some of these targets would be quite revolutionary in ambition if they did not have precisely the same rhetorical value as the announcement of successfully completed five year plans in the Soviet era. Indeed George Lukács’ family discussion of Futurology together with Jutta Matzner in 1969 is pertinent. As Matzner remarked then, the important issue remains ‘whether the horizon of the research of the future includes only those experiences which can be evaluated for the sake of stabilising the existing system’ (…) refusing to question ‘the structures of society which obstruct a democratic future’.
 

The dismal aspects of today’s futurology cannot be reduced, as it often is, to United States exceptionalism when the bureaucratic state more generally responds to disturbances in the average rate of profit with equally impetuous fixes. According to the House of Commons Science and Technology committee’s 2007 report, ‘policymakers should keep an open mind’ on developments such as space tourism until recently thought to be ‘a mild form of lunacy.’
 One should of course ask what this says about the sanity of current policy. If examples are needed of contradictory futuristic agendas and the diminishment of accountable policy under neoliberalism, then a commercially revised notion of the common good with significant military overlaps now offers ‘space faring nations’ a range of contradictory conclusions to social, economic and environmental problems. The rhetorical mandate given for all this by the parliamentary committee comes from a poll among viewers of the BBC TV program Tomorrows Word. 

So far oral history’s contribution to so called ‘policy enrichment’ is marginal, but the collapse of social democratic consensus within the political class, only sketched out here polemically, is of course met by numerous democratic deficits which must have implications for the norms of oral research born out of Fordist idealism. Sharing interpretative authority and the ethics of research are important but on their own can never add up to a cooperative politics of historical representation. Having passed through the Cold War nuclear era of mutually assured destruction, our temporal metanarrative is now less about the future (as whole) than about survival (in part). Far from interrogating this aspect of consensus manufacturing, the fragmentary and often parochial catalogue of oral history and memory-centric research (often created, with no sense of irony, for posterity) almost appears calibrated by unrealism of the future. Despite its key role in public discourse the future is hardly mentioned in oral research.  

Not surprisingly then, nostalgia looms so large in the context of memory studies that life altering persecution comes in the shape of an antidote, but ‘trauma theory’ also reflects the tendency towards psychological objectification and the expanding taxonomy of ideal types in academic writing on memory. Different ideas of shared memory such as collective memory, cultural memory, or social memory hinge on the always problematic perception of a collective unconscious and because these psychological arenas cannot in any way be regarded as neurobiological functions it should always be emphasised that these epistemological categories are synthetic. Beyond the activities of archives, museums, commemorative events and other concrete memorialising processes, any sense of shared human memory deployed by researchers is entirely contingent on an ideal typical logic. Drawing on West African ethnography Elizabeth Tonkin argues that ‘memory makes us and we make memory.’ There would be nothing wrong with this statement if it was not part of a larger argument that seems to marginalise so many other causal factors including the significant facts that we create substitutes for memory and we also pursue abstract reason. Indeed, deploying memory to pose ‘oracy versus literacy’, as Tonkin does, can look rather like the academic equivalent of divide and rule.  
If memory as the naturalisation of representation has gone relatively unquestioned it reflects the wide open embrace of memory discourse. Rather like a mantra in cultural studies which stated ‘not everything is culture but everything is expressed through and by culture’ it might now be said that not everything is remembered but everything is expressed through and by memory.
 Strange to anyone who sees in ideology a continuum, or ‘the power of past thought to reawaken itself in the present’, is the way memory has become a largely unacknowledged cipher for ideology, albeit held at arms length. In keeping with a reduced sphere of discussion, and taking the place of any grand narrative suggested by the motto that ‘the future has ancient roots’, the category of pre-memory has been acquired in the context of an avowedly Jewish concentration on memory.
 Interestingly, from another angle, neuroscientists unconcerned by the possible teleological offences preoccupying historians, suggest that our capacities for recalling the past and imagining the future are an interdependent function of the hippocampus. But such investigations have little impact on the conservatism of academic history or on memory discourse only adding to an atomised taxonomy which underpins the mandatory boast that ‘the methodological and theoretical literature in oral history has become increasingly sophisticated and complex’.
 The question that needs to be put is whose interests are served by this sophistication based on ideal typical theories of memory?   
My argument here (which unfortunately cannot be less complicated than the theoretical knots I want to untie) is that the proliferation of ideal types of memory works to obscure a representational praxis based in real or active reciprocity. In his study of American literature Portelli says that the search for reciprocity between voice and text is impossible and unending, all that is left is difference.
 In another context, this might signal the limits of aesthetic theory and literary approaches in history. In anthropology Johannes Fabian goes further and concludes that ‘there is a point at which sign theories of culture must be questioned epistemologically. What sort of theory of knowledge to they presuppose (…)?’ This is an important question to ask when critical values in knowledge and communication are eroded, not least through the commoditization of education and research. Communication and representation are far from reciprocal and, like solidarity, they require less synthetic relationships which, as Fabian argued in the early 1980s, should be founded on the same temporal and discursive ground.
 

