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Foreword

In a time when organizations and society have been changing immensely, the 
understanding of history and its role in shaping contemporary organizational 
studies has become more critical than ever. As scholars, we are called upon to 
question the ways in which history is constructed, narrated, and employed to 
produce knowledge. Recognizing that organizational practices are shaped by 
their past, historical research enables scholars to challenge hegemonic practices 
and normative organizational theory. According to Durepos et al. (2020), the 
growing variety of approaches in writing organizational histories, management 
thought, and researching management in historically conscious ways has led to 
the rise of critical organizational histories characterized by reflexivity, question-
ing of performativity, and a commitment to de-naturalizing hegemonic organi-
zations and historiography. Such scholarship challenges the dominant history 
of management thought by exposing exclusion and marginalization in various 
domains. The incorporation of postcolonial, feminist, and queer scholarship into 
historical approaches highlights the ethnocentricity, gender-neutrality, and fixed 
identity categories in management education, emphasizing the importance of 
reflexivity and inclusion of marginalized voices (see Durepos et al., 2020). ANTi-
History emerged as an important approach to understanding history in our field  
(Durepos & Mills, 2012a).

If  we want to discuss ANTi-History, it is important first to present what I 
understand as actor–network theory (ANT). Based on the work of Bruno Latour 
and John Law, ANT is rooted in the Studies of Science and Technology field, 
presenting an alternative to approaches that focus solely on either humans or 
artefacts in analysing technological development and change. ANT emphasizes 
the importance of heterogeneous networks, arguing that both the social and the 
technical aspects of technology should not be divided into separate entities. This 
approach posits that entities are formed and acquire their attributes due to their 
relationships with others, existing only as continuous relational outcomes of 
ordering processes.

Central to ANT is the understanding that entities exist within networks of 
relationships, making it impossible to separate actors from networks. The primary 
focus of ANT is to investigate how networks are formed and maintained, with an 
emphasis on understanding the strategies that generate and sustain large actors. 
As a process-oriented perspective, ANT aims to analyse how order is achieved 
through the complex interactions of multiple materials, focussing on empirical 
settings and actions without imposing a priori definitions on the actors involved.
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The application of ANT to organizational studies offers valuable insights 
by addressing how organizations are composed of and maintained through the 
networking of heterogeneous elements. This perspective views organizations as 
temporary stable products resulting from minute, contingent processes of order-
ing. ANT contributes to organizational studies by emphasizing reflexivity and 
focussing on how specific organizational aspects are sustained and maintained 
by networks.

ANT is ontologically relativist, acknowledging that the world can be organ-
ized in different ways, and empirically realist, offering no difficulty in producing 
descriptions of organizational processes. This combination renders ANT a rele-
vant and useful approach to organizational studies. By refusing to accept dualisms 
and taking anomalies as its starting point, ANT provides a way of understand-
ing how institutions work without relying solely on human agency or structural 
imperatives as explanatory tools. ANT offers a unique approach to understand-
ing complex systems, developing its own notions and vocabulary in the process. 
By analysing the networking of heterogeneous elements, ANT contributes to the 
broader field of organizational studies by providing a more nuanced and compre-
hensive understanding of the processes, relationships, and interactions that shape 
and sustain organizations.

ANT is focussed on politics. ANT is presented as an approach that transcends 
ontology, enacting versions of reality that encompass the good, the epistemo-
logical, and the ontological, as well as their counterparts. Consequently, accounts 
emerging from ANT are inherently political. Ontological politics, as a concept, 
highlights the mutable nature of realities, which are shaped and contested through 
everyday practices. In this context, realities are intertwined with the political, 
challenging the presupposition of singularity and revealing the potential for alter-
native realities.

