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Abstract 

In this presidential address to the CHA, Penny Bryden considers the ways 
historians research, write, and use history. She argues that when the structure 
of our output changes, so too does the way audiences understand it.

This past year has been a long one.2 While my corporal presence has 
remained, as an uninvited interloper, on the traditional territories of 
the WSÁNEĆ, Esquimalt, and Lkwungen peoples, my intellectual 
wanderings feel much less grounded even if they are equally trespasses. 
We have spent too long in the same places. We have spent too long 
living with grief and anxiety and uncertainty. We have spent too long 
barred from the places we love (with a small “l”) — our classes, and 
libraries and archives—and too long with the people we love (with 
a capital “L”) — our quirky partners, our worrisome and worrying 
parents, our sullen and sniggering teenagers, and our fretful babies. 
We have spent the year on a roller coaster of emotions, hoping the 
ride will end soon. And while the world has suffered, and is suffering 
still, in asymmetrical ways, historians have carried a particular burden. 
Indeed, our scholarly sufferings may have been greater than most in 
this long pandemic year because we have had to live so purposefully in 
the present, and we are used to living, at least occasionally, in the past.

So, I will begin by disappearing for a moment into my own past, 
and recall the ruminations of one of my professors who suggested that 
the historian was like someone with a net catching butterfl ies. My 
peers and I joked about this particular image, perhaps all the more 
so with this particular professor, but it nevertheless still resonated. 
Surely, what we seek as historians is, like the butterfl y, elusive, beauti-
ful, prone to fl itter around in apparently chaotic trajectories. For years, 
I have thought about those butterfl ies. I tracked them, sought them 
in libraries and archives and in people’s memories, acknowledged 
how often the one I thought I wanted wasn’t the one at all, been 
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dumbstruck by the magnifi cence of the ones I stumbled across. Those 
butterfl ies drive us all. But today, I want to talk about the net. 3

I will contend that one of the most important things we do as 
historians — if not the most important thing — is to weave those 
nets. We take them with us into the fi eld, and we bring them back 
out again. Whether these are nets or buckets or boxes, or something 
else altogether, they are what we use to scoop out the past, and then to 
display those butterfl ies that our research has identifi ed. Without the 
containers, we are left staring into an infi nite abyss, impotent, unable 
to catch anything at all, and unable to show it to anyone else.

That vastness of the past is what makes those nets so important, 
even if we are often oblivious to our own role in choosing them, shap-
ing them, and repairing them. Rather than imagine that character and 
circumstance are the starting points of history, I’d like to start today 
with form. It’s that net — whatever the nature of the butterfl ies it 
contains — that gives form to the past and to the process of making 
sense of the past. The size and contours and weaknesses of our nets, 
whether they are the nets we use to collect information, the nets we 
use to display the past, or the nets we wrap around ourselves, all exert 
an extraordinary effect on the work we produce. Those nets not only 
dictate how we and others understand the past, but also how we talk 
to the future. They shape the form of our research, of our output, and 
of our knowledge. We ignore those structures at our peril.

It’s remarkable, in many ways, that we should pay such lit-
tle attention to our various disciplinary structures given how much 
attention we give the structures we study in the past. Our claims of 
relevance in a contemporary environment that demands relevance 
are usually rooted in the suggestions that the present must know the 
past, and confront it. Those lessons are often negative, about what 
should not be repeated, but there are also aspirational moments 
in the past. While we know the way the past can aid the broad 
present — the present of pandemics, and university closures, and 
uncertain labour markets, and government policy — we have some-
how forgotten to apply the lessons about the importance of form, of 
structure, of nets, in the past to our own work in the present. In all 
of the varied work we do — in Canada and elsewhere, in the recent 
past and in the past more distant, listening to silences and to shouts, 
to the forgotten, the forgettable, and the forgetful — we regularly 
demonstrate that it is structures in the past that shape experience 
in the past. And we also regularly show how accidentally some of 
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those structures were built, whether they were real walls or imagi-
nary boundaries.

