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Abstract 
Memorials are objects and places which serve to remind people of a person or an event. Memorialisation describes the complex process of creating, preserving and altering objects and ceremonies which draw attention to significant figures and historical events. This research brings light to the key themes which define people’s experiences of war memorials and coal mining memorials in Barnsley, a post-industrial Northern town in England. The purpose of this project is to create detailed descriptions of people’s experiences of the roles that memorials have, and to relate these descriptions to scholarly literature around memorials to probe for factors which shape memorialisation. The data for this project was collected using one-to-one interviews and focus groups with 28 Barnsley residents who have experience of organising memorial events. Key themes which underpinned participants’ experiences of memorials included shared conceptualisations and structured group practices. These themes capture how people draw on similar concepts and motivations when memorialising and often memorialise in a set time, place and sequence. Other themes which informed participants’ experiences were repeated triggering events and a sense of direct contact with the past. These themes describe how being repeatedly triggered to remember an event is pivotal to one’s engagement with it, and how the performative elements of some memorialisation practices provide people with a sense of connectedness with the past. Though common themes emerged from participant accounts, clear differences were identified in the ways that people memorialise coal mining history and war history. These findings have implications for the ways local authorities and other powerful entities deliberate on the creation, maintenance and removal of memorials. Furthermore, this study’s findings indicate a need for further exploration of the dynamics and interactions between key memory themes in post-industrial towns in the United Kingdom. 
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[bookmark: _Toc216093551]Chapter I: Introduction 
The significance of memorials rests with the ways they influence how individuals across the world come to understand their identity, heritage and shared history. While there is little doubt about the importance that memorials play in urban and civic life, what remains elusive is whether distinct memorials, situated in different historical and geographical contexts, can play the same roles, and whether these roles can be said to shape memorialisation as a broader phenomenon. When contemplated on a deeper level of analysis, these considerations pose questions about the forces which shape memorialisation, the themes which define it, and how people experience these forces individually and as part of collectives. Debates surrounding memorials capture the state of public discourse now more than ever. Intense debates have raged regarding the roles that memorials have, how they serve society, and who has the right to create, destroy and amend them.
For example, on June 6th, 2020, supporters of the Black Lives Matter (BLM) movement desecrated a statue of Winston Churchill in Westminster, London. Responses to this event, now well documented by both traditional and social media platforms, vary wildly (Somerville, 2020). Those in favour of the protestors’ actions claim that BLM successfully drew attention to the black community’s experiences of racism and trauma by targeting a previously heroized figure who held racist views (Land, 2023). Detractors, like the grandson of Churchill and former Conservative MP, Nicolas Soames, argue that the protestors are attempting to erase a structure which is foundational to peoples’ sense of identity, place and nation (Cockroft, 2020). As such, even in contemporary discourse, there is heated dispute over the roles that memorials have and whether there is a balance to be struck between confrontation and erasure of the past. Even if consensus could be struck on this matter, there is further divergence on who has the right to bring about this confrontation and erasure.
Post-industrial landscapes in the United Kingdom provide a prime opportunity to interrogate these fractures in the academic and public discourse around memorialisation. Traditionally, within the scholarly literature, studies of key features of memory, including collective memory and counter-memory, have focused on city locations. Landmark memory studies, including Young’s (1992) and Esbenshade’s (1995), for example, focus on how major historical events, such as the mass extermination of Jewish people during the Second World War and the collapse of the Eastern bloc are memorialised in urban centres like Budapest and Warsaw. The broader scholarly focus on such urban centres is justified given how such cities were the sites of genocides, mass destruction, and (social, economic, and cultural) reconfiguration across the 20th century. However, this focus has left post-industrial town settings, which have fascinating and deep histories of their own, lacking focus and exploration in relation to the interplay of memory rationales like collective memory and counter-memory. 
Therefore, by focusing on the northern post-industrial town location of Barnsley, this thesis addresses a crucial gap in knowledge in relation to memorialisation. This gap concerns how the factors which shape memorialisation in a post-industrial town setting correspond with or diverge from those which are dominant in city locations. Barnsley provides a useful location within which to address this gap, as its memorial landscapes contain a range of memorials which address pasts of local, national and international significance. With war and coal-mining memorials defining Barnsley’s unique and culturally rich memorial landscapes, the thesis puts forward a novel exploration of the dynamic between distinct but highly effectual histories (war and the coal industry). The multiplicity of memorial typologies considered, and the capturing of this dynamic of different histories, means that Barnsley is a highly appropriate place to scrutinise the robustness of the themes and factors, identified in city-based studies, which potentially shape memorialisation.
I should make it clear that I have not approached this study from a neutral perspective. I am a lifelong resident of Barnsley who is fascinated by its past, aware and aggrieved by the (political and ideological) forces that have precipitated its period of decline, and who is both interested in and affected by its prospects. Therefore, this study can be most appropriately understood as an attempt to understand my town by learning about the ways that people experience its history and identity through its memorial landscapes. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093552]1.1. Review of literature on the roles of memorials
A central concept to understanding the roles that memorials have is that of commemoration, for this is the concept around which people’s conceptualisations of memorials revolve. Commemoration can be thought of as a ‘call to remembrance’- to mark an event, a person or group by a monument or ceremony of some kind. In this sense, commemorations can be permanent or fleeting; the defining point of them is that they conjure memory in some visually striking way (Savage, 2007). French sociologist Maurice Halbwachs (1925/2018) ushered in contemporary academic study of memory with his book Les Cadres sociaux de la mémoire (‘The social Frameworks of Memory’), in which he argued that all memory is a social process, shaped by family, social, religious, and geographical groups to which people belong. According to Halbwachs (1925/2018), our view of the past does not primarily come from professional historical scholarship or ‘experts’, but rather from a much more complex and intertwined relationship that we as a society have with mass media, tourist sites, the places we were brought up in- with the elements of ethnicity, class, and regionality that come with this- along with family and societal rituals and traditions. 
Another seminal figure in the development of memory is French historian Pierre Nora (1998), who famously argued in ‘Realms of Memory’ that modern societies invest heavily in ‘lieux de memoire’ (sites of memory such as monuments, museums, and historic places) because these have replaced ‘real environments of memory’. By ‘real’, Nora (1998) referred to the living memory that was central to premodern societies. Nora (1998) suspected that modern commemorations were invented to make up for the lack of organic and spontaneous unity within modern nations- this unity must be ‘forced’ through commemorative activities in liuex de memories. An analogous point is made by Lowenthal (1985) in ‘The Past is a Foreign Country’, where he argues that modern societies attempt desperately to reconstruct the past because it has dissipated from living cultures in the present. 
The United States, and to some extent Europe, went through a ‘memory boom’ in the mid-to-late 20th century, with increased academic interest in the role of memory, monuments, and commemoration. This seems to have been inspired by two factors: coming to grips with the Holocaust and its memorialisation, and the success of Maya Lin’s Vietnam Veterans Memorial, which was unveiled in 1982. Though there is a vast literature on Holocaust memory, James E. Young’s (1992) book ‘The Texture of Memory’ is essential reading. In this work, Young (1992) focused on the unique problems posed by societies trying to capture and heal from the trauma of the Holocaust. Young (1992) surveyed a range of memorial types across Europe and the United States, from heroic figurative monuments to memorials that purposefully undermine their own permanence. The book’s key message is that monument building is an open-ended, living and dynamic process- the meaning of a monument always evolves as memorialisers and memorial gazers bring new interpretations and concerns to it. Young (1992) expertly captured how this was bound to be the case for Holocaust monuments: given that the Holocaust is an event to be studied and contemplated rather than celebrated, monuments which refer to it could never hope to fix its meaning indefinitely. 
The popularity of the Vietnam Veterans Memorial revived scholarly interest in public monuments. Traditionally, public monuments have been the most prestigious commemorative forms, designed as permanent showcases of nation and public memory, to stay standing across eras. As the 20th century went on, scholars paid less attention to public monuments (and their grandiosity) until Maya Lin’s Vietnam Veterans Memorial offered a contemporary memorial format. This format, in accordance with Young’s (1992) suggestion, purposefully encouraged multiple meanings and interpretations. This spurred on immense interest in the memorial itself and opened a new vast swathe of literature around how memorials and commemorations work in modern societies. Significantly, the Vietnam Veterans Memorial demonstrated how ‘official’ memory and ‘vernacular’ memory can work together, uniting the state’s need to mythologize itself and the need of ordinary people to pursue social and political needs which affect their local communities (Bodnar, 1992). 
Though there are innumerable perspectives on why memorials exist, the most well elucidated and closely defined are the following three: collective memory, counter-memory, and (active and passive) forgetting. Though there is some level of overlap and consensus between the perspectives, they each present very different interpretations on several key issues relevant to memorial debates. These key issues include whether memorials can form the foundation of unity within and between groups, the relationship between remembering and forgetting, the necessity of forgetting, and who decides what is remembered. This sub-section outlines the central proposition of each memory framework and summarises the key points of disagreement between the frameworks.
It was Halbwachs (1992) who first argued that, far from being a phenomenon controlled at the level of the autonomous individual, memory is a socially constructed, contested and mediated process. Furthermore, Halbwachs (1992) suggested that people share subjective understandings of the past, or collective memories, and that these permeate into the physical environment in the form of memorials. A key component of memorials, according to collective memory proponents, is that they have the capacity to trigger affect, which in turn binds people to their social groups. What Aristotle called ‘philia’, or affiliation, is the principal apparatus of collective memory (Connell, 2024). Philia generates the collective and individual modes of attachment and interpretation which facilitate one’s ability to sense belonging and understand symbols or markers of identity and self-recognition (Torres, 2021). It is affiliation that produces, mediates and sustains emotional connection to memorials and the pasts that they represent.
When followed to its logical conclusion, this means that affiliation, and in turn collective memory, are the product of the articulation of two planes of human experience: signification and affect (Sumartojo, 2016; Torres, 2021). The relationship between signification and affect is a symmetrical two-way dialectic, as both contribute to the production and maintenance of affiliation and collective memory. Affective intensities, such as pride, anger, gratitude, and compassion, define the phenomenological (or experiential) category an experience falls into, and in turn the way collective memory is experienced and defined (Harju, 2015). These affective intensities are reliant on sign systems, and in this case memorials, which connect them to people. This is not to say that affects inhabit and exist within sign systems, but rather that they circulate by means of signs (memorials) (French, 2012). Therefore, the central tenet of the collective memory perspective is that sign systems, like memorials, can trigger affect (gratitude, anger, pride, and so on) within and between groups, and that this process contributes to identity production and reification (Nora, 1989; Harju, 2015).
Counter-memory perspectives problematise and scrutinise the central tenets of collective memory in several ways. Before exploring this, it is important to recognise that Foucault (1978), who coined the term, argued that counter-memory is only viable if a dominant or ‘mainstream’ collective memory exists. And so, this is the defining feature of counter-memory: it is a contingent form of negation. Furthermore, it is important to stress that Foucault’s (1978) understanding of counter-memory is an extension of his conceptualisation of counterculture. Under this framework, counterculture and mainstream (collective) memory, are dichotomous societal categories. While mainstream collective memories can sustain themselves, counterculture and in turn counter-memory only exist when the mainstream does (Stevens et al., 2018). And so counter-memory is dependent on, and opposes, the established ‘regime of truth’ or metanarrative(s) by promoting marginalised, traumatic and heterogenous memories which cannot be integrated readily with mainstream discourse. 
The concept of counter-memory is also inextricably linked to Foucault’s (1978) understanding of power dynamics. For Foucault (1978), dominant discourses of memory (collective memories) are suppressive and attempt to subject all to their influence. Specifically, it is the proclivity and ability of collective memories to bind large swathes of people to common pasts that make them suppressive, restrictive and ‘top-down’. Counter-memories resist this suppression by providing a ‘bottom-up’ process through which groups marginalised by mainstream memory discourses can struggle for recognition and confront the traumas that they have been subjected to publicly. Striving to pluralise memorial landscapes, counter-memories, by definition, challenge the idea that mainstream (collective) memories and memorials can promote unity and solidarity within and between groups (Till, 2003). 
While counter-memory is best conceptualised as the challenging of mainstream collective memories, the promotion of the pluralisation of memorial landscapes and confrontation of past traumas and negative heritage, perspectives on forgetting are best understood as challenging counter-memory (Turner, 2019). This is because both active and passive forgetting perspectives hold that pluralising the memorial landscape and engendering the confrontation of traumatic pasts is detrimental to societal flourishing. In his book, “On the uses and disadvantages of history for life”, Nietzsche (2012) contends that history’s moulding of human action can be compartmentalised into three categories: the monumental, the antiquarian, and the critical. The monumental describes an attempt to emulate the past, the antiquarian to preserve the past, and the critical to redeem the present from the past. According to Nietzsche (2007; 2012), a healthy and functioning nation integrates all three historical perspectives.
Crucially, pertaining to the critical component, Nietzsche (2007) advises the integration of both historical and unhistorical approaches to life for the benefit of the individual and of society. By ‘historical’, Nietzsche means (2012) the confrontation and recognition of trauma, and by unhistorical, he means the reverse (forgetting such pasts). Therefore, for Nietzsche (2012), too much emphasis on the historical leads to a malevolent application of the critical. Taking such an approach is to ensure that society remains too focused on the past and the divisions it sewed. Philosophically, then, Nietzsche’s (2012) understanding of the role of history, and his associated concepts of active and passive forgetting, are opposed to the counter-memory proposal of confronting a diverse range of traumatic pasts. For forgetting proponents, society’s proclivity toward division is exacerbated by such confrontations (Ramadanovic, 2001). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093553]1.2. Zooming in and out: Addressing gaps in the literature and research questions
When these debates surrounding memorialisation are understood, several gaps in knowledge emerge. The first of these is around the respective prominence of the collective memory and counter-memory themes. Apparent from the outset is that counter-memory is contingent upon the existence of mainstream collective memories and, having been conceded by Foucault (1978) himself, this is not up for debate. What is up for debate, however, is the extent to which counter-memory operations can challenge and even temporarily supersede their mainstream counterparts. With the recent protests surrounding Winston Churchill’s Westminster memorial, it has become clear that counter-memory operations can temporarily negate the operation of collective memory within a memorial landscape (Land, 2023). However, the question of how permanent such deployments of counter-memory are, and whether they can ever truly supersede mainstream collective memories, remains unanswered. This gap in knowledge can be expressed in a bullet-point sentence. 
