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Abstract
This developmental paper considers the methodological challenges of interpreting English-language accounts of the Spanish Civil War, as found in the letters and diaries of International Brigade members, and fictional and biographical titles by well-known authors. Though the lens of standpoint epistemology, it considers questions relating to the limitations and affordances of ‘outside’ voices and ‘external’ interpretations of this important event in modern European history.
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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk166577608]The Spanish Civil War remains a key event in modern European history, with the question of whether the course of the Second World War could have been substantively different had Britain and other Western powers abandoned appeasement with Hitler and Mussolini and done more to scotch the Fascist threat in Europe in its formative years (Preston, 2016) being just one of the debates which adds to its continuing significance. In economic terms, the Civil War brought Spain to its knees, with a 36% real decline in GDP between 1935 and 1938 and the country’s exclusion for political reasons from the 1948 Marshall Plan, the US aid programme that helped to rebuild non-communist economies in post-war Europe (Chislett, 2018). The Franco regime, which resulted from the war, further retarded economic progress until its end in 1975, and it was only with the passing of a democratic constitution in 1978 that a rich period of economic and social development was embarked upon. The subsequent creation of vibrant national and international businesses, the development of the world’s second-largest tourism industry (in terms of visitors), and the return of Spain to the international political arena (Chislett, 2018), after the ravages of both war and dictatorship have particular resonance with the conference theme of achieving transformation for greater good, and with the struggles of other European countries currently at war. At the same time, the ‘pact of forgetting’ (Tremlett, 2006: xvii) much that relates to the Civil War by the Spanish people, plus the passage of time, means that accessing culturally embedded voices and perspectives on the causes, progress and outcomes of the Civil War is increasingly challenging. Yet the major ideological forces that underpinned the conflict (Preston, 2016) are once again becoming salient in the face of a dramatically polarizing political landscape across the world. And the legacy of Franco’s regime on a largely rural country that had historically lagged behind the other economies of Europe, is still being felt in Spain today (Preston, 2016).
The imperatives for understanding more about the Spanish Civil War, combined with the difficulties of actually doing so, suggest the value of exploring potentially tangential or culturally external sources of data. In particular, the application of a less traditional social rather than business history lens can be expected to surface new insights, including into the historiography of the Spanish Civil War, and the enhancement of our understanding of which voices have predominated and which have been suppressed in culturally embedded accounts of the conflict. Given the deep ideological roots of the conflict, and their determination of the economic model which prevailed for 50 years after its surcease, the application of a social history leans might also be a useful means of bridging the divide between social history and business history in a way that underscores the multifaceted impact of the war on Spain's economic landscape. Taking this approach, the main focus of the research contemplated by this study is English-language primary sources from International Brigade members, including both letters and diaries. These might be standalone resources held in archives (e.g. The International Brigade Memorial Trust) or material referred to within existing texts that offer an historical account of the Spanish Civil War. George Orwell’s (1938) autobiographical account of his experience as a volunteer for the Republicans, Homage to Catalonia and Fred Thomas’s (1996) To tilt at windmills: A memoir of the Spanish Civil War, and other full-length personal accounts of the war, could also offer rich material. Where appropriate, these sources might be supplemented by works of fiction, such as Earnest Hemingway’s (1940) For whom the bell tolls. These primary sources, will be used to explore the following questions: 
· Who were they, where did they come from, and why did they want to fight with the International Brigades?
· What do their reasons for fighting tell us about the causes and ideologies behind the Spanish Civil War?
· What do their experiences tell us about the progress of the war and its eventual outcome?
Whilst these largely contemporaneous sources cannot tell us directly about the lasting economic legacy of the Civil War, that can serve to set the stage for a more nuanced understanding of the barriers and enablers to Spanish economic, political and social development over the ensuing 50 years and beyond. As such, letters and diaries written by members of the International Brigades, as well as fiction and non-fiction written in English by authors who felt drawn to the Spanish cause, offer the potential for additional insights and personal histories, at the same time as raising the methodological question of who is entitled to interpret Spanish history (Toole, 2021).
A view from nowhere?