The nets used to encircle a space or an idea have been ubiquitous. 
Our histories have shown borders being drawn, fi elds being enclosed, 
jails being built, parks being defi ned, towns being moved — the list 
is endless once we start looking for the packages that the people of 
the past used to delineate, include, exclude, and defi ne their worlds.4

Intellectual nets were just as abundant. Constitutions drew borders 
between federal and provincial jurisdictions, and laws between cor-
porations and unions, between men and women, between indigenous 
and settler, between foreign-born and locally-born.5 Religions drew 
nets around followers, excluding non-believers. The idea of family 
drew a net around a group of people, varying over time who would be 
included on the inside, who would be kept on the outside.6 To consider 
the histories we write as a continuous contemplation of the nets that 
have been used is to recognize the omnipresence of boundaries.

Those nets, however, take multiple forms and exert multiple and 
contradictory pressures. I’d like to look at just one with which I have 
some familiarity, but in your own work you will be able to think of 
other comparable examples. My net is the invisible mesh of an offi ce 
that encloses, protects and eventually starts to tip the balance of power 
in real and unanticipated ways. It is both a real structure and an idea; 
like Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities, this is, in many ways, 
an imagined offi ce.

The Prime Minister’s Offi ce, which we recognize now with those 
three capital letters that announce it as something greater than the 
sum of the words, began in the nineteenth century as just an offi ce — 
with a lower case “o” and a desk. There were shelves, to be sure, and 
chairs, but the enclosure that those four walls created was understood 
simply as an offi ce. When the prime minister was in it, as he often was, 
it was the prime minister’s offi ce. But it was not until the occupant 
was Mackenzie King that it began to transform into something else 
altogether.

By the 1920s, the offi ce that the prime minister occupied had 
more than one room — the net had expanded. It had gatekeepers 
who guarded the entrance. They did that both physically, by literally 
guarding the entrance, but they also had to guard the intellectual 
entrance. They managed correspondence, typing responses that the 
prime minister dictated. They managed scheduling, protecting the 
prime minister’s time as much as possible. But where changes had 
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been made in the years since the fi rst occupant of that offi ce had put 
his feet up on the desk, they were superfi cial and defi nitely external. 
Inside that net, life continued much as usual for its sole occupant. The 
container was pervious, to be sure — cabinet ministers and visitors 
and even the occasional family member would join the prime minister 
for brief periods, but the offi ce itself remained a home for just one 
person.

Until, that is, Mackenzie King moved into it. Fancying himself 
not only a prime minister, but also something of a man of letters, King 
gave considerable thought to his correspondence. So much thought, 
indeed, that in the mid-1920s, he was fi nding it diffi cult to do much 
of anything other than reply to letters. He needed help. He also, prob-
ably, needed company. The men who served as his secretaries, the most 
trusted of whom would assist with his diaries, were invariably chosen 
because of some combination of intelligence and companionability. 
They rarely lasted long, as King was a demanding taskmaster, prone 
to working late, and never attentive to other people’s family or per-
sonal commitments, having none himself.7

By 1927, King believed that the solution to all his problems lay 
in securing the services of what he called a “deputy minister.” What 
that meant was a bit of a question. King was probably envious of the 
deputy ministers on whom cabinet ministers could lean for assistance, 
but he was defi nitely modelling his quest on the cabinet secretary in 
Britain where Maurice Hankey had “tremendously impressed” King 
on his last visit to London. But Hankey was not a deputy minister, nor 
was his a position devoted to attending to the prime minister’s needs, 
as was clear King wanted. Hankey had instead established the Cabinet 
Secretariat, and built an administrative structure that served not just 
the prime minister but the entire executive of government. The sec-
retariat ensured that agendas were circulated, supporting documents 
made available, minutes kept, and that the business of cabinet was 
both coordinated and recorded. This wasn’t what King wanted, but 
he persisted in describing the position as akin to the role that Hankey 
played in Britain.8