Research gap 1. The extent to which the capacity of memorials to connect people to their collective identity groups takes precedence over them enabling people to confront traumatic pasts.
Key to addressing this gap is the study locale of Barnsley; the town has a rich memorial landscape which strongly evokes pasts of varying levels of scale and significance, from local industrial issues to strikes and disasters that were of national importance, and experiences of war that are still ritualised on an international level today. The diversity of memorial typologies in Barnsley provides a prime opportunity to investigate the presence of the collective and counter-memory themes in relation to people’s experiences and understandings of a variety of memorialised sites. Being a post-industrial town also provides the opportunity to address this gap in a novel way. While other studies (Price and Rhodes, 2022; Power, 2008; Gildart et al., 2020) have addressed memorialisation in post-industrial and former coal mining towns, none have considered the competition and potential dynamics of collective memory and counter-memory in relation to such sites. When this is acknowledged, then, two research questions need to be answered to address Research Gap 1.
Research question 1 (Collective memory focus). To what extent do Barnsley’s war and coal mining memorials connect individuals to their social and national groups?
Research question 2 (Counter-memory focus). To what extent do the town’s war and coal mining memorials enable people to confront traumatic pasts?
The second gap in knowledge pertains to the inherent contradictions between the counter-memory and (active and passive) forgetting rationales. Unsurprisingly, proponents of the forgetting rationale argue that forgetting is central to functional societies, and in turn that confronting the most traumatic and divisive pasts through engaging with counter-monumentality is not in the interests of anyone (Nietzsche, 2012; Ramadanovic, 2001). Counter-memory supporters dispute this claim, arguing that our engagements with memorials should bring to the fore the issues which define the most marginalised and oppressed groups’ experiences (Stevens et al., 2018). And so, there are two major scholarly perspectives on how to deal with traumatic and unjust pasts (and the present for that matter): confrontation and suppression. This problem is expressed in Research Gap 2.
Research Gap 2. The extent to which forgetting traumatic pasts forms an integral part of memorialisation.
Again, the study location of Barnsley plays a critical role in addressing this research gap. Given that its memorial landscapes almost exclusively address the loss of life that has been inflicted by war and coal mining disasters, the town’s memorial landscape provides an ideal opportunity explore how traumatic pasts are either confronted or suppressed by the memorialisers who interact with its memorials. To address Research gap 2, the following research question will be answered.  
Research Question 3. How important is forgetting traumatic pasts to the process of memorialization in Barnsley?
The third research gap relates to the two distinct, but equally important, portions of history that Barnsley’s memorial landscapes refer to. Of central importance to Barnsley’s memorial landscapes are the histories of war and coal mining, both of which have come to define Barnsley’s identity and the ways people understand the town. This raises an interesting dichotomy. On the one hand, Barnsley’s commemorations of its war history are official, state-sanctioned and widely recognised forms of remembrance which have become synonymous with collective (official) memory throughout the nation. War remembrance, in Barnsley but also across the nation, is a highly ritualised, apolitical issue (Marhsall, 2004). On the other hand, Barnsley’s coal mining remembrance embodies the counter-memory rationale; it is bottom-up, often runs in opposition to the state (and the state’s past actions), and relates to issues, such as workers’ rights, unionisation, globalisation, deindustrialisation, and class, which are highly political and politicised (Bright, 2012). A pertinent area to study, therefore, is how two histories which are so dissimilar and embody different mnemonic themes, are memorialised in the same town. This is expressed in the following research gap.
Research Gap 3. The extent to which highly diverse histories can be memorialised in the same locale, and how different memory themes (collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting) are drawn on in the memorialisation of such pasts.
To address Research Gap 3, the following research question must be answered.    
Research Question 4. How are coal mining and war heritage memorialised differently in Barnsley? 
This research question is appropriately viewed as the amalgamation of Research Questions 1, 2, and 3. A central topic of exploration in this research will be how the histories of coal mining and war in Barnsley, are commemorated in very different ways. The research will explore how these pasts are commemorated and a product of how the actors (memorialisers) of these pasts draw on different memory themes. Overall, by addressing the Research Gaps and answering the Research Questions, this project will provide original insights into how the different roles which memorials have are created and sustained in a post-industrial setting. The significance of the study therefore relies on the exploration of how the key memory themes (collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting), which each Research Question pertains to, conflict, interact, oppose, and coalesce. The investigation of the dynamics between these specific memory themes has not been applied to a post-industrial, UK town setting like Barnsley in previous research on the topic, thus providing an original scope to the research and significance to the research.
While this study revolves around investigating how the various sub-themes associated with collective memory, counter-memory and forgetting apply to memorialisation of war and coal mining in Barnsley, there is also a focus on which factors- as parts of these memory frameworks- can be considered to shape memorialisation more broadly. Addressing this focus is important as it provides a different layer of analysis to the research. More specifically, addressing this focus can be seen to build on the descriptive focus of previous research gaps and questions to provide a more explanatory dynamic to the research. The significance of this rests with how studies which apply this type of descriptive-explanatory approach to post-industrial towns, and in relation to the key memory themes named, are lacking from the broader literature. This is expressed in the following research gap.
Research Gap 4. Whether key memory themes- collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting- inform factors which shape memorialisation more broadly.
To address this research gap, the following research question should be answered. 
Research Question 5. What can the themes identified around memorialisation in Barnsley tell us about the potential factors which shape memorialisation more broadly?
This dynamic between describing the themes which inform people’s experiences of memorialisation in Barnsley, and then relating these themes to memorialisation more broadly, can be construed as a process of zooming in and zooming out. This entails providing in-depth summaries of participants’ experiences (zooming in) and then considering the implications of this on memorialisation more broadly by consulting broader theories and literature to identify potential shaping factors behind memorialisation (zooming out). Applying these different lenses and levels of analysis to the research not only provides the study with originality and novelty but enables Barnsley to be considered in relation to broader issues and literatures, rather than in isolation.  
[bookmark: _Toc216093554]1.3. Why Barnsley? 
This section does not aim to provide a description of each of the memorial sites which are analysed within the thesis; Chapter V: Study Sites, performs this role. To add, it is important to acknowledge that the war and coal mining memorials selected for this study do not capture the full extent of such memorials across Barnsley. There are far too many war and coal mining memorials (of different typologies) in the town to analyse them in sufficient depth. As such, the aim of this section is to justify why war memorials and coal mining memorials were selected for analysis and comparison in this study. This section will begin with a broad scope by providing an explanation for why Barnsley, as a town, was selected as the appropriate site to scrutinise the themes of collective memory, counter-memory and forgetting. The scope will then narrow, and the more specific dynamics of what the town’s war and coal mining memorials bring to the project will be detailed in relation to the project’s research questions. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093555]1.3.1. Barnsley’s past as a source of identity and belonging
Barnsley is a useful location to study how the different facets of memory- collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting- interact and compete to mould identity and understandings of place. Forms of identity, whether individual or place-based, are historically informed (Land, 2023).  While this is the case, there is a strong argument to be made that Barnsley’s identity is not only informed by, but is almost wholly contingent, on people’s memories of pasts which reside outside of living memory. To evidence this statement, a brief look at Barnsley’s historical trajectory is required. Barnsley was once at the heart of industrial Britain, and the unions which formed around its labouring population were once a force to be reckoned with in the political realm and on a national scale. 
From as early as the 1860s, miners moved from other mining towns and cities to Barnsley to take advantage of the higher wages offered in Barnsley’s coal industry. The higher rates of pay were courtesy of the town’s production of the highest quality coal in the country (Hill, 2001). Though industrial cooperation was still rare in major industrial centres throughout the country, by 1858 the miners of Barnsley had already organised a permanent Miners Association of South Yorkshire (Lockett, 2014). This theme of solidarity around the mining industry perhaps reached its peak during the 1972 Miners’ Strike. This strike involved 280,000 members of the National Union of Mineworkers, headquartered in Barnsley, withholding their labour, picketing, and blockading power stations for seven weeks (Phillips, 2006). The strike secured miners with a significant increase in wages, thus defeating Edward Heath’s Conservative government, and has been regarded as a pivotal event in the demise of Heath’s government (Hughes, 2012). 
And so, from the mid-19th century to the mid-20th century, Barnsley was a town that was central to both industrial productivity, employment in relation to the coal mining industry, and political movements. In the present day, the town is far more likely to make the news for reports of its poverty and deprivation than for its part in either industry or renegading political movements. The mass closure of mines in the region, led by Margaret Thatcher’s government, was the turning point; “South Yorkshire’s economy and society went over a cliff-edge in 1984 from which it has never recovered” (Lockett, 2014, p. 67). Figures on poverty and deprivation affirm this statement. In the LSOA (Lower Layer Super Output Area, or small area) of Barnsley Central, there are 5,903 children living in poverty, which represents 30.9% of children in the area (the UK average is 29%) (The Yorkshire Post, 2023). 
Furthermore, Barnsley Foodbank have reported a 46% increase in children needing food parcels, and 90% of the area’s foodbanks have reported an increase in demand (Peacock, 2023). Out of 217 local authority areas in England, Barnsley is the 38th most deprived and ranks as the 27th most deprived in employment deprivation (Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council, 2019). The LSOA in which Barnsley Main Colliery is located, once the epicentre of Barnsley’s economic and industrial output, is in the 10% of most deprived LSOAs in England (Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council, 2019). 
Having gone through extreme economic changes and hardship, and with overwhelming uncertainty and precarity defining the town’s prospects, it is unsurprising that Barnsley’s identity hinges on its past glories; on ‘pride’ in its ‘roots’ (Thorleifsson, 2016). This can be seen by how Experience Barnsley, a museum which captures Barnsley’s history and identity in its exhibitions, focuses heavily on promoting the town’s coal mining past. The museum’s #Strike40 exhibition, for example, marks the 40th anniversary of the 1984 Miners’ Strike. When Barnsley does make national headlines, it is usually because a news outlet has decided to reflect on the 1984 strike, or a figure involved in the strike. Examples of this include an ITV News article which reports Arthur Scargill, former leader of the NUM, telling striking doctors to ‘never give in’ at a rally to mark the 40th anniversary of the Miners’ Strike (Billington, 2024). A similar BBC article reflects on the impacts of the strike for South Yorkshire, and quotes Barnsley Council’s leader Sir Steve Houghton in its oral history presentation (Baynes et al., 2023). 
In the absence of ‘levelling up’, to quote the policy articulated by the 2019 Conservative Government, the town is consigned to ‘looking back’ (Townsend, 2022; Judge, 2022). It is imperative, from a scholarly perspective, to understand the specific mnemonic processes that keep the town’s identity (seemingly) irrevocably intertwined with its heritage. These specific operations of memory- collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting- as a triumvirate of potential drivers behind memorialisation and in turn people’s understandings of identity, have not been considered together in relation to a post-industrial town setting in the existing scholarly literature. Therefore, by analysing how these three key frameworks of memory operate in Barnsley, this thesis can contribute something novel to the scholarly literature on memorialisation. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093556]1.3.2. Answering the research questions
The first avenue of investigation that is worth dealing with in relation to Barnsley is how collective memory functions as a reifying force behind group identification (this addresses Research Question 1). Barnsley provides a unique opportunity to discover the various ways in which memorials can connect individuals to local and national groups. This is the case because Barnsley’s coal mining memorials represent a past which once underpinned the local identity of the town and the social groups that worked and lived there. As McDowell (2016) argues, visual icons, like memorials, are fundamental to our understandings of local communities (p. 39). By supporting, congregating around, ratifying, or even ignoring memorials, members of the community engage with one another in a ‘symbolic dialogue’ (Forest and Johnson, 2002, p. 525). 
By exploring into this dialogue, it is possible to map meaning within the cultural landscape and uncover why certain symbols carry meaning while others do not (Whelan, 2005). This also applies to pasts which are regarded as holding national or international significance, such as the World Wars, which are commemorated in various memorial typologies in Barnsley. To understand memorialisation, therefore, memory must be studied at its different scales (Burk, 2003). While individual and local memory draw on personal experiences of loss and suffering and key events that have occurred within small groups, national memories are the hegemonic narratives that emanate from the state and other powerful institutions, often said to reflect the values of the wider public (Bodnar, 1992). With Barnsley selected as the site of study, there is a clear opportunity to study how memory operates at its various levels of resolution, through its (local) coal mining memorials and (national) war memorials, and to develop an understanding of how this informs identity formation and place attachment. 
Barnsley also provides an opportunity to study the concept of counter-memory (in relation to Research Question 2) from different and highly useful angles. As Pendleton (2011) succinctly puts it, counter-memories “challenge popular forgetfulness”, that is, they draw attention to traumatic pasts, or events which threaten a group’s foundations of self-understanding or self-identification (p. 360; Simko, 2020). Memorials have a key role to play in this process, as (certain) memorial spaces can be effective in facilitating confrontations of, and subsequently healing and closure around, these traumatic pasts (Hamber and Wilson, 2002; Buckley-Zistel, 2021). War and coal history represent pasts of great trauma for people in Barnsley, with both pasts containing mass death and casualty events. 
Remembering the First World War alone, there are 662 war memorials in Barnsley which commemorates an estimated 3,788 people who died serving in that conflict (Barnsley Chronicle, 2017). In terms of coal history, the Oaks Disaster remains England’s worst mining disaster, having killed 361 men and boys (Portlock, 2017). As such, selecting Barnsley as a study site provides a unique opportunity to study the legacy of trauma, and specifically mass deaths, from the perspective of armed conflict and industry. Analysing how trauma is addressed in Barnsley’s memorial landscape from these different perspectives allows for a thorough interrogation of the theme of counter-memory, and the extent to which this concept is integral to memorialisation.  
Barnsley also provides the scope to explore the ways in which forgetting (in relation to research question 3) informs the process of memorialisation. Specifically, Barnsley provides the opportunity to study how different instantiations or manifestations of forgetting can shape people’s awareness of memorial landscapes. The forms of forgetting that Barnsley allows for the study of are active and passive. With regard to its war history, the procedure of remembering is embedded within Barnsley through the occurrence of well-established rituals like Armistice Day and Remembrance Day. Therefore, if it is the case that parts of Barnsley’s war history are being forgotten, it follows that this will be due to active forgetting, since there are mnemonic devices and performances embedded within the town to ensure this history does not drift (passively) out of the public’s consciousness. 