The implications of  ontological politics in social science suggest that 
researchers contribute to the enactment of  various realities, raising questions 
about which realities are being prioritized and which are being marginalized. 
Representations are understood as performative acts that generate divisions, 
distributions, and narratives, ultimately rendering some possibilities imaginable 
while leaving others unattainable. Furthermore, Mol (2002) posits that various 
aspects of  life, such as sex differences, age, and cultural identity, are enacted 
alongside disease processes, resulting in complex, intertwined realities. Ontologi-
cal politics, in this sense, challenges the notion of  rational choice, emphasizing 
the importance of  problem framing and the localized nature of  solutions. ANT 
encourages a deeper understanding of  the complex interconnections between 
realities and the role of  researchers in enacting and contesting realities. ANT 
challenges the conventional understanding of  organizations, provides critical 
performativity, and concurrently presents a reflexive approach to management 
and organizational knowledge, particularly by promoting a ‘political ontology’ 
of  organizing (Alcadipani & Hassard, 2010, p. 419).

ANTi-History represents an adaptation of  ANT to examine history within 
the disciplines of  management and organizational studies. This innovative 



Foreword     xiii

approach seeks to incorporate the principles and methodologies of  ANT in the 
analysis of  past events, fostering a more comprehensive and nuanced under-
standing of  the development and dynamics of  organizations and their manage-
ment throughout history.

Within this context, this book emerges as a timely and significant contri-
bution to this intellectual endeavour. ANTi-History, an innovative approach 
conceptualized by Durepos and Mills (2012), challenges the conventional under-
standing of  history as a singular and objective account of  the past. Instead, it 
acknowledges the complex interplay between storytelling, social values, and the 
limitations of  factual truth-telling. This book serves as a comprehensive guide 
to ANTi-History, presenting not only its theoretical foundations but also its 
potential applications and future directions within the realm of  management 
and organizational studies.

ANTi-History emphasizes the imperative of examining prevailing perspectives 
and elevating the voices of disenfranchised groups. As a result, this methodol-
ogy advocates for integrating diverse viewpoints into historical narratives, thus 
enabling a more accurate and comprehensive understanding of past epochs. By 
scrutinizing the biases and assumptions embedded in traditional historiography, 
ANTi-History generates a more refined interpretation of historical events and 
their elucidation. By challenging established historical accounts and methodolo-
gies, this approach nurtures critical thinking skills and motivates individuals to 
reevaluate commonly accepted concepts and beliefs. Moreover, ANTi-History 
highlights the significance of sociocultural and political contexts in shaping his-
torical events and their subsequent analyses, ultimately producing a more intricate 
and profound comprehension of history. By offering a platform for marginalized 
communities to convey their experiences, ANTi-History can facilitate empower-
ment within these groups and foster a more equitable society.

The authors undertake an exploration of ANTi-History, delineating its devel-
opment from its genesis to its present standing as an expanding area of investiga-
tion. The book is organized into five coherent chapters, each addressing a distinct 
facet of ANTi-History. Commencing with an introduction and the evolution of 
the approach, the authors supply a lexicon of essential terms, evaluate influential 
publications, and engage with ongoing discussions pertaining to ANTi-History. 
The following chapters probe the theoretical foundations, empirical implementa-
tions, and global contexts in which ANTi-History has been employed. The book 
culminates with a contemplative examination of the future potential of ANTi-History 
and its prospective contributions to the wider domain of organization studies.

This book serves as an attestation to the abundant and diverse scholarly 
engagement with ANTi-History, rendering it a valuable resource for researchers, 
practitioners, and students interested in examining the past from unconventional 
standpoints, contesting dominant historical accounts, and promoting criti-
cal thinking in management and organizational studies. Furthermore, it incites 
readers to participate in reflective and transformative dialogues regarding the 
nature of history, knowledge production, and its implications for organizational 
practices.
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As you immerse yourself  in the contents of this book, you will be engrossed in 
a captivating and intellectually stimulating endeavour that aspires to redefine your 
perception of history and its function in contemporary organizational studies. I 
encourage you to join the authors in investigating the potential of ANTi-History 
and embark on a quest towards a more discerning and multifaceted comprehen-
sion of the past.