The person King tapped for the job was the Warden of Hart 
House at the University of Toronto, the son of a Canon of Canter-
bury, and a well-connected Brit bringing a veneer of gentility to the 
sons of the aspiring classes of central Canada. Burgon Bickersteth had, 
according to King, “the capacity of knowing people and getting on 
with them.” The prime minister himself did not, so bringing someone 
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like this into the net of the prime minister’s offi ce would guarantee 
that King would be in offi ce for another 15 years. Or so he claimed.9

Bickersteth didn’t want the job. He couldn’t understand its 
parameters. King wasn’t very clear himself about where the bound-
aries of this job might fall; if it was a net, it was an expansive one. 
After a great deal of consideration, some investigation into the way 
things were organized in Britain, and some soul-searching, Bicker-
steth declined the offer and King dropped the subject altogether.10 His 
offi ce retained the shape it had held for half a century — a business 
offi ce full of clerks and receptionists, and an inner sanctum with only 
one real occupant.

King may have dropped the idea in 1927, but back in power 
in the 1930s, he was still concerned about the amount of work that 
fell on his shoulders. He offered a detailed accounting sometime in 
1935. In the offi ce alone, there were engagements, and interviews 
and correspondence to attend to; there were relations with the press 
and public to manage; there was the “preparation of special messages, 
tributes and addresses,” public appearances, conferences and depu-
tations, and dealing with the governor general, a task so onerous, in 
King’s estimation, that it deserved its own line. But that was merely 
the beginning of the prime minister’s responsibilities — there was 
still cabinet, and the department of external affairs, which remained 
the purview of the prime minister until into the Second World War, 
Parliament, Commissions, the National Liberal Federation, and, not 
to be forgotten, the prime minister’s own constituency. A bird’s-eye 
view of the responsibilities of the job illustrated, in King’s accounting, 
just how hard he worked. And his multi-page memorandum had not 
even included the time required for “exercise or leisure … reading … 
Travel … unforeseen emergencies … the writing of personal letters … 
the keeping of personal records … time for thought or meditation … 
visiting friends, outside social engagements, theatres, week-end rest 
… [or] vacation or holiday.”11 Having spent the time detailing all his 
onerous responsibilities, King was even more committed to expanding 
the capacity of his offi ce.

He followed a similar strategy to that which he had adopted 
nearly a decade earlier. He consulted with associates, neighbours, and 
friends. Eventually, he alighted on an Oxford-educated Rhodes scholar 
who was, in the 1930s, working at a well-regarded Montréal law fi rm, 
and who seemed to personify the skills the prime minister was seeking. 
Arnold Heeney was bright, devout, and circumspect. Like Bickersteth 
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before him, however, he was just as baffl ed about what exactly it was 
that the prime minister wanted. King’s invitation, to join his staff as 
Principal Secretary, a “position which would correspond in a way to 
that of a Deputy Head of a Government Department,”12 left more 
questions than answers.

Heeney was interested enough in the position, however, to defi ne 
it for himself, and, in doing, so began to give a shape and structure to 
the Prime Minister’s Offi ce that King had only imagined. The net that 
Heeney pulled around the offi ce was designed partially in response to 
King’s needs, but it was also woven in order to give Heeney an escape. 
Initially, Heeney would be “appointed Principal Secretary to the Prime 
Minister” and would, “as a liaison between the Prime Minister and the 
other Ministers of the Crown, assist the PM in general and particularly 
with the business of the Cabinet and exercise a general supervision 
over the work of the Prime Minister’s Offi ce.” Before the next election, 
though, he would be given a civil service appointment, and would 
commence work as the Clerk of the Privy Council and Secretary to 
the Cabinet.13 Heeney’s defi nition of the position — his drawing of 
boundaries — satisfi ed everyone at the time. King got a private secre-
tary in the PMO who would be more than just a clerk, and the general 
administration of government would soon become considerably more 
organized with the introduction of minutes and agendas and such, all 
prepared by the Secretary to Cabinet.