Barnsley’s coal history is one which lends itself more to the passive form of forgetting. This is because the coal industry does not have established rituals (like with war history) which can propagate memories associated with the industry to younger generations. Not only this, but Barnsley’s landscape does not reflect the industry since the overwhelming majority of the industry’s activities were underground and in turn invisible to observers on the surface. As such, the study site is well situated for exploring the ways in which different manifestations of forgetting can inform people’s relationships with memorial landscapes and conceptualisations of history.
Perhaps the biggest opportunity that the choice of Barnsley affords as the site of study is an ability to study a past of high local significance, and a past of international significance, and discover how they differentially mould the memorial landscape of a town and shape people’s relationships with these memorial spaces (in relation to research question 4). While there are other towns and cities which host memorials related to industry, such as steel in Sheffield or mills in Manchester, these sites do not possess have the same history of mass deaths that Barnsley’s mining industry does. The factor of mass deaths should be considered alongside the fact that almost all of Barnsley’s working and middle-class populations relied on coal for their employment and livelihood from the late 19th century to the mid-20th century. When this is acknowledged, it becomes clear that, in relation to Barnsley’s trajectory as a town and people’s defining experiences within the town, the coal industry is as important as war. Therefore, with coal and war, Barnsley has two pasts which touched almost everyone living in the town at one point in history. 
Despite their omnipresence in the annals of the town’s history, these pasts are memorialised in very different ways, do not have the same importance or prestige placed on them within memorial landscapes and, as such, have transmitted to varying levels of success across time. As such, Barnsley is the optimal site to study how pasts of equal standing in relation to a town’s history can be remembered (and forgotten) differently due to the ways that people who engage with these pasts draw on the memory concepts (collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting) which underpin this project. Therefore, Barnsley provides the opportunity to study how, amidst a socio-economic backdrop of deprivation and poor prospects, hegemonic memorial narratives are formed while other pasts fade from public consciousness. This in turn opens the potential to understand how identity is shaped and re-moulded by ever-evolving understandings of the past, and how memorials play in a key role in the mediation of this process. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093557]1.3.3. Considering other sites
Though the case has been made as to why Barnsley was selected as the site for the study, the claim is not being made that Barnsley is the only site which could have been the focus of the research. The novelty of the thesis lies in its exploration of three memory rationales- collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting- in a post-industrial setting. There are other post-industrial settings available within the UK. Sheffield and Manchester had thriving steel and textile industries respectively, while Birmingham led the UK’s automative industry. These sites, and many others (Glasgow’s, with its history of shipbuilding, and Stoke-on-Trent with its ceramics production) were viable to base this study in. Barnsley, however, was arrived at as the site for three reasons: scale of tragedies, severity of change (economic decline), and the researcher’s background. 
While different locations throughout the UK have been sites of industrial accidents and tragedies, Barnsley is quite unique in the sense that, with the Oaks Disaster, in which 361 people died, it has been the site of mass deaths on a scale not found elsewhere. This remains the deadliest mining disaster in England’s history. When industries like textiles, ceramics and shipbuilding have deadly accidents, their death toll rarely reaches the level seen in mining disasters (as evidenced by other UK mining disasters like Aberfan). What this means for Barnsley is that, due to the Oaks (and to a certain extent Huskar) Disaster(s), it is the site of mass deaths which changed the fabric of the community. This level of mass deaths is not seen in many other sites in the UK and gives Barnsley a unique vantage point from which to explore how the community has responded to them across time. 
The second factor which influenced the selection of Barnsley was the level of fallout from deindustrialisation. Out of potential study, including Sheffield and Manchester, Barnsley is the most economically disadvantaged and worst hit from the process of deindustrialisation that began in the 1980s. In terms of markers like deprivation and economic inactivity, Barnsley has some of the highest levels in the UK (Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council, 2019). What is found in Barnsley, therefore, is an extreme case in terms of death toll from mining accidents and decline after deindustrialisation. This provides a useful location at which to explore the effects that these changes have had on Barnsley’s communities across time and how this is reflected and channelled through memorials and commemorations. 
The final factor which influenced Barnsley’s selection was my background. This is covered in more detail in my reflexivity statement in Chapter IV. In short, I am a lifelong Barnsley resident who is passionate about the town’s history and its future. My knowledge and appreciation for the town offered me the opportunity to connect with participants in a meaningful way, which I believed when selecting the site, and still believe, facilitated a level of comfort and familiarity for participants during the interviews and was conducive to positive and enlightening interactions. Therefore, I was confident that, largely because of my background, I could connect with potential participants in a positive way and that this would improve the quality of the insights recorded during the interviews. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093558]1.4. Research paradigms, philosophy and methodology
Paradigms are the set of beliefs that influence decisions that a researcher makes, and they concern two branches of philosophical inquiry- ontology and epistemology. Ontology is the branch of philosophy which studies the nature of reality and being (Danermark et al., 2002). As such, this branch is concerned with what can be considered ‘real’ or ‘to exist’. The epistemological branch is concerned with the theory of knowledge, or how one can come to a justified or true belief (Greco and Sosa, 2017). Different ontologies and epistemologies, naturally, are associated with different methods for collecting and analysing data. For example, a research project which has a constructionist ontology, and thus holds that things only come into existence when they are perceived, would have a radically different methodology than a project with a positivist ontology which presupposes the (mind) independent existence and law-like behaviour of objects (Rescher, 2012). This is to say that foundational beliefs about reality and knowledge have a bearing over what exactly it is that the researcher believes is there to be researched and is worth researching; these beliefs thus inform the researcher’s perceptions, values and priorities.
This research subscribes to a pluralistic, multi-paradigmatic approach in which seemingly opposing paradigms are drawn on to inform methods which produce different knowledge outputs- in this case description and explanation. While different paradigms are not integrated or synthesized in this project- which would be expressed in the form of a unified paradigm and associated method- a blending or layering of paradigms is facilitated, where different paradigms are deployed as lenses throughout the research process (and specifically the data analysis stage) to produce diverse insights (Lewis and Kelemen, 2002). This use of the multi-paradigmatic approach is also underscored by the pragmatist paradigm in that it is driven not by philosophical appeal or dualistic thinking but by the practical endeavour of answering the study’s research questions. 
As part of this multi-paradigmatic blending, the paradigms of post-positivism and constructivism- with their associated ontologies and epistemologies- have been blended (or layered) in this research. This leads to a subjective-objective ontology, where reality is regarded as a product of continuous interactions between the given world and the ways that minds conceptualise and experience it. A similar blended approach is taken to epistemology, with the stance taken that knowledge is created by interactions between mind and environment. Philosophies of the post-positivist and constructivist paradigms, namely critical realism and phenomenology, inspire the blended approach taken in this research. 
Evolved from the writings of Bhaskar (1975), critical realism is a philosophy that separates the ‘real’ world from the ‘observable’ world. The ‘real’ are the unobservable structures, which are not seen but rather inferred, which cause observable events (Danermark et al., 2002). The social world can be understood if one understands the structures that generate the events which occur in it. Therefore, the aim of critical realism is to explain events by inferring the structures which drive events. Phenomenology is a philosophy and qualitative research approach which aims to understand the meanings and lived experiences associated with human produced phenomena (Moran, 1999). The descriptive branch of phenomenology aims to achieve an objective description and understanding of the phenomenon of investigation through producing rich descriptions of participants’ experiences of the phenomenon (Colaizzi, 1978). The interpretative branch of phenomenology aims to explore people’s lived experiences by analysing the meanings that people attribute to their experiences. In the phenomenological tradition, the overall aim is oriented towards describing people's experiences rather than explaining them. 
These philosophies of critical realism and phenomenology have been blended (layered) in this study, providing it with the aim to describe people’s experiences and explain the phenomenon of the study in a broader sense. The roles that memorials have for people in Barnsley are inextricably tied to people’s interpretative processes, conceptualisations and understandings of themselves, other people, and memorials. Due to this consideration, semi-structured interviews and focus groups have been selected as the methods of data collection. These choices enable the in-depth exploration of people’s experiences and conceptualisations of memorials in Barnsley. The rich data collected using these methods will facilitate the exploration of how key operations of memory, such as collective memory and counter-memory, influence the roles that Barnsley’s memorials have for people residing in the town. 
The method of data analysis used in this study is classified as ‘Generic Qualitative Research’ (GQR- sometimes referred to as ‘Generic Qualitative Inquiry’). GQR is characterised by its blending of tools and techniques from established methodologies or taking inspiration from (but not pledging any allegiance to) other methodologies to create novel frameworks. The GQR approach taken is split into Phase 1: Description, and Phase 2: Explanation. Taking inspiration from methods associated with both descriptive and interpretative phenomenology, Phase 1 creates themes which capture patterns in participant responses. These themes are summarised to provide a description of the ways that participants experienced the role of memorials in Barnsley. Phase 2 takes some inspiration from critical realism and literature on inferences (such as abduction) to relate participant accounts to broader theories on memorialisation and probe (through a series of inferences) for potential factors which shape memorialisation more broadly. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093559]1.5. Aims, objectives and research significance
There are two key aims which underpin this study. The first aim is to provide a detailed description of the roles that war and coal mining memorials have for people in Barnsley. The second aim is to relate these descriptions to theories surrounding memorialisation, and in doing so identify potential factors which shape memorialisation and therefore provide a well-informed (but inevitably fallible) explanation for the phenomenon. 
There are several objectives that need to be addressed for these aims to be realised. These objectives are listed below.
Objective 1. Gain an understanding of the extent to which operations of collective memory and counter-memory conflict, inform, and interact with each other in Barnsley’s memorial landscape. 
Objective 2. Understand how active and passive forms of forgetting inform people’s experiences of memorial landscapes in Barnsley. 
Objective 3. Build knowledge of the ways that war history is memorialised differently from coal mining history in Barnsley.  
Objective 4. Infer which factors- identified in relation to the exploration of collective memory, counter-memory and forgetting in Barnsley- potentially shape memorialisation more broadly. 
The significance of the project emerges from addressing these objectives. By addressing Objective 1, this study can provide unique and original insights into how collective memory and counter-memory condition and interact with each other. This sort of consideration is lacking from the relevant academic literature, which tends to address these concepts separately and exclusively. Furthermore, by addressing Objective 2, this project will build on knowledge of how forgetting informs people’s relationships with memorial landscapes and understandings of the past. Crucially, this study creates a unique angle of inquiry by considering how different forms of forgetting (active and passive) can differentially affect the ways that people memorialise the past. 
This study’s contribution and significance rests beyond its academic contribution, with the wider public issue of how post-industrial towns formulate identity and meaning amidst worsening socio-economic conditions. Addressing Objective 3 will allow this broader societal issue to receive detailed consideration, as this study considers how the interplay of war and coal mining history, when memorialised in public space, can provide people with meaning and a means of grounding their understandings of a local and national sense of place. In recent years, debates have raged as to whether certain historical figures, who either held racist views or support the slave trade, should remain memorialised in public space. By meeting Objective 4, this study makes well informed inferences about the factors which potentially shape memorialisation, hopefully inspiring further scrutiny and discussion of potential shaping forces. By providing a detailed account of the different themes and operations which define and inform memorialisation practices, this study will provide potentially interested parties, such as town planners, politicians, activists, and (cultural and political) commemorators with the resources to make informed decisions regarding the memorial futures.  
[bookmark: _Toc216093560]1.6. Thesis structure: What to expect
The thesis consists of nine chapters (including the Introduction). Chapter II: Barnsley and Coal involves the evaluation of how coal mining has shaped Barnsley’s prospects. Chapter III: Literature Review provides critical analysis of existing literature on the roles of memorials and relates these to how gaps in knowledge can be explored and addressed in relation to Barnsley. The Literature Review is structured around critically analysing the scholarly literature on the themes of collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting. These memory themes, and their associated sub-components and sub-operations which are brought to the fore in the Literature Review, represent the backbone of the thesis. These themes are most appropriately viewed as the theoretical lens through which participants’ accounts in later chapters are analysed and understood. 
Chapter IV: Methodology begins by justifying the specific sites of study at which the research has been conducted. Justification is then provided for the multi-paradigmatic, pluralistic approach that underpins the research. Key aspects of the research design process, including sampling and recruitment strategies, and methods of data collection, are introduced and justified. Subsequently, the method of data analysis section explains the phases of the GQR approach taken in the study, and how this approach blends tools from other established methodologies to create different phases, or lenses, through which memorialisation is explored. Chapter IV also explains the selection of specific memorial sites, which sites were included, which were rejected, and why. Chapter V: Study Sites then provides a summary of each of the memorial sites studied in this project, and includes key details such as historical information, dates (of installation and of the events they commemorate), and location. 
Chapter VI: Findings applies Phase 1 of the GQR approach and is structured around the key themes which emerged from coding and analysing participants’ accounts. Five themes are introduced, and evidence is provided, using verbatim quotes from participants, for the themes, each of which is related to the project’s research questions and overall aim. Findings conclude with summary descriptions of participants’ experiences of memorials in Barnsley. Chapter VII: Discussion relates the responses of participants to the broader scholarly literature, discussing how participant understandings of the roles of memorials compares with academic theories and perspectives on the issue. Chapter VIII: The factors which potentially shape memorialisation applies Phase 2 of the GQR and places the themes produced in Chapter VI through a series of inferences (involving abduction and retroduction) to identify the factors which potentially shape memorialisation. The final chapter, Chapter IX: Conclusion summarises the key arguments made throughout the thesis, providing concrete answers to the research questions and statements to clearly address objectives and aims, and makes recommendations for where future researchers could focus their efforts.
