In an organizational context, Maclean et al. (2016: 609) define historical studies as ‘research that draws extensively on historical data, methods, and knowledge, embedding [the subject matter] in their sociohistorical context to generate historically informed theoretical narratives.’ This definition is agnostic as to both the type of data and the social identity (Pohlhaus, 2002) of the historian seeking to interpret them. All primary sources in some way ‘bear direct witness to the events, people, processes, and so on, of that moment’ (Jordanova, 2019: 131) in history to which they pertain. On this basis, all ‘versions’ (Cuff, 1993) of events contained within them have interest and validity for the historian. Similarly, if all history-writing involves interpretation – and assuming all historians do their best to ensure their interpretations are robust and well evidenced – then the liminal observer may have as valuable a perspective as the deeply embedded participant. Indeed, the diversity of sources can often be expected to generate more powerful insights than reliance on a single source, and can reduce the tendency towards reductionism in the proposal of interpretations and explanations (Jordanova, 2019). This said, Marwick (1981: 139), suggests a ‘hierarchy’ of sources, which places family and personal sources (including diaries and letters) below documents of record, surveys and reports, and chronicles and histories. Whilst diaries and letters stand as contemporaneous records, albeit from a personal (and potentially limited) perspective, it can be argued here that, as retrospective accounts, memoirs and oral histories may be of lesser value in that they may present distorted or creative versions of the past that the subjects wish to project (Bucheli and Wadhwani, 2015). Nonetheless, the hierarchy idea is clearly an over-simplification, with the ranking in the hierarchy surely depending on the purposes for which the sources are being used: a document of record may tell us nothing about an individual’s experience of an event, whilst a family letter may be an unreliable source of information concerning the outcomes of parliamentary proceedings. The hierarchy idea does, however, beg the related question as to whether there could be a ‘hierarchy’ of historians as interpreters of sources. Are different standpoints or perspectives more valid or valuable, or is this also dependent upon the research questions to be addressed? And does the same issue arise in terms of understanding a source from the cultural context of its origin as arises from the need to understand it in its contemporary milieu (Marwick, 1981)? 
A view from somewhere?
These issues lead us to a consideration of ‘standpoint epistemologies’ (Toole, 2021) as a potential lens for considering the status of the insights to be gained from the proposed research. Loosely defined, standpoint epistemology refers the ways in which issues of power are manifested in research perspectives and interpretations, addressed from a critical/emancipatory perspective. Traditionally, the perspectives applied relate to class, colour, gender or disability – all positions within society that have been ignored, suppressed or silenced - but could equally apply to cultural groups. Toole (2021: 339) tells us that: 
the central idea of standpoint epistemology is that knowledge is situated. In other words, what one knows reflects the particular perspective, or in our case, standpoint, of the knower. The task for the standpoint epistemologist is, then, to explain the relationship between one’s standpoint and the knowledge this standpoint makes available. That is, how and why does one’s social identity play an epistemic role, and, what role (if any) it ought to play.’
This is clearly different from the traditional perspective of mainstream epistemology, which understands knowledge-acquisition as an objective, value-neutral process in which only epistemic features relevant to the research paradigm itself are considered as relevant to knowledge. By contrast, standpoint epistemology is inherently social, seeing knowledge acquisition as a subjective and value-laden process that includes a role for ‘non-epistemic’ features of the data and/or researcher. On this reading, it is inevitable that ‘[t]he conceptual framework by which we make sense of ourselves and our world is shaped by the interests and values of the society we inhabit’ (Jaggar, 1983: 358, cited in Pohlhaus, 2002) and that ‘the relationship between self and world is dialectical: human beings transform their environment that in turn transforms them’ (Pohlhaus, 2002: 284).
The idea that knowledge is inherently and always situated, and will thus be different depending upon where the ‘knower’ is positioned in the relevant social order (Pohlhaus, 2002) has implications for how we interpret claims of objectivity. Objectivity is traditionally attributed to knowledge that appears to come from a value neutral and non-situated position: standpoint epistemology, however, requires that not only is all knowledge situated but also that it grows out of particular human interests. The purpose of standpoint research, then is to act as a ‘critical perspective on the social world that takes as its starting point the social location of some particular group. For instance, women, and the experiences of women qua women, form the basis of a feminist standpoint’ (Toole, 2021: 342). It is foundational to standpoint epistemology that it perceives a deficit in the treatment of members of the standpoint in question and hence has an emancipatory purpose. Thus Antony argues (2006: 58, cited in Toole, 2021: 348) that so-called objectivity ‘functions ideologically to safeguard and reinforce the political status quo.’ Kukla (2006: 82–83) echoes this sentiment, writing that objectivity is not a ‘“politically neutral” option in epistemology; rather, it is a piece of ideology, fuelled by a history of specific interests and usually accepted without any argument or critical interrogation’. To use Toole’s (2021: 345) terminology, whilst mainstream epistemology pretends to offer a ‘view from nowhere’, standpoint epistemology acknowledges that all knowledge, in fact, represent a ‘view from somewhere.’ The question is whether, for the historian, the choice of ‘somewhere’ matters, or whether all ‘somewheres’ have equally interesting insights to offer.