All of these conversations and negotiations and eventual deci-
sions in 1938 were designed to defi ne a new space, or perhaps several 
new spaces. They laid out boundaries, identifi ed responsibilities. They 
cast nets around particular functions — the Prime Minister’s Offi ce 
was contained in one package, the work of cabinet in another. There 
would be overlaps, for sure, but King and Heeney and Bickersteth and 
others before that had made decisions about structure.

These decisions taken in 1938 were driven by personality. 
Heeney, for example, was the sort of person who needed order, so he 
laid down some parameters. King was self-centred and lonely, and 
acted accordingly. It was also driven by misunderstanding. King mis-
understood the role of British offi cials, so kept asking for something 
he really didn’t want. There was some sense that the form was arrived 
at by accident, at least in part. But once in place, the shape of the 
offi ce — the form that had been adopted half by design and half by 
chance — began to exert an extraordinary infl uence on the function of 
that offi ce. The net began to affect the contents.
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In this case, Heeney did what he set out for the prime minister in 
1938. He did his best to impose some order on the work of the Prime 
Minister’s Offi ce, he served as a go-between with other cabinet minis-
ters, he advised on all matters of subjects, and, fi guratively speaking, 
he held the prime minister’s hand. And then he left.14 Others fi lled 
the space, because now there was a space. They were not elected. They 
were not civil servants. They were hand-picked by the prime minister 
of the day to do what Heeney had laid out in his memo of 1938. They 
liaised. They assisted. And they exercised general supervision. 

As time went on, the net around the prime minister’s offi ce grew 
bigger, but it also became more opaque. The netting was woven more 
tightly. Those on the inside exerted — and indeed still do — enor-
mous power. They had access to the prime minister, they were trusted 
by the prime minister, and they increasingly came to advise on policy, 
on politics, on just about every aspect of the 10-page document Prime 
Minister King had prepared in the 1930s outlining his responsibilities. 

Having built a space, it came to be occupied. The form dictated 
the function.

Historians are keen observers of these sorts of developments. We 
fi nd nets being used, both literally and metaphorically, to protect, dis-
tinguish, and exceptionalize people or spaces or ideas. Much of our 
task as historians is to identify those nets and examine the ways in 
which those resulting forms then infl uenced the trajectory of events.

We are not so attentive to our own nets, despite using them to 
collect, to display, and to organize our work and ourselves. The nets 
we take into the fi eld are the ones perhaps most familiar. These are 
the ones we chose consciously. The decision to conduct our research 
in particular collections, or to talk to particular people, unquestion-
ably affects the results of our labours. And in this peculiar COVID-19 
world of archival closures and social distancing, we have all become 
familiar with the randomness of those decisions. We do what we can, 
with whom we can. Lost collections and closed fonds and missing doc-
uments, not to mention lengthy freedom-of-information requests and 
taciturn witnesses and red herrings and wild goose chases have always 
been a part of the historian’s lot in life, but this year has seen the road-
blocks multiply exponentially.15 We may start with a large net, but 
circumstance and choice conspire to reduce it. 

And, of course, all those decisions, whether taken clear-eyed, or 
foisted upon us, will determine the outcome of our work. Take this 
case from more than half a century ago. During the communist purges 
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of the 1950s in the United States, Natalie Zemon Davis and her hus-
band Chandler Davis had their passports rescinded. He was held in 
prison and was fi red from his academic position at the University of 
Michigan. Her fate was just as dire if less punitive — she was unable 
to return to the archives in Lyon to continue the research on her dis-
sertation. The size of her research net shrunk, which inevitably shaped 
the fi nal product—not reducing it, but changing it. The result was 
not what she imagined when she began, but it set off a career rich in 
the consideration of a particular type of manuscript.16

All of our research nets change shape thanks to circumstance 
— perhaps not so dramatically as Davis’s, although all the COVID-cur-
tailed researchers today may dream of a Martin Guerre in their future 
as well. We also all chose to take our nets into very particular places in 
our quests, sometimes alone, but increasingly with knowledge part-
ners who can share in the task of using that net to collect the past.