– Rafael Alcadipani, Professor of Organizational  
Studies, FGV EAESP.
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Author’s Note

This book provides a research overview of ANTi-History in historical research 
of business, management, and organization. It is structured around a systematic, 
close reading of ANTi-History through its introduction to the field nearly two 
decades ago; the literatures that theorize it as an approach for ‘doing history’ 
and how others have contributed to its usefulness to scholars, practitioners, and 
students; an exploration of the empirical research areas, settings, and contexts –  
especially its position within an archival zeitgeist in critical management and 
organizational studies – that scholars have engaged in; revisiting the debates that 
concern ANTi-History and its theorization of the past; the international charac-
ter that it has taken across numerous countries in six continents; and potential 
future research that present unique opportunities to further advance and refine 
ANTi-History and critical historiography scholarship.
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Introduction

Orthodoxies, Management and Organizational Knowledge, 
and Disruption
Every so often an idea comes along and disrupts an orthodoxy. Take manage-
ment and organization studies as an example. A simple read on the surface would 
convince even a casual reader that management theory stands on its own two feet 
and owes nothing of its intellectual heritage to any other field. This was indeed 
the dominant, ‘origin story’ of the field until – among other critiques – Burrell 
and Morgan’s (1979, p. 119) Sociological Paradigms and Organisational Analysis 
challenged normative management theory by demonstrating how ‘all theories of 
organisation are founded upon a philosophy of science and a theory of society’. 
Disruption is not just at the field level. The nascent research agenda inspired by 
Cummings, Bridgman, Hassard, and Rowlinson’s (2017) critical reinterpretation 
of management history has opened new ways of (re)thinking the theoretical basis 
for which our profession rests. No idea is off  limits. Theories such as groupthink, 
for instance, that were once considered impractical with very little basis for ‘mod-
ern management’ practice (Sims, 1992) are now celebrated as a plausible alter-
native to other managerial decision-making knowledges (e.g. attribution theory, 
probability, and choice modelling) (McShane, Tasa, & Steen, 2021) and simulta-
neously critiqued for its assumed theoretical homogeneity with early social psy-
chology (Pol, Bridgman, & Cummings, 2022). From just about any perspective, it 
is as though new ground has been broken in management and organizational the-
ory to invite an exploration of research traditions from multiple levels, angles, and 
contexts. That is, disruption and ideas that disrupt help us to think (and rethink) 
about what we have yet to know about business, management, and organizing.

At the same time as this age of disruption, there is also a renewed interest among 
management scholars to surface and understand the historicity of theories and 
the utility of history in theorizing management. Certainly, the work to historicize 
management and organization studies (Clark & Rowlinson, 2004) has presented 
what were previously considered untenable opportunities to unravel myths, recover 
alternate pasts, and infuse historical consciousness in management thought. What 
was once overlooked, not taken seriously, or even simply ignored, is now – ironi-
cally – considered an important piece in the theory building process (Maclean, 
Clegg, Suddaby, & Harvey, 2021). It is from this context of disruption and the 
increasing use of history that new turns and developments like ANTi-History have 

ANTi-History: Theorization, Application, Critique and Dispersion, 1–6
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flourished. In our opinion, one of these disruptive theoretical developments1 influ-
enced by Booth and Rowlinson’s (2006) treatise for a critical interrogation of ahis-
torical management and organization studies is ANTi-History.

The Age of ANTi-History Disruption
At the time of this writing, some 15 years have passed since ANTi-History was 
first developed as a thought experiment within a doctoral programme in Eastern 
Canada to illustrate how management and organizational knowledge is highly 
contested with issues of power, politics, and performance featuring prominently 
in analysis. We’d like to think of ANTi-History as representing a dilogy of sorts 
where the first part is committed to flourishing its theoretical development and 
use while the second is concerned with debating what it means for the future 
of management history. We have taken both these ‘parts’ and teased them out 
across the chapters of this book to answer a mashup of: ‘What is ANTi-History, 
how can it be used, and why is it relevant today?’ Iterations of this question have 
popped up in various settings. Be it in conference presentations, answering peer 
review queries, eager graduate students exploring alternative methods in their 
coursework, and even management practitioners, we have encountered both well 
intention scholars curious about ANTi-History and have sparred with its detrac-
tors. While the setting of these questions has changed, questions of what, how, 
and why remain. In each of our own experiences working with (and at times, 
defending) ANTi-History, we have noticed that these questions have only intensi-
fied in historical research on business, management, and organizations (Bruce, 
2020; Decker, Foster, & Giovannoni, 2023; Wilson et al., 2022). This problem led 
us to ponder the timing and value of ANTi-History’s ‘construct clarity’.