Memory discourse has been a significant detour away from such a common ground, not because of its focus on the past per se, but rather because its ideal types depend on imagined reciprocities bound up with the sense of the past as the site of other people’s collective or shared experiences. One should not confuse the production of this sense of reciprocity with the construction of nostalgia itself although the two are connected and this can be seen in the idealised conceptions of primitive communality and primitive promiscuity in the work of Engels and Marx.
 Jean-Paul Sartre attempted to untangle such relationships in his Critique of Dialectical Reason (1960)
 and I think it is worth drawing in here. Since our thought processes are not like a database, any organic sounding notion of shared or collective memory hangs on to an imagined reciprocity, possibly at the expense of what Sartre called their modification by scarcity. While the role of scarcity has never been fundamentally altered, what synthetic reciprocities, do share (discursively) is an anterior logic construed to be in opposition to the system’s divisive logic. Yet, in their abstraction synthetic reciprocities do not necessitate a sense of contingency or interconnected purpose, in discourse or in active solidarity. And in this sense memory may be seen as a site for the unconscious deferral of concrete politics and the actual problems of solidarity. 

The obvious question is what does this theoretical critique mean in practice? In the context of the marketisation of higher education and research culture a functioning solidarity might involve coupling the ideological and financial assault in the so called knowledge economy with other newly identified enterprise zones and economies of ‘development.’  Is it not possible to integrate the impoverishment of research in the public interest, and disinterested scholarship, with constraints on democracy in other areas of life? Without purposively overlapping different experiences and interests it is difficult to see how a concern for class self-representation becomes more than an ‘anthropological’ interest where the shifting structural antagonisms of class are always somewhere else. In the North Sea oil industry a labour activist described the workforce there as ‘the poor bloody infantry’ a sardonic remark not unrelated to the way the traditional working class functions for sympathetic researchers. But as another oil worker turned academic told me, he preferred the employment conditions in the North Sea industry. Indeed, a desire to articulate the consciousness or experience of the other does not bring about anti-hegemonic empowerment and often it merely functions as a liberal form of objectification and one of the inevitable omissions of a project like ‘Lives in the Oil Industry’ is the influence of powerful corporations on public research culture.

Reciprocal solidarity depends on fighting ones own corner and also on desegregating such a space, conceptually and actively, through ‘the interpenetration of means and ends’.
 Without greater reflexivity in this sense, politics fails to emerge as something to be found everywhere and a methodological question which transcends content involving an increasingly nuanced praxis just as it always has – albeit in a seemingly effortless manner – for the ruling classes. Consider the closure of a successful humanities department to be replaced by a ‘Media Factory’, a move that reflects the apparent outmoding of an ‘old humanities’ not compatible with the cultural industries.
 In such competitive excesses, incompatible with any meaningful sense of academic freedom or disinterest, the knowledge economy reveals an ideological problematic that should prompt ambitiously conceived responses from researchers seeking to work in the public interest. In this sense one would expect the manufacturing of consent to be interrogated in the broadest possible terms.

5. Conclusion    

One may well want to ask how far the naturalisation of ideology played out by memory discourse is absolutely central to what Wole Soyinka regarded sceptically as ‘an end of millennium fever of atonement’ seen in a variety of truth and reconciliation processes. The juridical paradigm provides an ideal arena for the performance of supposedly public memory by concentrating testimony on a unitary experience. As one witness to Nigeria’s Oputa panel remarked; ‘Big flies somehow pass through this net.’
 Commonly enough ‘truth and reconciliation’ is followed up with increased state violence and a speeding up in the pace of dispossession and privatisation.
 It would appear that in moments of hegemonic crisis the outpouring of oral testimony is a requirement for legitimating shallow democracy and for getting back to business as usual. 