Then armed with a net full of whispers, we build our histories. 
These histories also have shape. It’s a shape that is partly chosen pur-
posefully, woven by the historian with intention, but like the other steps 
in this messy process, also dictated by chance. And like the containers 
we’ve already seen, these historical shapes also affect the outcome. 

Our attention recently has been occupied by the medium in 
which our history is presented. Does history come in a book or on a 
screen? Is it tactile? Can we walk through it or around it or experience 
it ourselves? Is it tweeted or sung? Printed or encoded? The digital 
turn that our profession and others have taken makes these questions 
of medium more pressing than ever, and reminds us of the continuing 
relevance of Marshall McLuhan, but regardless of the means we use 
to bring history into the minds of our audiences, whoever they may 
be, the shape of those histories has remained remarkably constant, 
although they need not be.

In deciding upon the actual structure of our histories, we are 
copiers, replicating shapes that are familiar and using forms that are 
universal to contain the information we offer. Like a scientifi c method 
— with question, hypothesis, method, analysis, and conclusion —
there tends to be a historical method as well. Hardly as tightly defi ned 
as that followed by our scientifi c colleagues, our structures still have 
recognizable forms. But why? Surely this is simply habit rather than 
regulation. We have designed the space that is the product of our 
work so sturdily that it rarely alters. Whether delivered as poetry or 
oral tradition, in print or on fi lm, with many words or with few, our 
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work as historians is linear. The boundaries that surround the fi nished 
product — announcing that “this is it! A piece of historical work!”—
demarcate a track that has a beginning and an end.

Even without the rules of science, the historical method has an 
identifi able form. There’s a literature in which to situate everything, 
an intellectual lineage at which to nod; there’s the central noun —
whether proper, like “Montréal” or “Kishizo Kimura,” or common, 
like class, or war, or whales — and its context; there’s the change over 
time, which can be either enormous or minuscule; and there’s a com-
mentary on why anyone would care.17 The historical method follows 
a path that is largely, if not entirely, chronological, and as a result is 
largely, if not entirely, linear. Just like a line (or at least, like a line seg-
ment), our histories extend from one point to another.

Even histories that purport not to follow a chronology still embrace 
the idea of beginning. Maybe the beginning is the one the historian 
makes, consciously bringing readers into archives or traditional territo-
ries. Or the ones that follow a form that is not specifi cally chronological, 
yet really is — like a life, which has a beginning, even if it is the inan-
imate life of a political movement or a piece of technology.18 We dip 
into the past with our researching nets, and then offer the results in 
another sort of container — a presentation net, of sorts, that contain the 
fragments in a particular order. And with all of these packages, these 
containers that are recognizably history, an outcome is created. Some-
times accidentally, sometimes with purpose, the shape of that historical 
container determines — at least in part — the way it is understood.

Did we mean for the form to indicate that there was a beginning, 
a middle, and an end to the past? Sometimes, but surely not always. 
Did we mean to imply inevitability? Defi nitely not, but the form itself 
makes it diffi cult for the audience to come to any other conclusion.

That has implications for how we understand the past. If we 
present it as linear, with a beginning and a middle and an end, then 
the result is that history is something that happened. The form in 
which we present our histories determines the way it is understood. 
What does that look like in practice? It looks like school curricula 
that neglect history, or treat it as peripheral, or merely emphasize the 
linearity of history through dates. It looks like public policies that 
leave the lessons of the past in the past, insistent that progress moves 
forward only. It looks like the continual marginalization of the past as 
then, and the privileging of science, technology, and engineering as 
“now.” Presenting the content of our nets along a line encourages peo-
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ple to understand the past as a sequence, one that had a beginning but 
also an end. It encourages the understanding of history as something 
that happened, rather than something that we live every day.

But unlike a bucket, that net we hold up to show the results 
of our quarry is fl exible. It billows and rolls in on itself, twisting and 
knotting, endlessly shaping and reshaping the space that is contained 
within it. The butterfl ies that one catches need not stay in a particular 
order within the net. The historical method need not be so tightly wed-
ded to beginnings and endings. The contents of that net may remain 
the same, but the result for the observer can change dramatically.