As we state emphatically throughout the book, we do not believe ANTi-
History is perfect nor should it be immune from criticism – what theory, method, 
or approach is? There comes a time in any field of study when ideas be given a 
second look and their trajectory mapped out. The reassessment of an idea pro-
vides a chance to see how knowledge is disseminated over time and where it might 
be headed. Similarly, the point of this book is to take stock of ANTi-History’s 
past, present, and future. Each of these temporal brackets serves an important 
purpose. Identifying ANTi-History’s past is needed because understanding the 
origin of an idea helps to clarify its development. Analysing the present situ-
ation is helpful in contextualizing how ANTi-History is applied in theorizing 
historical knowledge in management and organization studies. Prospecting the 
future guides scholars to consider the placement of their contributions to the 
ANTi-History agenda. By stating our purpose upfront and clearly, we hope that 
our accounting of ANTi-History herein might help resolve some questions and 
maybe add fodder for others to debate.

1At last count, we noted some 500 search results from Google Scholar featuring  
‘ANTi-History’ as a keyword.
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Therefore, this book sets out to achieve three outcomes: (1) it (re)introduces 
ANTi-History; (2) provides an outline of the potential of ANTi-History for 
understanding the past in management and organizational studies; and (3) traces 
the trajectory of actors, including publications focussed on ANTi-History to date.

Reflexively, we also wish to state upfront somewhat of an obvious fact: each 
of us has a stake in ANTi-History. Our interest in advancing ANTi-History 
knowledge is what motivated us to write in the first place; this sentiment cer-
tainly informs our writing which we sought to strike an analytical narrative tone. 
Rather than make a feeble attempt at denying our proximity to ANTi-History 
and to those who participate in its development, we embrace it. For instance, 
other than Gabrielle Durepos, Albert J. Mills probably has the longest history 
working with ANTi-History. His many collaborations with Gabrielle Durepos set 
the early theoretical borders around the idea. Over time, his work with doctoral 
students at home and abroad has taken ANTi-History beyond the geographies of 
the Global North. Using this logic, Mills is just as part of ANTi-History story 
as the literatures that inform it. We also write how Christopher M. Hartt’s work 
developing non-corporeal actant theory and Nicholous M. Deal’s insertion of 
microhistorical analysis stems from gaps in the ANTi-History literature. Clearly, 
we are ‘biased’, but we choose to look at our partiality as a benefit to our reader-
ship and not a liability. Our ‘close reading’ of ANTi-History is on full display 
through an intimate narrative across each chapter.

The work contained throughout is as much a labour of love as it is the fulfilment 
of an obligation we took upon ourselves to thoroughly flesh out the innerworkings 
of ANTi-History across time. Our hope here is to demystify ANTi-History and 
present it as an opened-ended, loosely bounded assemblage that, like all other theo-
retical approaches, remains a work-in-progress. We do not purport to have all the 
answers, and neither do we write this as a response to a debate. Perhaps, then, our 
work should be interpreted as the first attempt of conducting an overview of ANTi-
History research since the initial publication of Gabrielle Durepos and Albert J. 
Mills’ (2012a) ANTi-History: Theorizing the Past, History, and Historiography in 
Management and Organization Studies. So much has changed since then. In her com-
ments shared with us, Durepos (personal communication, April 17, 2023) remarked 
about the early days that ‘there wasn’t really a home for research that blended busi-
ness history with organization studies, and specifically critical management stud-
ies. So ANTi-History didn’t fit anywhere’. The situation has improved immensely. 
This book is evidence of the field’s warming to ANTi-History, but it doesn’t stop 
here. The volume of ANTi-History scholarship spread out across books, chapters, 
articles, conference presentations, symposia, and invited talks leaves us with the 
impression that there might yet be interest in traversing organizational phenomena 
using ANTi-History critical historiography. We’ll highlight as many as we can in 
the space we have. Suffice it to say, as we brought this book together, we were pleas-
antly surprised by the breadth of ANTi-History work in the field.2