[bookmark: _Toc216093561]Chapter II: Barnsley and coal 
This chapter provides contextual information on the history and development of coal mining in Barnsley. The purpose of this chapter is to facilitate a thorough comprehension of the extent to which Barnsley’s history and identity are tied to coal mining. Its placement so early in the thesis is by design: to grasp many of the historically informed themes which define participants’ responses later in the thesis, it is crucial to understand how Barnsley’s trajectory has been so wedded to the fortunes and fluctuations of the coal mining industry and how this industry haunts the town. Without appreciating the intricacies of these fluctuations of the coal mining industry in Barnsley, it would be difficult to understand the concepts which participants reference in their responses later in the thesis. As such, the rationale for this chapter is not only that the history of coal mining in Barnsley is engaging in its own right, but that understanding this history will provide clarity to upcoming chapters. 
This chapter’s focus on coal should not be taken as an indication that Barnsley’s war history is viewed as subordinate to the town’s identity in comparison to coal. Barnsley was affected in a profound way economically, socially, politically and culturally due to the World Wars. Two battalions (the 13th and 14th) of the York and Lancaster Regiment, known as the Barnsley Pals, were raised in 1914 and were composed of local men who were mostly coalminers (Jarvis, 2013). The Barnsley Pals suffered terrible losses on the first day of the Battle of the Somme on the 1st of July 1916. 275 men from the 1st Battalion and 270 from the 2nd Battalion were killed or wounded, which had a profound impact of loss and grief across the community (Barnsley Museums, 2026). Furthermore, from the outbreak of the Second World War in 1939 until victory in 1945, Barnsley was deeply affected by the war and contributed to the victory of the Allied Forces in a significant way. During this time, Barnsley’s coal mines provided fuel, its factories made essential equipment and residents lived with blackouts and rationing (Barnsley Museums, 2026). 
It is clear, therefore, that the World Wars had a lasting impact on Barnsley and were crucial to its trajectory and history. The reason that Barnsley’s history of coal mining is the focus of this chapter is that this history is highly unique and specific to Barnsley itself. While many towns and cities across the United Kingdom share a similar involvement in the World Wars as Barnsley, this is not the case for coal mining. Barnsley’s reliance on coal mining for supporting the community’s livelihood and prospects, along with the scale of death associated with its coal mining disasters, is what makes the relationship between Barnsley and coal unique and worthy of deep exploration.  As part of this exploration, information will be provided that will allow one to understand where Barnsley’s coalfields were situated, when and why the coal industry developed and declined, and how these different stages affected the people of Barnsley. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093562]2.1. How coal mining shaped Barnsley
Being cognizant of the unique historical relationship that Barnsley has with coal mining is crucial in allowing the town’s memorial landscapes to be interpreted. As the following section goes onto explain, Barnsley was not only at the epicentre of coal production in the United Kingdom but was so reliant on the industry that the mass closure of the pits from the 1980s onwards had a profound effect on the social and economic stability of the town. Knowledge of this is important for understanding the context of this study, as understanding the historical trajectory and major social and economic changes of Barnsley provides a solid grounding for interpreting the town’s memorial landscapes, which are reflective of these changes.
[bookmark: _Toc216093563]2.1.1. Geography of the Yorkshire Coalfield
The Yorkshire Coalfield is divided into two regions along a line that stretches from Woolley to Askern. Along this line is the Barnsley Seam (sometimes referred to as the ‘Barnsley Bed’), the coalfield’s principal coal-seam. The coalfield was formed during the Upper Carboniferous Period and is split into what is known as the Lower and Middle Coal Measures (Hill, 2001). The Middle Coal Measures, running between the Silkstone and Barnsley Seams, contained the most important coal-seams in the Yorkshire Coalfield (see Figure 1). ‘Coal measures’ (2022) is the term used to describe the parts of the Upper Carboniferous System that can bear coal. ‘Carboniferous’ (2022) means ‘coal-bearing’ in Latin and refers to the coal beds that formed between the end of the Devonian Period (363 million years ago) and the beginning of the Permian Period (290 million years ago). A ‘coal seam’ is a deposit of coal that is visible within layers of rock, and which were formed by the consolidation of minerals, biota, and (natural) chemicals across geologic time (Schissler, 2004). As can be seen in Figure 1, Barnsley is at the heart of the Yorkshire Coalfield. 20 Miles
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[bookmark: _Toc206617241][bookmark: _Toc206616118]Figure 1: The regions of the Yorkshire Coalfield (Northern Mine Research Society, 2022). The colours displayed on this figure refer to different periods in time (for example, Triassic). These are explained with a key at the bottom of the figure.