The arrival of this ‘bandwagon’ did not prevent the Nobel laureate joining in with an identity politics of memory against a Marxian conception of history, portrayed by Soyinka as too culturally impersonal and at one with History as a series of arrogantly and reductively ‘abstractionist games.’ Although not unwarranted, his attack in Burden of memory and the muse of forgiveness (1999) then ignores grass roots internationalist linkages between class politics, anti-imperialist and postcolonial struggles. This leftist baggage would have clouded a clear division Soyinka wanted to draw between the cultural perpetrators and the cultural victims of slavery – a distinction needed to make sense of his efforts to horse trade usurious African debts for the arrested development and ‘psychological mutilation’ of the slave trade. Glossing over the history of intra-African antagonisms and an understanding of class within them, his bargaining with ‘collective memory’ only worried a few onlookers although it failed to impress officials from the World Bank. Nevertheless, it is worth thinking for a moment about what memory was supposed to annul and to what potential effect. 

Had the psychological damages to African ‘collective memory’ been taken from Soyinka’s hands, it could only have been in exchange for a pseudo-political process protecting the institutional hegemony and linkages of finance capital. In the event it was the prematurely celebrated outcomes of Make Poverty History that proved to be the truly spectacular distraction. ‘Spinning in’ the implementation of Washington consensus policy, the political dynamic driving the campaign, which could have been designed by the IMF itself, was also ‘spinning out’ from the WTO breakdown in Cancun and increasingly credible calls for major reforms or abolition of the Bretton Woods institutions. The campaign leadership offered the added bonus of not mentioning the war in Iraq although there were strong reasons to do so. None of this dignifies Soyinka’s alternative campaign to barter a mass unconscious and it is difficult not to conclude that such an incredible exchange actually insults the history of slavery. It certainly expresses the same general terms of trade. Given Soyinka’s previous arguments against negritude his shift to neo-psychologism is surprising.
 But more fatefully, it shows that facing the actually existing abstractions of capital, the representation of memory, in all its naturalism, limits democratic discussion and therefore the scope of participation just as effectively as the most celebrity orientated campaign.

These political games return us to the abolition of history in the name of memory which Lefebvre detected and it suggests to me that oral history requires a critical analysis of genre which is far more politically and structurally reflexive than the ones thought out so far.
 In contrast to the way oral historians have externalised the social construction of genre, the question that emerges from the temporal politics of memory really concerns what genre can reveal about the subservience of oral history to hollow democracy. This subservience is certainly not the only way that isegoria, the classical Athenian value of equality in knowledge and communication between citizens is overcome but of all the substitutions of modern democracy it may be one of the most intellectually and emotionally seductive. If this is the case it is because the project of pluralising the historical record is an easy substitute for historical thought about the rapidly changing conditions of the everyday. If deep subjectivities are to be explored then this really does need to be a more genuinely two-way process and one carried out in research contexts where ideological boundaries are not imposed between past, present and future. Indeed, now that socialism for the rich and capitalism for the poor has been officially sanctioned in response to financial crisis, surely it is time for oral historians and others to compare the past and present as a means of examining the way consent for ‘the future’ is being manufactured. 

Here, in conclusion, it may be useful to return to the relationship of images and oral history. In Narrating our Pasts (1992), Elizabeth Tonkin led the way in examining the social construction of genre from an institutionally neutral position, as if the formation of academic knowledge is basically benign or disinterested. Looking at Tonkin’s approach to photographs we find, as with Paul Thompson’s work, that images are used to naturalise the past tense in and of oral history. One of the many costs of embedding ‘pastness’ in this way is that our relationship to a contemporary online and  mass-mediated culture, one that extends far beyond its physical infrastructures, appears to be tangential to the real work of oral history. Without neglecting the uses of orality or the significance of face to face culture, how might photographs be used to reverse such an exclusive impulse?      
The cover of The Economist magazine (March 15th 2008) shows a Chinese led expedition, mounted on camels, carrying the Chinese national flag through a Middle-Eastern desert. The cover headline reads the ‘New Colonialists – A 14-Page Special Report on China’s Thirst for Resources’. The cover photograph is an almost seamlessly spliced digital montage. As is increasingly the case this manipulation was unacknowledged in the publication and few people will realise that the photograph was fabricated.  Whose sovereignty and power is expressed by such an image? That of the Peoples Republic of China now adapted to global markets; a vacuum of sovereignty in the Middle East; or perhaps the self-governance of the magazine publishers catering for a niche market? How do different people relate to, or even recognise, the photographic construction at the heart of any of these perspectives, or in other words how is ‘visual literacy’ now judged and socially stratified? I ask these questions only to suggest in fairly straightforward terms how contemporary images might prompt discussions which open up the processes of subjective positioning in relation to the discursive construction of ‘reality’. 