2At last count, we noted some 650 search results from Google Scholar featuring  
‘ANTi-History’ as a keyword.
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Zooming In on the Book and its Chapters
In this book, we are attempting to capture a story of ANTi-History as it emerges 
in management and organization studies. We share the various works of those 
who have contributed to its intellectual foundation and application before we 
move towards observing the big picture of its international contexts and poten-
tial future. Specifically, we use five chapters to unravel its origins, discuss where 
and how it is currently configured, and then ponder what direction it might go 
next. We think of this book as being organized as a story about the past, present, 
and future.

Because ANTi-History research practice emphasizes following people, things, 
and ideas in the production of knowledge, we believe it was best to allow others 
to share in the storytelling process. We privilege the voice of others in two ways. 
First, a lot of the content we present relies on the interpretation of ANTi-History 
scholarship performed by others. At every point, we were keen to properly attrib-
ute their work and take time in describing its significance to the field. Second, not 
only do we rely on the work of others to illuminate the various dimensions of the 
story, but we also lean in on the international ANTi-History network to capture 
sentiments from key theorists who share their thoughts on this key critical histo-
riography. They each play in the same scholarly sandbox as we do and, impor-
tantly, where ANTi-History is produced. What this looks like is a brief  feature at 
the start of each chapter that captures our subject matter experts’ sentiments. By 
including their voice in our work, we continue in ANTi-History to form the tradi-
tion of inviting others to construct research.

Now that we have outlined the book in general terms, let’s ‘zoom in’ on how 
the chapters unfold.

In Chapter 1, we begin by detailing an account of ANTi-History’s develop-
ment. Just like how most of the constituent facets of ANTi-History are spread 
out across a variety of publications, so too is its origin story. In this opening chap-
ter, we bring together the story of its metamorphosis by taking ANTi-History on 
a trip down memory lane. We describe how ANTi-History was, at first, a bundle 
of disjointed ideas becoming more refined as it matured to tackle several issues 
facing the field of management and organization studies during the early 2000s, 
including a growing discontentment with positivism in social theory and renewed 
interest in history featuring critical perspectives in management and organiza-
tional scholarship. Our story of ANTi-History evolves; capturing how an idea of 
a historiography concerned with highlighting politics went from being dismissed 
to now the subject of critique. To understand how ANTi-History was formed, we 
unfurl the main components of the approach by offering our take on the most 
impactful knowledges that carved out a clear and distinct approach to ANTi-
History. We illustrate the theme of the development of ANTi-History through an 
analysis of selected exemplary publications.

Chapter 2 picks up on the task of elucidating ANTi-History but from the 
perspective of its theorization over time. We begin by looking at ANTi-History 
from ‘above the clouds’ – that is to say, a high-level review of the three literatures 
that gives it shape: the sociology of knowledge, postmodern historiography, and 
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actor–network theory. Then we explore the efforts of those who have clearly (and 
formally) advanced the theorization of ANTi-History. By theorizing, we mean 
contributions like non-corporeal actant theory that develop ANTi-History an 
alternative approach to ‘doing history’. In the process, we surface a distinction 
within the literature that distinguishes between advancing and refining ANTi-
History. The key difference that we explain in greater detail is the way in which 
scholars target their scholarship; the former tends to break new ground and make 
explicit their contributions to ANTi-History as an approach whereas the latter 
focusses on ways to build on extant ideas about ANTi-History. Both are incred-
ibly valuable to furthering our understanding of ANTi-History.