 










[bookmark: _Toc216093564]2.1.2. Barnsley’s coalfield landscape as a source of opportunity
South Yorkshire’s status as a coal-producing region was owed largely to the Barnsley Seam, which exceeded all other Yorkshire Coalfield Seams in terms of thickness and quality (Goodchild, 1986). The Barnsley Seam was one of the most famous coal seams in the world, producing a steam coal that was of superior quality from those mined in South Wales. Steam coal is a form of coal that is suitable for steam-raising in a boiler, owing to it burning easily and producing minimal ash (Hill, 2001). Post-1860, Barnsley collieries were sited close to train lines, as the increasing amount of coal being mined required an efficient distribution method (Barnett, 1984).
The Barnsley Seam supported colliery enterprises from the early 19th century to the mid-20th century. Such enterprises included Amalgamated Denaby Collieries Ltd., which was worth £3.2 million in 1927, and by 1940, employed 10,000 men and had an annual output of 4 million tons of coal (Hill, 2001). With the Barnsley Seam at the centre of production in the Yorkshire Coalfield, coal output and numbers of workers grew between the 19th and early 20th centuries (Table 1).  
	Year
	Number employed
	Coal output (tons)
	Percentage of UK coal output
	Percentage of Yorkshire coal output

	1851
	23,500
	6,750,000
	No figure
	No figure

	1924
	195,326
	46,568,688
	11.5
	85


[bookmark: _Toc206618487]Table 1: Employment and coal output figures of the Yorkshire Coalfield (1851-1924) (Hill, 2001)
The seam’s profitability earned South Yorkshire miners the reputation of being the best paid in the country and by the 1930s, stories of the vast earnings of the companies that worked the seam were rife throughout Britain’s coalfields (Hill, 2001). The Barnsley Seam was up to 820 metres deep in parts and existed as a continuous bed of coal across an area of around 99,655 square kilometres (Goodchild, 1986). This seam was the most widely worked seam in the South Yorkshire region, supporting large collieries like Barnsley Main (Figure 2). [bookmark: _Toc206617242][bookmark: _Toc206616120]Figure 2: Early 20th century photograph of Barnsley Main Colliery (Oaks Colliery Disaster Website, 2024)







The Barnsley Seam also supported the production of 50% of the region’s coal output and provided employment to 60,000 men in the 1930s (Hill, 2001). Therefore, in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, Barnsley’s coalfield landscape would have been understood as a source of employment and livelihood (for mineworkers) and great wealth (for mine owners). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093565]2.1.3. Barnsley’s coalfield landscape as a source of danger
The Barnsley Seam became known as a ‘fiery’ seam, owing to repeated explosions at its colliery sites which were used to mine the seam (Hill, 2001). Table 2 captures some of the extent of the disasters and loss of life throughout the coalfield caused by explosions, including the Oaks Colliery disaster of 1866, in which 361 miners and rescuers died in a succession of explosions (BBC, 2017). This is not a comprehensive list of all mining disasters which took place, as disasters that occurred due to causes other than an explosion (e.g., faulty machinery) have not been included.
	Colliery
	Date of Disaster
	Deaths

	Barmby Furscoe
	1803
	20-30

	Barmby Furscoe
	August 19th, 1805
	7

	Mount Osborne
	November 22nd, 1841
	15

	The Oaks
	January 24th, 1847
	73

	Darley Main
	January 29th, 1847
	6

	Ardsley Main
	March 5th, 1847
	68

	Darley Main
	January 24th, 1849
	75

	Lower Elsecar
	December 22nd, 1852
	10

	Lundhill
	June 22nd, 1854
	6

	Lundhill
	February 19th, 1857
	189

	Higham Colliery
	February 15th, 1860
	13

	Edmunds Main Colliery
	December 8th, 1862
	59

	Oaks Colliery
	December 12th, 1866
	361

	Swaithe Main Colliery
	December 6th, 1875
	143

	Wharncliffe Carlton Colliery
	October 18th, 1883
	20

	Wharncliffe Silkstone Colliery
	May 30th, 1914
	11

	Houghton Main Colliery
	December 12th, 1930
	7

	Cortonwood Colliery
	December 9th, 1932
	8

	North Gawber Colliery
	September 12th, 1935
	19

	Wharncliffe Woodmoor Colliery
	August 6th, 1936
	58

	Barnsley Main Colliery
	February 16th, 1942
	13

	Barnsley Main Colliery
	May 7th, 1947
	9

	Houghton Main Colliery
	June 12th, 1975
	5


[bookmark: _Toc206618488]Table 2: List of Barnsley coal mining disasters caused by explosions on the Barnsley seam (Northern Mine Research Society, 2022)
While the Barnsley Seam would have been associated with livelihood and wealth building, there is little doubt that notions of danger would have been attached to it. With the Oaks Colliery being the site of England’s deadliest mining (at the time) and six Barnsley collieries having multiple explosions, fear toward the coalfield landscape would have been felt by some miners and their families. This helped to shape a distinctive memorial landscape as, given the ubiquity of coal mining and industry related deaths, Barnsley’s memorial landscape became populated with mining related memorials in all boroughs of the town. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093566]2.1.4. Barnsley’s coalfield landscape as a source of uncertainty
The history of Barnsley Main Colliery is largely representative of the key stages and events associated with coal mining in the region and is used here as a window into the changing industry and physical landscape of the town. Barnsley Main followed the trajectory of other collieries throughout the region, being defined by three key phases: privately owned (pre-1947), publicly owned and supported (post-1947-1978), and publicly owned and destroyed (1979 onward) (Goodchild, 1986; Hill, 2001). The changes brought about during the transitions between phases, and unexpected events that occurred within phases, meant that Barnsley’s coalfield was a source of great uncertainty to the communities that lived and worked around it. The details of these phases are covered in the Barnsley Main Colliery Graphical Timeline (Figure 5). Sunk to work the Barnsley Seam, Barnsley Main Colliery was 2.5 miles south-east of the town centre (Figure 3) and had two shafts which were 400 yards apart. These shafts were the No.2 ‘Hoyle Mill Side’ shaft and the No.4 ‘Stairfoot Side’ shaft (Figure 4).
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[bookmark: _Toc206617243][bookmark: _Toc206616122]Figure 3: Map of Barnsley Main Colliery in relation to Barnsley Town Hall (OS Digimap, 2023)




















Barnsley Main Colliery


 

 

No.2 Shaft
No.4 Shaft
Map Key
1.5 Miles
[bookmark: _Toc206617244][bookmark: _Toc206616124]Figure 4: Map of Barnsley Main Colliery (OS Digimap, 2023)



























PHASE ONE

1820
1860
1845
1885
1838. Two shafts sunk at the site. One was named ‘Ardsley Main’, the other was known as the ‘The Oaks’.

December 12th, 1866. The Oaks Disaster. 361 dead.
December 1866. The Oaks Shafts are filled and become known as the ‘Old Oaks’.
July 1867. Two new shafts, called the ‘New Oaks’ (also called No. 2 and No. 4 Shafts), are sunk.

1910
1935
2000
1950
1975

January 24th, 1847. Explosion at Ardsley Main. 73 dead.
March 5th, 1847. Explosion at The Oaks. 73 dead.
March 1847. Shafts filled following explosions.




1851. Two new shafts, called the ‘Oaks Shafts’, are sunk at the site.




1889. No. 4 Shaft is taken over by Barnsley Main Colliery Co. 
1890. No. 2 Shaft is taken over by Rylands Main Colliery. 
Late 1890s. Barnsley Main Colliery Co. acquire the No. 2 Shaft, and thus own the whole colliery.



1932. Barnsley Main Collieries Co. is amalgamated into Barrow Barnsley Main Collieries Ltd, who own the colliery until renationalisation in 1947.

1945. Barnsley Main closes due to dwindling output.
1947. Following renationalisation, a reconstruction scheme is undertaken at Barnsley Main reopens.
May 7th, 1947. An explosion kills 7 men. 



PHASE TWO


May 1966. Barnsley Main closes as an independent coal producing unit. Workers are transferred to Barrow, Ferrymoor, Grimethorpe, and Darfield collieries.

June 1975. All coal mined by Barrow Colliery workers is mined from the former Barnsley Main coalface. 
1970s. Barnsley Main undergoes a £25 million rehabilitation scheme, involving the construction of new surface buildings and a new refurbished shaft.
1979-1984. Barnsley Main, Dearne Valley Colliery, Houghton Main, and Grimethorpe Colliery are linked underground.
Late 1980s. Barnsley Main blighted by severely diminishing reserves.
July 19th, 1991. Barnsley Main ceases coal production for the final time after losing £5 million in that financial year. Over 700 jobs are lost.



PHASE THREE


[bookmark: _Toc206617245][bookmark: _Toc206616126]Figure 5: Barnsley Main Colliery Graphical Timeline









As Figure 5 shows, Barnsley Colliery’s history has been defined by sharp changes in ownership, outlook, and prospects. Indeed, these types of changes are representative of collieries throughout the region (Hill, 2001). Many of these shifts were facilitated by changes in how the government conceptualised the place of the coal mining industry. This could be seen when Barnsley Main reopened in 1947 and with its £25 million rehabilitation in the 1970s. These instances are products of phase two (1947-1978) of colliery management, where collieries were invested in and supported through government subsidies. Other key changes were brought about through an unexpected event, rather than through the socio-economic ideology being manifested by a particular government. 
Ardsley Main and The Oaks being filled after explosions in 1847 and these giving way to the ‘Oaks Shafts’ (sunk in 1851) are examples of this form of change. These various forms of change have resulted in Barnsley collieries like Barnsley Main closing and reopening several times. Such flux has meant that, throughout its history, Barnsley’s coalfield has been a landscape of uncertainty for the communities working in and living around it. An understanding of this can help to provide context to how participants in this study, as Barnsley residents, have an embedded social memory (see Glossary) of the changes Barnsley has been through, and what they mean to their communities.
[bookmark: _Toc216093567]2.1.5. The erasure of Barnsley’s coal mining landscapes through Thatcherism
It would be misleading to state that Barnsley Main, and collieries throughout Barnsley, closed purely due to diminishing returns. If diminishing output was the driver of colliery closure, then the collieries would have closed in the 1950s (Hill, 2001). The primary driver of the mass pit closures, which began in the 1980s, was Thatcherism (Standing, 2014). Named after the Prime Minister of the time, Margret Thatcher, Thatcherism describes the hyper-aggressive neoliberal restructuring of economies and societies which subsequently became the ideological bedrock of capitalist globalization (Thorleifsson, 2016). Key examples of the application of Thatcher’s free-market ideals include Europe’s single market and Russia’s mass transfer of state assets to well-connected politicians, many of whom are now oligarchs, after the Eastern bloc’s collapse (Thorsen, 2010; Hermann, 2007). Emerging as a response to the declining profitability associated with Fordist mass production industries in the middle-late 20th century, Thatcherism represented the state-led dismantling of entire industries in favour of enforced market competition and the commodification of every sector of society (Edwards, 2017).
Thatcher viewed Britain’s coal industry, and its most fervent supporters, like the National Union of Mineworkers (NUM) and its leader Arthur Scargill, as endemic to Britain’s economic decline (Nettleingham, 2017). Under this neoliberal framework, state subsidised industries, coupled with monopoly trade unionism, hampered market forces and the economy (Samuel et al., 1986). The NUM’s loss of the miners’ strike of 1984-85 to Thatcher’s Conservative Government marked the beginning of a rapid process of industry decline (Waddington and Parry, 2003). In March 1984, the National Coal Board (NCB) announced the closure of Cortonwood Colliery in Rotherham, having recently guaranteed its future. Cortonwood Colliery had been sunk to work the Barnsley Seam in 1873 and was located just 5 miles south-east of Barnsley Main. The colliery’s closure would mean the loss of 850 jobs. The NCB’s reversal of its support for Cortonwood Colliery led to 50,000 Yorkshire miners, 14,000 of whom were from Barnsley, coming out on strike (Barnsley Chronicle, 2009). Following Yorkshire miners coming out on strike, miners across the country joined the strike action when a national NUM strike was declared. 
The strike, which concluded in March 1985, ended in defeat for the miners. The strike’s failure is attributed to two key reasons. The first was that no national ballot of NUM members was held before the strike, resulting in the strikes being ruled illegal by High Court judge Lord Justice Nicholls. The second was regional variations in participation, with most Nottinghamshire miners continuing to work during the strike, maintaining supply to the nation’s power stations (Nettleingham, 2017). The NUM elections, held in the summer of 1984, resulted in most of the Nottinghamshire NUM leaders who supported the strikes being voted out. With most of the leaders of the Nottinghamshire branch of the NUM now holding anti-strike positions, the Nottinghamshire branch of the NUM made an official announcement that it was opposed to the strike and stopped payments to Nottinghamshire strikers (Richards, 1996). 
The lack of a national ballot and variations in regional participation meant that the strike lacked both legitimacy and widespread, long-term support. The strike defeat, coupled with the formation of the breakaway union ‘Union of Democratic Mineworkers’, set up by disaffected Nottingham and Derbyshire miners, left miners and their unions divided. This gifted Thatcher and British Coal free reign to impose mass privatisation and mine closures (Goodman and Hines, 1985). The corporatist restructuring then commenced. Industries which had been the lifeline of working-class communities since the beginning of the 19th century were systematically destroyed (Table 3) (Allen, 2009).
	Year
	Number employed by the British Coal Industry
	Number of collieries in Britain