What happens when we eliminate the beginning and end? Or at 
least consider structuring those histories differently? Perhaps, as the 
example of the past has shown us, if we alter the structure, the results 
will change as well. If we change the structures of our histories, perhaps 
our audiences will read them, or view them, or live them differently.

Scholars have already shown us a number of ways that the begin-
nings and endings — and, as a result, the linearities — of our histories 
can be altered. In Wendy Wickwire’s recent award-winning book, At 
the Bridge, she takes us into archives and song circles, she introduces 
silences and mysteries, she shows us the wrong turns and misunder-
standings that both held and shaped the life of anthropologist James 
Teit. The life is not linear, but circular, and the reader stands within 
that circle, at the titular Spences Bridge and the metaphorical bridge 
between settler and Indigenous, past and present.19 There may be an 
implicit beginning and ending — it is a life, after all — but the form 
of the telling is not straight, not linear. Nor is it straight in poet-his-
torian Afua Cooper’s groundbreaking life and death of Marie-Joseph 
Angélique.20 Cooper also builds uncertainty into her history, folding 
the present onto the past, considering motive and marginalization, 
testimony and theory. The history circles the story, bringing pres-
ent-day readers back into the slave ships and courtrooms and beyond.

Historians don’t have to write a life to play with form and 
experiment with new ways of structuring what is widely regarded as 
the straight line of history. Environmental historians, like Matthew 
Evenden and Stephane Castonguay, have followed rivers along wind-
ing paths; others, like Sean Kheraj with pipelines or Liza Piper and 
Heather Green with coal mines, have followed ostensibly linear tar-
gets but allowed their historical arguments to develop in non-linear 
ways.21 Adele Perry and Mary Jane Logan MacCallum took the death 
of Brian Sinclair, alone and ignored in the corner of the Winnipeg 
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Health Sciences Centre, and traced the multiple trajectories of history 
backwards and then forward again and again, each time arriving in 
that same corner of the hospital, spinning the Structures of Indifference 
into a spider’s web of complicity and tragedy.22

Nor is the form that can be disrupted necessarily that of the cen-
tral disciplinary marker — the book, or exhibit or documentary. Tania 
Willard and Paige Raibmon’s recent review conversation about fi ve 
Secwépmic histories points to the possibility of woven histories that 
disregard conventional chronology in favour of a more fl uid structure 
through relational discourse.23

Following a historian into the past is another way to disrupt the 
beginnings and endings that give form to our work, in the process 
dictating the purpose to which it is put. The historian needs to take 
your hand, though, and walk you through the places in the past that 
classicist Mary Beard has recently argued provide a “safe space” for us 
to “stand outside ourselves” and question some of our contemporary 
assumptions.24 Many historians have done this. Long ago, Viv Nelles 
took us fi rst into the archives where he saw an “unexpected burst of 
colour from a Union Jack and the brilliant scarlet and white uniform 
of an eighteenth-century British soldier” fl ashing into view in the 
depths of a grey archival box, and then into the dining halls and pag-
eants and council chambers of Québec’s Tercentenary. He was there, 
and so were we, watching the spectacle unfold around us.25 Listen to 
Shirley Tillotson more recently, as she lures us into a consideration of 
taxes and democracy, telling us that she has “been disappointed more 
than once but also impressed more than once by the political actions of 
individuals”; that she has “often thought how clumsy Canadian polit-
ical institutions were.”26 Tillotson the historian is right there beside 
the history, commenting, considering, convincing. Or enter the past 
through the chamber of shared sentiments — of betrayal and grief 
and shame — that are layered through Eric Reiter’s recent study of 
emotions and the law in nineteenth and twentieth century Quebec, 
leaving an analysis without an end because the sentiments continue to 
resonate.27 The heart still beats; the present folds over onto the past.  