In Chapter 3, we tease out the many ways ANTi-History can be applied to 
empirical phenomena. The chapter begins with questioning ANTi-History as a 
theory of a method. Here we discuss the operationalization of ANTi-History as 
an empirical approach in historical research and not a thought experiment per se. 
What we are attempting to convey therein is how ANTi-History goes beyond a 
theory and method to demonstrate a critical historiography that is sensitive to the 
highly political relations within actor–networks. Next, we characterize the archi-
val research zeitgeist within management and organizational history that ANTi-
History latches itself  to. There we share how most – if  not all – the extant work 
to date has involved some engagement with archival material. In the final sec-
tion, we describe the research contexts and sites conducive for practising ANTi-
History. Admittedly, a significant corpus of empirical ANTi-History focusses on 
international airlines. We explain the connections among those who do ANTi-
History this way, the PhD programme at Saint Mary’s University, and the broad 
airline project led by Mills and Jean Helms Mills. To tease: a lot of work using 
ANTi-History to study organizational histories have been co-authored by either 
(or both) Mills and Helms Mills as part of their mentorship of doctoral students 
at home and abroad. More than anything else, ANTi-History in this chapter is 
discussed as being in the same grey areas of management and organization stud-
ies as rhetorical history and intersectional logic, for example.

Chapter 4 takes ANTi-History beyond the doctoral programme in Halifax 
and its alumni network across Canada (and beyond) and places it into a much 
broader, international context. We first share a story of  the first international 
audience ANTi-History received outside of  the management studies confer-
ence circuit in North America. In March 2010, a team of ANTi-Historians 
including Hartt and Mills travelled to Argentina to attend the Latin American 
and European Organization Studies conference. There they not only received 
developmental feedback on their work but also enrolled the interest of  a future 
Saint Mary’s University doctoral student. Next, we follow how ANTi-History 
has proliferated across multiple geographies and by key scholars including in 
Brazil, Finland, Germany, Sri Lanka, Australia, Sudan, and the United States. 
What excites us about the internationalization of  ANTi-History is how far and 
wide the approach reaches and the potential for more decolonialized historical 
research in management studies.

In Chapter 5, we focus on future directions for ANTi-History and offer a 
conclusion. We describe the continued need for critical historiography and how 
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ANTi-History might be able to fulfil its agenda. We muse on the potential influ-
ence of ANTi-History on historical research in business, management, and 
organizations while considering how the application of ANTi-History can con-
tinue to contribute to theory development more broadly. Finally, we suggest how 
ANTi-History can assist (and be the subject) in improving the construct of other 
salient theories such as microhistory, rhetorical history, and feminist critique.

As a final comment, in pulling together this book we were reminded of the 
debates that ANTi-History has caused. For a period, the tone of the debate (in 
management history) became quite sharp, and it seemed the criticisms were plen-
tiful. If  there is validity to some of its criticisms, it is that ANTi-History assumes 
a widely read readership in multiple complex literatures involving the philosophy 
of science, historiography, and organizational analysis. We do not assume nor 
anticipate our readers to have expertise in any one of the theoretical perspec-
tives and literatures that produce ANTi-History. In fact, we define the success of 
this book in its ability to speak to three audiences: (1) scholars, (2) students, and  
(3) practitioners. So, in our attempt to provide greater clarity to ANTi-History, its 
story of disruption, and how it can be operationalized beyond those who theorize 
it, towards the end of this book we offer a glossary of the most common terms 
used by scholars working with ANTi-History. To this point, there has not been a 
one-stop place to reference its terminology. Our list of keywords is not exhaustive 
nor should be taken as an authority but simply our understanding of how they 
have been used in the literature. We hope it is received in the same helpful spirit 
that it is offered.