The deceptive manipulation of photographs or the more explicit construction of photographic images is as old as photography itself. The reason these tendencies are so often overlooked in oral history may be connected to the collapse of memory as a methodology and a research object – a merger which adds more support to the naturalism of telling stories without encountering the unevenly scaled politics of telling them. In essence this imbalance is what prompted mothers of the disappeared in Argentina to call a halt to the telling of life stories. As the representation of politics overcame the politics of representation they saw a fully-fledged geo-political crime turned into something more like a national soap opera. Another way to understand their rebuttal of what many people would regard as genuine concern with  personal experiences under a dictatorship, is to see it also as a rejection of the non-reciprocal or synthetic solidarity that I have wanted to highlight. As I have pointed out in the previous section this synthetic solidarity is related to an imaginary reciprocity which underpins so many notions of public or shared memory. When it comes to finding images and working with images, oral historians, undoubtedly start out with such memory themes at the forefront of their agenda. Therefore, in order to make sense of their efforts, they assume social and technical degrees of reciprocity between visual signification and their object of inquiry. In hurrying to map out, or construct, what might otherwise appear as more archly ideological notions of shared, collective or public memory, it is likely that their approach to visual culture ends up as a naturalistic projection onto the object of research (based on what is judged to be appropriate visual materials) that in turn sustain and inform these notions of memory. 

Obviously, the world is not based on a reciprocal socio-economic system. It is based on the non-equivalence of capitalist exchange and the non-reciprocal structuring of communication, representation and power. As I have tried to show images could be employed more thoughtfully here as an ‘interpenetration of means and ends’ whilst avoiding the conflation of methods and objectives. For this reason I argue that a broader investigative taxonomy is needed if oral history as a discipline is not to become even more expressive and symptomatic of the system’s nihilistic fragmentation of the whole which it forces upon the world. With this paradox in the forefront of my mind I see a misplaced ethics of reciprocity as a fraction of mass mediated society’s ‘obsess[ion] with dialogue, communication, participation, integration and coherence, all things it lacks, all the things it misses’.
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� Terry Eagleton brings out the multiform consequences of the separation of facts and values which externalise ideology, traducing it to a field of interpretation around mutable truth values at the expense of an unending reflexive praxis. See ‘Ideology and its Vicissitudes in Western Marxism’ in Mapping Ideology, Slavoj Žižek ed. (1994) Verso, London. 


 


�What would have simply been described as a united front strategy has an increasingly democratic participatory emphasis in different countries. See for example Asbjorn Wahl’s two articles on ‘The Norwegian Method’ detailing a recent shift to the left in Norwegian governance and the reversal of privatisation. See Solidarity, The Trade Union Magazine, Issues 20 & 21 Swindon, England. (2007)





�Adopted and radicalised bu Noam Chomsky the term ‘the manufacturing of consent’ was originally coined by Walter Lippman who was an influence on both Allan Nevins and John Greirson.     





� From  Minima Moralia, op.cit. Adorno proposes a reflexive approach to fantasy as a way to restore the judgement which properly establishes the relationship of different objects, (p122).  Relevant to the psychologism in oral history, Adorno also points out that the psychoanalytically conservative pathway to the unconscious depends on a division of labour when it comes to reflexivity. Patients are encouraged to forgo that responsibility. (p68) 





� See ‘From the agora to the junkyard: social memory and psychic materialities’, Constantina Papoulias, in Memory Cultures Memory Subjectivity and Recognition, Radstone, S & Hodgkin, K (eds)


Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick, New Jersey. (2006)  





� Žižek goes on to say; ‘There is a crucial  difference between le Bon and Freud’s ‘crowd’: for Freud ‘crowd’ is not a primordial archaic entity, the starting point of evolution, but an ‘artificial’ pathological formation whose genesis is to be displayed – the ‘archaic’ character of the ‘crowd’ is precisely the illusion to be dispelled via theoretical analysis. See Mapping Ideology op.cit. p29. Mass-mediated society may be taken as the crowd in le Bon’s sense, and arguably dispelling this in praxis cannot be done if memory is treated separately. Indeed radical investigative insights seem to emerge most in oral history from the point of memory’s mass-mediation or in what has been called ‘post-memory.’    