	1981
	279,000
	211

	2000
	11,000
	17

	2004
	No figure
	No figure

	2005
	7,000
	No figure


[bookmark: _Toc206618489]Table 3: Changes to the British Coal Industry post-1980 (Beatty et al., 2005)
The erasure of the coal industry in Barnsley had a profound impact on the community, its identity and the physical landscape which (in part) defined the community. The mining memorials that are the focal point of this thesis, and mining memorials more broadly across the town, are residual elements of a connection to an industry that defined the town for the better part of two centuries. There exists a dissonance between the town’s landscape and the history and industry on which the town was built. Former coal mining sites, like Stairfoot, home to the Oaks Colliery, and Dodworth, bear little resemblance to the industry which built these villages and wards (see Figures 6-10). Therefore, what is significant in this research is how communities in Barnsley no longer are directly engaged with the industry on which so much of its identity was (and still is largely) attached to. This is why the removal of many traces and sites of the coal industry from the landscape in Barnsley provides an interesting lens through which to study memorialisation. [bookmark: _Toc206617249][bookmark: _Toc206616128]Figure 6: Artist’s illustration of Oaks Colliery in 1847 (Yorkshire Post, 2016)











[bookmark: _Toc206617251][bookmark: _Toc206616130]Figure 8: The site of the former Oaks Colliery in 2022 (Author, 2022)





[bookmark: _Toc206617250][bookmark: _Toc206616132]Figure 7: The site of the former Oaks Colliery in 2022 (Author, 2022)







[bookmark: _Toc206617253][bookmark: _Toc206616134]Figure 10: Photograph of Dodworth Colliery in 1971 (flickr, 2020)





[bookmark: _Toc206617252][bookmark: _Toc206616136]Figure 9: Site of the former Dodworth Colliery in 2022 (Author, 2022)
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Description automatically generated]With its former pits filled, Barnsley’s former pit sites have been assigned commercial and waste land usage, with few traces of industrialism to be found aside from street names (Figure 11). [bookmark: _Toc206617254][bookmark: _Toc206616138]Figure 11: Old Oaks View and Oaks Lane, named after the Oaks Colliery. These street names are located around the site of the old Oaks Colliery (Author, 2022)
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[bookmark: _Toc216093568]2.1.6. The link between economic recession and landscape attachment
The erasure of Barnsley’s colliery landscapes has triggered an extended period of economic deterioration which has in turn changed the ways that people living in former coalfield communities relate to the landscape (Thorleifsson, 2016). To understand how landscape attachment has changed in former coalfield communities like Barnsley, we must first recognise the events that precipitated these changes. To this end, the region’s economic downturn was accelerated by Margaret Thatcher’s Conservative Government, who stripped Yorkshire towns of their primary industry and source of employment and had no plan on how to replace the industry (Waddington and Parry, 2003). The economic infrastructure needed to provide miners and their families with alternative employment upon the closure of the collieries was not present. In 1981, the services sector accounted for 30% of male jobs in mining areas, compared to 50% nationally and over 65% in parts of southern England (Murray et al., 2005). Dependence on coal mining for employment in areas like Barnsley coupled with a comparative lack of service sector employment therefore made coalfield areas primed for deterioration once the mines closed.
Mass unemployment and economic recession followed. In the early 1990s, with privatisation well underway, the South Yorkshire and mining towns of Askern and Woodlands had unemployment rates of 48% and 58% respectively (Waddington and Parry, 2003). Furthermore, according to the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR) (1998), South Yorkshire, the region in which Barnsley is located, has a Gross Domestic Product of less than 75% that of the European average. This makes South Yorkshire the lowest of any UK or EU region in terms of Gross Domestic Product (DETR, 1998). As early as 1985, unemployment in South Yorkshire was at 17.3%, compared to 10.4% in Greater London (Lockett, 2014). Barnsley was one of the worst hit areas: by 1986, half of all Barnsley households were in receipt of housing benefit and one in five Barnsley residents were unemployed (Lockett, 2014). 
Now that the causes of Barnsley’s economic deterioration have been established, it is possible to consider, with an appreciation of socio-economic and historical context, how forms of landscape attachment have changed for former coalfield community residents. The death of industrialism and secure employment, and an increase in global migration, have precipitated a rise in right-wing nationalist doctrines, which emphasise exclusionary conceptualisations of landscape attachment, in South Yorkshire (Thorleifsson, 2016). Specifically, the response to South Yorkshire’s socio-economic decline has been the mobilisation of right-wing identity politics, with calls to reinforce physical and symbolic borders growing. As Thorleifsson (2016) argues, societies which are subjected to excessive socio-economic turbulence often see the strengthening of ethnic nationalism and cultural stereotypes. In times of existential insecurity, nostalgia and the reification of national identity function as sources of social reconnection and belonging. What underpins this process is an emphasis on ideas of social purity and pride, culture, and roots in a particular landscape (Gullestad, 2006). 
The increasing popularity of this reimagining of landscape attachment has been demonstrated by General Election results in various Barnsley constituencies. For example, UKIP and the Brexit Party, both of which have used issues of national security and culture to mark external strangers as the defining ‘Other’, have had substantial success in Barnsley constituencies. In the 2019 General Election, in the constituency of Barnsley East, Labour’s vote share shrank by 21.9% compared to the previous election. In the same election, the Brexit Party took almost a third (29.2%) of the vote and finished a close second (BBC, 2019). Also in the Barnsley East constituency, in the 2015 General Election, UKIP increased their vote share by 19%, taking 23.5% of the vote and coming in second (BBC, 2015). Therefore, the impacts of Barnsley’s coal industry decline were not limited to the decade (the 1980s) in which the decline began. The implications of mine closures on the ways that former coalfield communities understand landscape attachment and local identity are still being felt today. The right’s cynical exploitation of feelings of groundlessness, precipitated by deindustrialisation, has caused a substantial shift in the ways that Barnsley residents relate to their former coalfield landscapes.