Chapter 1

The Development of ANTi-History

More than a decade ago, I got to know ANTi-History as an approach 
to examining the process of  producing knowledge of  the past. I have 
viewed ANTi-History as a unique way of  engaging the past by tracing 
the practices of  the actors networked in this production process. I sub-
scribed to ANTi-History as a ‘practice turn’ in history recognizing that 
‘it is not the object, “the past”, that “generates” a knowledge adequate 
to it but rather the knowledge that constitutes its object’ (Seth, 2023, 
p. 108). In other words, I believe that ANTi-History does not consider 
the past as something that has passed away but as something that may 
have an afterlife that could be captured in alternative (mnemo)histories 
(Deal et al., 2021). The ANTi-History literature has had an eye-opening 
effect on me, as other approaches (e.g. reconstructionist, construction-
ist, and deconstructionist), in my view, focus more on the ‘inputs’ to and 
‘outputs’ of  the historical research, while ANTi-History focusses on its 
‘process’ aspects.

A major initial barrier to my adoption of  ANTi-History approach 
was its infra-Latourian language that clouded my meaning-making 
process because its vocabulary appears to me as cognitively taxing to 
both the writer and the readers of  ANTi-History articles. Fortunately, 
my collaboration with Albert Mills and Nicholous Deal has helped me 
to develop my own mnemonics in an effort to write meaningfully my 
co-authored ANTi-History-related articles. Another major barrier to 
my adoption of  ANTi-History approach was its seemingly hermeneu-
tic and tightly coupled assumptions. These rigid assumptions (in my 
view) constrain the applicability of  ANTi-History to theory elabora-
tion and construction in management and organization studies (MOS) 
because of  the related strong ontological and epistemological ten-
sions. Therefore, I find it valuable that space is being made in ANTi- 
History to succinctly parse out its underlying assumptions. Why is this 
of  value? Because the motive here is one that serves as a valuable refer
ence for researchers who want to relax these assumptions and shift 
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ANTi-History from being wholly ANT-grounded towards an ANT-
informed perspective. In this regard, I am particularly intrigued by the 
potential of  ANTi-Microhistory (Deal, 2022; Mills, 2017) to be used 
for construct extension and reconstruction in the domain of  MOS. I 
have worked with others recently to contribute to this effort; developing 
a heuristic to sense crises through an ANTi-History-inspired case study 
(Horner, Holland, & Novicevic, 2023).

– Milroad M. Novicevic, Associate Professor, University of 
Mississippi.

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to begin our book with an overview of ANTi-
History’s past. A lot of ANTi-History work assumes that readers are fully versed 
in the literatures it draws from (e.g. actor–network theory, ANT) and concepts 
that are employed that make it operable. Joining a conversation while its hap-
pening is difficult – we view this experience akin to the way ANTi-History is 
received in MOS. We feel there is no better way to dive into a thorough discussion 
of ANTi-History than to revisit the conditions of its development. Therefore, in 
this chapter, we bring our readers back in time to the story of ANTi-History, its 
development as a thought experiment, and identify its key tenets.

ANTi-History’s Blast from the Past

ANTi-History is a multifaceted approach to the study of  history and the past-
as-history that was initially developed by Gabrielle Durepos and Albert J. 
Mills almost two decades ago. It engages three literatures: the sociology of 
knowledge, postmodern historiography, and ANT to make sense of  history 
and the past. The decision to call this an approach rather than a method 
or methodology ‘stems from the difficulty of  avoiding a thorough descrip-
tion of  its epistemological position’ whose very oscillation of  ontological 
and epistemological assumptions suggest an unwarranted fixedness (Dure-
pos & Mills, 2012b, p. 718, see also Law, 2004) or black-box (i.e. ‘rendering 
items of  knowledge distinct from the circumstances of  their creation’ Latour 
& Woolgar, 1979, p. 259). The black-boxing of  historical accounts is one of 
the central foci of  ANTi-History whereby the researcher sets out to make 
sense of  the processes involved (e.g. how a particular history becomes a domi-
nant account). The following insights inform what shapes and directs how an 
ANTi-History is produced.

ANTi-History was initially developed as a response to the call by Booth 
and Rowlinson (2006) for a historic turn in MOS. It was particularly aimed at 
encouraging a range of historical approaches in the field of business studies and 
allied areas of interest (Mills & Novicevic, 2020), including MOS. One particular 
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