       


� See ‘Lukacs on Futurology’, The new Hungarian quarterly, In memoriam Gyorgy Lukács 1885-1971, Kultura, Budapest. (1972) p105





� See, House of Commons, Science and Technology Committee, Seventh Report, published 4th July 2007, section 31 ‘Horizon Scanning’, also available online, http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200607/cmselect/cmsctech/66/6604.htm#a4





� This expansive rationale for cultural studies was restated by Lawrence Grossberg in ‘What’s going on? An interview on the Status Quo of Cultural Studies’ by Handel Kashope Wright, Cultural Values Vol 5 No2, Blackwell, London (2001). There is the recognition here that diversity and difference were de-politicising functions of post-modernity although the implications for praxis remained vague.         





� Probing the Boundaries of Social Memory: From Post-Memory to Pre-Memory by�Guy Beiner, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev. Paper presented in the Memory, History and Society Seminar Series. University of Aberdeen, May, 2005.


� From Columbia University Oral History Research Office homepage accessed September 2007. 





� Alessandro Portelli The Text and the Voice op.cit. pXXI





� Johannes Fabian, op.cit. Pp151 – 165





� See Marxism and Anthropology by Maurice Bloch, (1985) Oxford University Press.  p71





� Critique of Dialectical Reason, Volume 1, Theory of Practical Ensembles by Jean-Paul Sartre, translated by Alan Sheridan Smith, Verso, London. (2004)  


 


� Paul Blackledge’s examination of Alisdair MacIntyre’s critique of Stalinism and the New Left, shows the basis for MacIntyre’s argument that ‘both the autonomy of ethics and utilitarianism are aspects of the consciousness of capitalism; both are forms of alienation rather than moral guides.’ See ‘Morality and Revolution: Ethical debates in the British New Left’, Critique Vol.35 No2. August (2007). Following on from Blackledge’s account it is possible to see the conclusion of this autonomy    in the inflation of ‘solidarity’ without means.        





� The idea of a media factory was announced to staff at the University of Central Lancashire in 2008.














� Williams Wodi from the University of Port Harcourt alludes here to geopolitical connections  between Nigeria and the West and the limited scope of a truth and reconciliation process that was already legally weak. ‘Days of Atonement’ by Greg Campbell, Third World Traveller, http://64.233.183.104/search?q=cache:6c2ya41OdPIJ:www.thirdworldtraveler.com/Africa/Days_Atonement_Nigeria.html, accessed January 2007. 





� The Politics of Memory, Transitional Justice in Democratizing Societies, edited by Alexandra Barahona de Brito et al, Oxford University Press (2001) gives an overview of  reconciliation processes internationally and their relationship to partial truth, and the spectacular logic of justice and democratisation. Characteristically this book favours the discussion of liberal rights over political economy. However, as the cases of South Africa and Nigeria would show ‘truth and reconciliation’ processes tend to precede greater levels of dispossession and privatisation as well as redrawing the justification for  violent repression.  





� The burden of memory, the muse of forgiveness, Wole Soyinka, Oxford University Press (1999). An interesting aspect of this book for is the way that Soyinka, who famously battled against Negritude ideology, re-articulates his position through terms of the collective memory of slavery, which he says can be understood as modern condition too. Yet he is reluctant to describe the political economy of such a condition.  





� Elizabeth Tonkin’s work on the social construction of genre in Narrating Our Pasts (1992) op.cit. typifies the approach to orality that I have critiqued. Despite her deep consideration genre she also externalises the past as matter of other people’s ‘self-construction’, people who, it is suggested, are made by memory. pp130-134. My argument has been that, even were these un-reflexive approaches to the terrain of ideology are thought to be acceptable, the politics of memory discourse appears fantastically microscopic. It is in fact at one with an identity politics supported by classical anthropological taxonomy.   


� Henri Lefebvre, Everyday Life and the Modern World , op.cit.
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