[bookmark: _Toc216093569]Chapter III: Literature Review 
This chapter critically analyses existing literature on memorialisation. Discussion centres around different theoretical frameworks on memorialisation. Each of the three major frameworks on memorialisation, namely collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting, are covered. Associated sub-sections to each of these frameworks are included to provide detailed analyses of how the idiosyncrasies of these memory operations have a bearing on memorialisation practices and understandings of identity, place, and nation. Examples of memorials in a range of geographical contexts are presented. These diverse cases are analysed and linked back to Barnsley, with it being made clear how each section of the literature informs research gaps and questions which drive the research around Barnsley. The rationale behind selecting memorial sites from different countries and contexts is to test the robustness of the key memory themes of collective memory, counter-memory and forgetting. Barnsley provides a very different study site- historically, culturally, and economically- from the sites covered in the literature review. Therefore, if the three memory themes which are present in a diverse range of international cases also inform memorialisation in Barnsley- an entirely different context- then their robustness becomes increasingly apparent. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093570]3.1. Collective memory 
During the 19th and 20th centuries, philosophers and psychoanalysts had wildly different conceptualizations of the role and function of memory than present day scholars. Memory was understood as an individual, compartmentalized phenomenon which individuals possess autonomy over (Till, 2006). Under this framework, memories that an individual possesses no conscious awareness of are stored at a deeper level of integration, known as the unconscious mind (Gardner, 2003). These memories, which Freud (1915/2005) posited are often the most traumatic, are repressed, or consciously forgotten, to prevent the individual from re-experiencing malevolent aspects of life. The relationship between the conscious and the unconscious, known as the internal memory process, holds human autonomy at its heart (Sherman and O’Connor, 2001). This is because memory transferral from the conscious to the unconscious mind is controlled by the individual themselves, who consciously forget, or voluntarily repress, the traumatic memory (Richards and Gross, 2000).  
The individual autonomy hypothesis came under significant scrutiny during the mid-20th century, as a second wave of philosophers shifted the level of analysis from the individual to the social (or collective). For Halbwachs (1992), memory is not stored purely in the unconscious mind upon being suppressed. Rather, upon leaving the conscious mind, traces of memory are found in the social environments of the present (Bartlett, 1932/1995). Collective memory therefore describes the shared and socially constructed memory of a group. Under this framework, the spatial imagery of urban environments, such as town memorials, trigger the conscious realization of memories that are so deeply integrated that they connect entire swathes (and often disparate groups) of people (Gillis, 1994). This hypothesis therefore proposes that spaces of commemoration highlight collective identities, such as around family, heritage or religion (Legg, 2005).  
The ancestral and communal commonalities that are highlighted during this process not only makes social life intelligible, but constitute an affinity to different localities, like towns, cities, and nations (Bodnar, 2000). Therefore, scholars like Halbwachs (1992) held that memories that have ‘escaped’ consciousness are expressed in the environments of the present, where they can be retrieved. This social constructionist angle thus connected how memory constitutes broader identities and kinships. From this, it is appropriate to summarize that the central tenet of collective memory is the claim that memories which underpin kinships can be received or interpreted in mnemonic urban environments of the present to forge identities that transcend individuals. Scholars such as Connerton (1989) and Fentress and Wickham (1992) favour the term ‘social memory’ over ‘collective memory’, as this implies a more intricate interplay between the individual and the collective in the construction of memory. This dynamic of memory studies will be addressed in sub-chapter 3.1.3. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093571]3.1.1. Connecting community-based memory to post-industrial identity
Community-based history can be viewed as the component of collective memory which deals with how the relationship between memory and forces such as globalization, capital, labour, and deindustrialisation affect the everyday lives of ordinary people at the local level (Mah, 2012). It is useful to think about community-based history as a negotiation of place and statement of heritage which runs in contrast to commonly accepted views of what constitutes ‘heritage’ or put another way, is worth remembering. Traditionally, cultural policymakers align with a dominant way of seeing heritage in the UK, which Smith (2015) calls “Authorised Heritage Discourse” (AHD), which privileges the foregrounding of grand, aesthetically pleasing sites which are associated with the aristocracy, as these sites transmit fables of nationhood (p. 135). Harrison (2012) refers to this as “official heritage”, which denotes a series of mechanisms by which carefully selected buildings, landscapes and objects are set apart and ‘authorised’ by the state and conserved for their historic or aesthetic value (p. 14). 
Put simply, the goal of ‘official heritage’ is to influence to align popular memory with the achievements of ‘the nation’ (Olick, 1999). ‘Popular memory’ refers to the narratives about the past which gain popularity and dominance within popular culture (Summerfield, 2010). Underpinning this definition is an understanding that popular memory is an outcome of competitive and conflictual processes that result in certain representations of the past (like those promulgated by ‘official heritage’) achieving social and cultural prominence while others are marginalized (Mills, 2016). The reality that this conveys is that popular memory is not a static or pure form of recollection by the masses, but rather is the result of the will of a plethora of interest groups, each of whom have a stake in promoting one past against another (Nora, 1989). Therefore, numerous conflicting versions of national events are offered up to the public for consumption. 
The ‘audience’ community, as a group of people who share an experience of the version of events being propagated by interest groups, determine which versions of events become integrated into popular memory (Summerfield, 2010). The process behind this runs thusly: the repeated reception of certain versions of history (usually pushed by the state and other ‘official’ bodies) helps the populous to build a common ground of ‘codes’, which includes physical structures like official heritage sites, which connects the audience community to the version of history being promoted (Kukkonen, 2008). This relates to Erll and Nunning’s (2008) contention regarding how memory operates in three dimensions: material, mental and social. 
The material dimension is comprised of artefacts (like memorials and heritage sites) and the media; the mental dimension denotes culturally defined ways of thinking, which either support or oppose dominant cultural relations (or ‘mentalities’); and the social dimension comprises social relations, and institutions. Smith’s (2015) arguments surrounding AHD are underpinned by this three-dimensional framework. Smith (2015) identifies how policymakers (as part of the social dimension) prioritise the promotion of grand, aristocratic sites of memory (which are part of the material dimension), and this in turn affects how the visiting public view the nation (which is part of the mental dimension). 
Implicit in this three-dimensional framework is the co-dependent, continuous interaction of individual, cognitive forms of memory and the broader social-cultural instantiations of memory. There is no such thing as pre-cultural or pre-social individual memory, and by the same token, there is no collective, cultural, or social memory that is detached from individuals. While socio-cultural contexts provide the contextual background of individual memory, a ‘memory’ that is represented through artefacts, institutions or the media must be actualised by individuals, as members of a community of remembrance. Without this individual actualization, monuments, rituals, and media portrayals are dead material, stripped of meaning and the agency to impact society (Summerfield, 2010). 
With community-based history, and its connection to post-industrial identity, a similar three-dimensional heuristic approach can be used to unpack the operations of memory which sustain it. As with more dominant ways of relating to history, such as AHD, community history takes place with a broader socio-cultural context which informs individual memory. Bright (2012) succinctly elucidates this context in relation to his ethnographic study of former coal mining communities in Derbyshire. This context is one in which the community histories (of industry, trade union politics and politics of resistance) are treated by the government and cultural policymakers as “insubordinate community histories” which are silenced when these former industrial spaces, once teeming with activity and the backbone of the community, became spaces of ruin and dilapidation because of politically motivated (and orchestrated) deindustrialisation (Bright, 2012, p. 315). 
As Bright (2012), Smith (2022) and Walkerdine (2010) point out, this socio-cultural context produces individual (cognitive) effects of hopelessness, anger, and counter-cultural resistance. Reay (2009), for example, lays out how a sense of powerlessness and (educational) worthlessness is transmitted across generations as young people negotiate the historical legacy of class domination and being the inferior ‘other’ in the eyes of (cultural and economic) policymakers. The perceived inferiority of young people in these post-industrial communities is demonstrated by the New Labour Government’s (1997-2010) policy discourse highlighting the supposed low aspirations of these pathologically workless communities (Bright, 2012). The language soon hardened from ‘aspiration’ to ‘ambition’ by the time of the Conservative-led coalition government (2010-2015). 
Supposedly, young people in these communities simply lack the ‘ambition’ to be economically successful, and hence (under both Labour and Conservative governments), workless ‘low ambition’, ‘low aspiration’ post-industrial communities were made responsible for their own predicament. This view is apolitical, asocial, and ahistorical, and (purposefully) disregards the context required to understand the predicament of these communities. A more forthright analysis would grapple with the social, economic and cultural contexts that define these communities and their ability to collectively transmit affect and memory. What this brings us to, then, is a critical juncture between how the identities of post-industrial communities are viewed from the outside and how they are experienced from those who either live in them or engage with them substantively. The key concept which underpins this is recognition. As Smith (2022) argues, heritage, when understood as a performance of identity-making, overlaps with the trials and tribulations of marginalised groups who demand recognition of their history and identity from other groups (p. 625). 
While heritage can be used by the marginalised to mount claims of belonging and call for social inclusion, it can also be mobilised to counter such demands by either sustaining an absence of recognition or by developing fresh formulations of misrecognition (Tully, 2000; Fraser, 1995). This concept of misrecognition can be used to understand how post-industrial, former coalfield communities are understood from the outside. As Bright (2012) argues, beginning with the rhetoric espoused by Margaret Thatcher during the 1984-85 strike, coalfield communities came to be known as the ‘enemy within’ (p. 319). Themes of disdain and disgust toward coalfield communities have continued during de-industrialisation, with remaining members of these communities being painted as part of the amorphous, backward-looking and dangerous ‘white working class’ (Gillborn, 2010). With coal now being “desperately unfashionable”, coalfield communities cannot even find a home on the left of British politics, with these communities having “long fallen from their 1980s position as the cause célèbre of the liberal intelligentsia” (Bright, 2012, p. 67).  
From the perspective of people that live in these communities or who study them seriously and forthrightly, the most apt way to describe these communities is as being haunted. To be clear, ‘haunted’ here does not denote a supernatural influence but is rather follows what Gordon (2008) called ‘social haunting’, which describes disturbed feelings, or a reminder of lingering trouble and unease which relates to social injustices or violence done in the past (Bright, 2020). ‘Haunted’ is how Bright (2012) characterised the ruins of the former coalfield Derbyshire areas of Coalbrook, Cragwell and Beldover. For Bright (2012), these post-industrial ruins exist as spaces where locally driven counter-narratives, which contradict external (state-developed) negative conceptualisations, can make themselves known and as such, these ruins function as resistant sites of memory and heritage (p. 319; Walkerdine, 2010). 
A social haunting could be seen as a notification that what has been concealed is still alive and influencing the present (Gordon, 2008; Skeggs, 2011). As Edensor (2005) claims, post-industrial ruins are spaces where traces remain of what might have been otherwise or of elements of the past that “might have conspired to forge an alternative present” (p. 141). Because these post-industrial ruins function as forgotten forms of solidarity and collectivity and make those who engage with them aware of neglected history, they are haunted by traces of hope (Bloch, 1995). It is in these traces that dissonant heritage exists. As Turnbridge and Ashworth (1996) claim, all heritage is dissonant since it expresses someone’s values and is (accordingly) not in line with someone else’s. Therefore, heritage always carries the values of today’s society due to the selection process that it goes through. Different interest groups identify and ‘interpret’ which pasts, of the infinite set provided by history, are worthy of ‘sacralization’ (Battilani et al., 2018, p. 1417). 
The dissonance emerges when more than one interested group create their own discourse around the same heritage (Smith, 2006). With reference to post-industrial, coalfield landscapes, the tension that exists is one between an official ‘nation building’ conception of heritage and a critical, socially and culturally grounded view of heritage. With the official heritage approach, actions are taken by social and cultural policymakers (on behalf of the state) to build traditions and symbols which support ‘the nation’ (Harrison, 2012, p. 96). Hobsbawn (1983) terms this the “invention of tradition”, which describes a form of social engineering whereby the modern ‘nation’ is constructed in relation to carefully selected symbols and “suitably tailored discourse” around these symbols (p. 13-14). This is reflected in the process Smith’s (2022) analysis of AHD, whereby aesthetically pleasing, grand sites are preserved by the state to create a sense of common identity (p. 624). 
Crucially, this preservation of ‘the great and the good’ in service of ‘the nation’ originates from the agitation of architects and archaeologists for the protection of material objects and cultures that they consider as having innate and immutable value (Smith and Akagawa, 2009). This provides rationale for why examples of heritage which do not fit the profile of ‘the great and the good’, and which do not buttress the greatness of the nation, are left to decay. The ruination of the material culture of the Derbyshire coalfields, which Bright (2012) studied, and similar post-industrial sites, are examples of the result of the playing out this official understanding of heritage. In short, by restricting heritage to grand, aristocratic sites whose value is (supposedly) not culturally relative, but inherent to the objects or sites themselves, sites which do not fall within this narrow definition are left to ruin. 