Those historians who take their readers, or their listeners, or their 
viewers into the spaces they are examining upend the idea that history 
has a beginning and an end. It is not so much that they are insisting 
that there are lessons in the past, or that there are parallels in the past, 
but rather that they are showing us those lessons or parallels. To write a 
history that unsettles beginnings and endings by eliminating linearity 



12

JOURNAL OF THE CHA 2022 | REVUE DE LA SHC 2022

shows the audience that history is around us, not behind us. The history 
remains the same, but the form or structure of its presentation alters. 
The historian, in Natalie Zemon Davis’s words, no longer “stares at 
[their] subjects like gormless tourists,” but instead “converses with 
them,” an approach implicit in the title of the recent edited collection 
Talking Back to the Indian Act.28 And in changing the form that we use 
to present our work, we can change the way it is used. We can change 
the function. Just like the way that creating a Prime Minister’s Offi ce 
shaped the very power of the prime minister, by producing histories 
that experiment with shape — that fold the beginnings and endings 
into something other than a straight line — we can point to different 
uses of history. Not the study of things long past. Not the study of 
things that may have contemporary parallels but which nevertheless 
have already had their endings. Not the study of something that can 
be ignored. By altering the shape of our histories, by letting the nets 
that have encircled our subjects billow into non-linear formations, we 
can begin to build a different kind of history. 

Just as we wield our nets and hold them up for viewing, we are 
also wrapped in our own net — one of our own creation, but just as 
capable of shaping outcomes as the containers that we use to catch 
and hold and display the past. The Canadian Historical Association is 
one hundred years old, or just about. The net it has cast around histo-
rians for the last century has had an open weave; if it brings historians 
together, it does so fl eetingly and occasionally. Historians are not as 
fragile as butterfl ies, and far more likely to come and go as they choose. 
Still, the size and shape of this net will also exert its infl uence on the 
role of historians, or how the world understands that role. The CHA 
has always aspired to cast that net widely, more successfully some-
times than others. “Historians” can be elusive, their markings altering 
to suit the occasion; there have been times when the female variety 
has been hard to spot, or when the sort that fi nds its natural habitat 
in the museum or high school or corporate archive has been particu-
larly elusive. But within a structure that encompasses all those who call 
themselves historians — not just some, but all — there is an opportu-
nity to upend the linearities of our profession just as we have disrupted 
the chronology of our histories. Far from a progression from one sort of 
history, and one sort of historian, to another better sort, the structure 
of the CHA enables and encourages connections between historians 
— historians, indeed, with little in common other than being histori-
ans. Those connections — across historical approaches and periods and 
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places, and between historians of all sorts and all experiences — lay the 
groundwork for different outcomes. It makes possible vibrant, surpris-
ing histories that are not all one thing, but many. The form affects the 
result.

The world, I hope, is opening up. The circles we have drawn 
around ourselves, two metres from the person next to us, will soon be 
lifted. The nets will open. But as they do, I hope we will all remem-
ber to notice the net as well as the “stars in the twinkling foam,” to 
recognize its capacity to determine the outcome of our research, to 
acknowledge the ways in which the shape we give to the past affects 
the way that it is understood, and to appreciate our own net — expan-
sive and elastic — and the outcomes that it makes possible. 

***

P. E. BRYDEN is a Professor of History at the University of Victo-
ria, and was President of the Canadian Historical Association between 
2019 and 2021. One of Canada’s pre-eminent political historians, she 
has published widely on the welfare state (Planners and Politicians: Lib-
eral Politics and Social Policy,1957-1968, MQUP 1997 and The Welfare 
State in Canada: Past, Present and Future, Irwin 1997); federalism (‘A 
Justifi able Obsession’ : Conservative Ontario’s Relations with Ottawa, 1943-
1985, UTP 2013 and Framing Canadian Federalism, UTP 2009) and 
Canadian politics (Canada: A Political Biography Oxford, 2016).Her 
current projects include a history of the Prime Minister’s Offi ce in 
Canada, and a broad study of Canadian political scandal.
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