[bookmark: _Hlk159501040]Arguably, different standpoints – in the present case, those relating to Spanish natives participating in the Civil War by default versus those attaching to ‘outsiders’ who chose to align themselves with (usually) the Republican cause – are just that: different, but neither better nor worse than each other. The social (or cultural) position of the knower has the potential to make possible some knowledge and limit other knowledge (Pohlhaus, 2002), making it incumbent on the outsider, in particular, to do more than observe and interpret events in a professedly disinterested manner. Rather, it requires them to ‘struggl[e] to understand [their] experience through a critical stance on the social order within which knowledge is produced’ (Pohlhaus, 2002: 285).
This critical stance suggests what Toole (2021: 343) has referred to as ‘double consciousness’ in which the ‘outsider-within’ perspective of marginalized individuals requires them to possess more robust epistemic resources and ways of knowing in order to understand both their own experiences and those of the situation ‘insiders’. In the context of the feminist standpoint from which Toole (2021: 343) is writing, ‘those who occupy marginalized positions must possess greater epistemic resources – those needed for knowing the social world from the dominant perspective and those needed for knowing the world from their own marginalized perspective.’ This said, inclusion in a particular standpoint is not limited to those who naturally occupy this territory. Others may enter and/or align with the standpoint as a result of participating in consciousness-raising activities or study, in principle making the same knowledge accessible to them as is held by those who experience the standpoint directly. For Pohlhaus (2002), this can be part of a positive process in which a new objectivity can be achieved that encompasses the interests of both dominant and non-dominant groups within society: for her, ‘[b]ecause knowledge will always be informed by particular interests and desires, it is only when these interests are made explicit that we can move toward objectivity, a system in which the social production of knowledge incorporates the perspectives and interests of all of society’s members’ (Pohlhaus, 2002: 284). Similarly, Toole (2021: 345) sees standpoint epistemology as proposing a ‘new conception of objectivity on the understanding that all attempts to know are, in fact, socially situated’ that aligns with what Harding (1992) called ‘strong objectivity’. On this view, it is as important to understand how objectivity is achieved as what it actually is. For Harding, a ‘“stronger” objectivity can be achieved when we acknowledge and reflect on the ways in which positionality affects knowledge, rather than denying the influence of such features’ (Toole, 2021: 345).
A view from anywhere?
Whilst the goal of standpoint epistemology was fundamentally political and emancipatory – seeking to ‘empower those epistemic agents and to give legitimacy to those bodies of knowledge excluded by these traditional practices.’ (Toole, 2021: 349) – it clearly offers an interesting lens for considering cultural and ideological standpoints in relation to historical events. In relation to the present research, it allows consideration of the value of ‘outside’ voices to the Spanish Civil War, where the idea of being ‘outside’ refers to those who felt alignment with the ideological concerns of the conflict rather than those who were born within them. Similarly, it represents an opportunity to consider the value of interpretations by ‘external’ scholars (myself included) who do not share the cultural (and linguistic) resources of those who participated in the conflict. As the discussion above shows, liminality (Petersen, 2017) is not necessarily a bad thing: it can illuminate as well as obscure. It does, however, leave me with a number of issues to contemplate as I develop the proposed research. Specifically, I will be asking whether a different language - spoken by most of the members of the International Brigades - necessarily means a different culture and hence a different understanding of the causes, progress and outcomes of the conflict? And having achieved neither the standpoint of a native Spaniard who lived through the Civil War, nor an International Brigade member who chose to participate in the war, in what ways might I be qualified (or not) to weigh up personal versus ideological reasons for their decisions to join? And how will my interpretations compare with those of these other standpoints? Finally, the research will explore the question of liminality, and the extent to which they (and the present author) were entitled to interpret the flow of historical events during this crucial period in modern history. 
Future Development
This research is at an early stage of development, and represents the first sojourn into historical research ‘proper’ by the author. Presented as developmental, the aim of this submission is to engage with more experienced colleagues around the viability, robustness, and potential contribution if the proposed research, and the resonance of the methodological concerns raised with historical scholarship. Whilst the concerns of this paper are methodological - offering a reflective critique on the construction of historical knowledge from marginalized perspectives  - the topic itself clearly has implications for business and management. A more nuanced understanding of the knowledge claims that can be made for standpoint epistemologies can play an important role in evaluating the worth of any insights gained from the main study to these wider implications. 
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