Furthermore, the communities who live in the fallout of this ruination become as forgotten and denigrated as the sites themselves. This is demonstrated by the actions of successive UK governments, who have blamed the lack of prospects of ordinary people in post-industrial towns and cities on the lack of ambition of residents. Rallying against this narrow, nation-building conception of heritage, and connecting with the production and recognition of post-industrial identity, is ‘critical heritage’ (Winter, 2013). Critical heritage is best understood as a reaction to the narrow perceptions of earlier scholarship which stress the inherent value of heritage sites (traditionally associated with the aristocracy). Contradicting the claim that the value of heritage sites is immutable and inherent, critical heritage scholars claim that heritage is a ‘discursive construction’ in which the meaning of the past is perpetually negotiated in the context of present needs (Smith, 2006, p. 11-13). Not only this, but central to critical heritage studies is the notion that official forms of heritage tend to reproduce and reinforce social hierarchies, while dissonant forms of heritage may challenge these hegemonic narratives and produce alternate expressions of heritage and, in turn, identity (Gentry and Smith, 2019). 
Just as states and corporations can co-opt heritage for nation-building purposes and for political ends, communities can utilise heritage sites, such as post-industrial ruins, to build a sense of place and create alternative narratives to those perpetuated by the agents behind ‘official heritage’ (Coombe and Baird, 2015). Industrial ruins, like those which Bright (2012) studied in the Derbyshire coalfields, provide those who engage with them with a means of producing these alternative narratives due to the ways they inspire reflection and contemplation. As Edensor (2005) captures, “ruins are rampantly haunted by a horde of absent presences, a series of signs of the past that cannot be categorised but [are] intuitively grasped” (p. 152). The knowledge that is produced from the confrontation of these dissonant sites, which compel the visitor to reflect on how past events could have transgressed differently to produce an alternative present, is empathetic, grounded in social and cultural context, sensual, and strikes the visitor on an affective level (Edensor, 2005, p. 164). 
As such, despite the efforts of ‘official heritage’ to anoint grand sites as inherently valuable, post-industrial sites will always carry the ‘ghosts’ of the past and, in turn, will be affective landscapes (Mah, 2011). Mah’s (2014) findings chime with this when she explored former shipyards in Newcastle upon Tyne, UK, derelict chemical factories in Niagara Falls, USA, and semi-abandoned textile factories in Ivanovo, Russia. Mah (2014) describes these spaces as having “a strange appeal, with their grand scale, decaying beauty, otherworldly feel, and evocation of distant eras” (p. 1). As Mah (2014) aptly puts it, these spaces are caught between being left behind and moving forward. A product of the uneven geography of capitalist development, these “ruins of the bourgeoisie” (who profited from them and then left them to petrify) lack place in relation to the progression of time (Benjamin, 2000, p. 13). It is this factor of being ‘frozen in time’ that enables these sites to emit the residue of a dreamworld (Zukin, 1991).
These debates surrounding dissonant heritage, haunting, and official and critical heritage, are highly applicable to Barnsley, and, in relation to Barnsley, inform Research Gaps 1 and 3 and Research Questions 1 and 4. Arguably, the Barnsley War Memorial has the grandiosity and nation-building elements of official heritage sites, while Barnsley’s coal mining past haunts the town, is defined by dissonance in the sense that the landscape does not reflect its heritage, and connects with critical heritage by providing alternative narratives, stemming from grassroots community movements. Research Gap 1 and Research Question 1, which address the extent to which memorials can connect people to collective identity groups, are relevant to these debates. 
Whether the culturally and community grounded (bottom-up) coal mining memorials in Barnsley can underpin collective identity to the same extent as examples of official heritage, like the Barnsley War Memorial, is a compelling line of inquiry. Furthermore, the differences in how official and critical (and dissonant) heritage sites connect people to collectives relates to Research Gap 3 and Research Question 4, which address how coal mining and war heritage are memorialised in different ways. When a town’s heritage sites split between official heritage sites and critical (dissonant) heritage sites like Barnsley’s, it raises interesting questions about how these sites are experienced and interacted with by residents, and if there are differences in the ways that such sites mould and inform collective identities. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093572]3.1.2. Abstract history and nostalgia: How power and punishment operate in memorial landscapes
Abstract history is a term used to describe pasts that individuals, alive today, have no direct or indirect memory of (Mandic, 2017, p. 112). Direct contact can be understood as when an individual is alive during the event in question, and, therefore, the event is within lived memory. Indirect contact denotes a process of intergenerational knowledge sharing (Mandic, 2017; Legg, 2005). This means that, although the individual did not live through the event, someone else, who they have communicated with about it, has. Therefore, a portion of history is abstract when the individual in question has not lived through it, and no one they know has lived through it to tell them about it (Olick et al., 2011; Mandic, 2017, pp. 116-117). 
Due to the lack of direct contact with the event in question, biographical details tend to be scarce with abstract histories, but a general narrative and key themes remain (Legg, 2004, p. 100). Nostalgia, though related to abstract history, is a distinct concept. To provide a short definition: nostalgia is a sentimental yearning for a specific period of the past, or a regretful memory of a time gone by (Legg, 2004, p. 100). Space is central to the definition of nostalgia, since the etymology of the word can be broken down into the longing (algia) for home (nostos). Nostalgia and abstract history are crucial to understanding how memorials can connect distinct individuals to a shared, and sometimes exclusionary, identity and sense of place.
Authors covering Kosovo’s memorial landscape since the cease of the Kosovo War have documented how abstract histories and nostalgic memories have been used to reify an Albanian (nationalistic) master narrative (Kostovicova, 2005). Indeed, to grasp the enormity of the perpetual antagonism between Kosovo’s Serbian and Albanian populations, one must understand the abstract histories and nostalgic memories which underline its memorial culture (Munn, 2006). As will be demonstrated, these abstract histories and nostalgic memories are best conceptualised as the symbolic extensions of vague narratives of heroism and sacrifice that have amassed over nearly millennia (Mandic, 2017). When harnessed politically and connected to present-day Kosovans through memorial landscapes, these operations of memory manifest patterns of inclusion and exclusion (Calhoun, 1997). 
The most prominent individual example of abstract history being harnessed within the memorial landscape of Kosovo is National Flag Day, celebrated annually on 28th November (Ingimundarson, 2007, p. 104). The ceremony sutures two distinct temporal figures to lay the ultimate claim of Albanian dominance in Kosovo. During the ceremony, a large Albanian flag is placed beside a monument of Gjergj Kastrioti. Known locally as Skanderbeg, this figure is depicted in a heroic posture, on horseback, by the monument in Skanderbeg Square, Pristina, where the ceremony takes place. This depiction of heroism aligns with the mythology that surrounds Skanderbeg’s leading of Albania’s 25-year rebellion against the Ottoman Empire in the 15th century (Ermolin, 2014, p. 164). Vitally, National Flag Day is held on the birthday of Adem Jashari, the founder of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), who fought alongside NATO against Yugoslavia. Jashari became mythologised in Kosovo’s memorial landscape, and a hero within Albanian culture, due to his death at the hands of Serbian Special Police in 1998 (Ermolin, 2014, p. 165).   
As Volkan (2004) claims, where abstract history is a prominent theme in a memorial landscape, distinct groups mythologize and concretise their mental representations of history. This is achieved through portraying disparate figures and events as being connected, often through common (though ultimately vague) themes (Baliqi, 2018). The merged mythologies of Jashari and Skanderbeg serve as a case in point, as each of these figures achieved hero status for distinct reasons. For Jashari, his status was achieved because of his martyrdom, but for Skanderbeg, this came through his leadership of the Albanian Army (Ermolin, 2014). Though the biographical specificities do not correlate, there remains the bare bones of interlinking themes. Namely, both figures fought for their country, were willing to die, and helped to thwart the efforts of a larger, invading army. Therefore, the connection of scattered semi-mythical figures, who are distinct both temporally and biographically, under a common narrative plays a vital role in Kosovo’s memorial landscape (Hobsbawm, 1990). This connection enables Kosovo’s memorial landscape to become a focal point for the expression of ethnic belonging (Ingimundarson, 2007).
Furthermore, nostalgia can be deployed within a memorial landscape to connect people to an exclusionary and nationalistic sense of place. Nostalgia is distinct conceptually from abstract history because it is inclusive of both lived memories and abstract histories. This is to say, feelings of nostalgia can occur with reference to events that people have lived through, that they have become informed about through intergenerational storytelling, or that have been completely imagined (Boym, 2001). Given that the core referent within the framework of nostalgia is the longed-for home, nostalgia relies on a linear conceptualization of time (Davis, 1979). This is because whether the ‘home’ is embedded in living memory or in one’s imagination, the progression of time moves the individual away from the ‘home’.   
Within Kosovo, nostalgia surrounding the Kosovo Liberation Army’s role in the Kosovo War has paralysed the memorial landscape and in turn, wider societal progress (Ermolin, 2014). There is overwhelming evidence to suggest that the longed-for home within Kosovo’s memorial landscape is the point of Adem Jashari’s peak notoriety (Krasniqi, 2016). A Jashari monument is present in almost every town in Kosovo, at the international airport, the military barracks in Pristina, and Jashari is the focus of National Flag Day (Endresen, 2014). The fixation of Kosovo’s memorial landscape on a figurehead who embodies a time of extreme division, ethnic tensions and violent conflict lends to the reification of an exclusionary sense of place (Munn, 2006). This link between nostalgia and patterns of exclusion was observed when Demaj and Vandenbroucke (2016) studied linguistic landscapes (LLs) in Pristina, Kosovo’s capital city. Examples of LLs include street names and shop signs. Public semiotics like these are sites of memory at their most common, as they shed light on which cultures have a historically grounded linguistic power within a specific area (Backhaus, 2006).  
The study undertaken by Demaj and Vandenbroucke (2016) entailed 252 photographs of LLs being taken in Majka Tereza, Ilir Konusehvci and Perandori Justinian I, which are streets in Kosovo’s capital of Pristina. In privately owned LLs, not a single use of the Serbian language was encountered, while on private shops, none of the languages of Kosovo’s ethnic minority groups were present (Demaj and Vandenbroucke, 2016, p. 818). During interviews, private business owners with Albanian-only LLs overwhelmingly claimed that they did not include the languages of other ethnic minorities for fear of violence by the Albanian majority (Demaj and Vandenbroucke, 2016, p. 818). 
The concept of ‘restorative nostalgia’ is crucial to grasp if exclusionary patterns of place attachment, like those which Demaj and Vandenbroucke (2016) observed in Kosovo, are to be understood. ‘Restorative’ nostalgia fixates on the nostos part of nostalgia, and as such aims to reconstruct or rebuild the ‘lost home’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987). Restorative nostalgia, therefore, reconstructs the signifiers or emblems of the lost home (whether real or imagined), and in doing so attempts to spatialize time. With the linguistic and memorial landscapes of Kosovo dominated by references to the Albanian majority, the ‘nostos’ that is being reconstructed is one which reflects the ‘glory’ eras of the Albanian people; the eras of Jashari and Skanderbeg (Koneska et al., 2023). What is seen in Kosovo’s memorial and semiotic landscapes, therefore, is how restorative nostalgia attempts to concretise the symbols of a certain time, or ‘home’, within places available in the present; it temporalizes space (Legg, 2004, p. 3). 
The way that nostalgia was mobilized in Kosovo to colonize space and create a zero-tolerance attitude towards exhibits of belonging from ethnic out-groups is reflected by how commemorations of the Staro Gracko massacre, in which fourteen Serbians were killed by unidentified members of the Kosovo Liberation Army, have been performed (Baliqi, 2018). Owing to persistent danger and insecurity, the commemoration of the massacre is not held in the nearby cemetery outside where the victims are buried. This is due to bombs being planted on the cemetery site several times from 1999 to 2011 (Tolvaisis, 2013, p. 208). The way in which Kosovo’s memorial landscape is dominated by one figure, and the extent to which paralysing fear, oppression and power imbalance underpin the mnemonic practices of the society, rings of George Orwell’s (1991) Nineteen-Eighty-Four. In Orwell’s (1991) famed dystopian novel, conformity is maintained in Airstrip One (a fictionalised Britain) by Ingsoc, the English Socialist Party, through widespread surveillance, violent quashing of any opposition, altering historical records and building a cult of personality and mythology around the leader, ‘Big Brother’ (Abdu and Khafaga, 2019; Luchini and Garcia, 2006). Each of these themes are directly relevant to the memorial landscape of Kosovo, as they are deployed by the Albanian in-group in relation to their Serbian counterparts. 
‘Big Brother’ could easily be exchanged for Adem Jashari, a figure who dominates the memorial landscape at every turn, and who is made synonymous with Kosovo itself through the nation’s memorial practices (Ermolin, 2014 p. 165). While Ingsoc utilized the Thought Police and surveillance techniques, the Albanian population of Kosovo are themselves a form of mass surveillance. This is evidenced by how Kosovo’s shop owners dare not display shop signs in the Serbian language, and how Serbian residents of Staro Gracko fear for their lives when commemorating loved ones (Tolvaisis, 2013). Furthermore, the rewriting of historical records is not beyond the pale within Kosovo’s memorial landscape. Indeed, National Flag Day connects the ancient figure of Skanderbeg to the contemporary one of Jashari, and promotes unquestioning unity between the two, despite their biographies being so dissimilar (Ermolin, 2014). 
Critically, using language to influence thought and behaviour is a key motif throughout Nineteen Eighty-Four, with language being deployed in the realms of ideological political plays to communicate hegemony, dominance, and control (Abdu and Khafaga, 2019). As Fairclough and Wodak (1997) identify, power relations are discursive, and as such discourse constitutes wider society and culture, is a form of social action which expresses value, and does ideological work (pp. 271-280). As forms of mnemonic discourse, memorials constitute culture and communicate ideology, and it can be observed how, allegorical to Nineteen Eighty-Four, Kosovo’s memorial and linguistic landscapes are deployed as part of a wider politically and historically informed ideology which aims to communicate the exceptionalism of the Albanian in-group (Baliqi, 2018; Demaj and Vandenbroucke, 2016). 
The lack of development in ethnic relations in Kosovo, which is reflected in its memorial landscape, can be understood by delving into Nietzsche (2003) and Foucault’s (1991) conceptualizations of power and punishment. For Nietzsche (2003) and Foucault (1991), power is a central, mobilizing force behind social life, because it motivates all human activities and exercises control over human behaviour (Mohan, 2019, p. 137). As Nietzsche (2002) claims, “a living thing wants to discharge its strength- life itself is will to power: self-preservation is only one of the indirect and most frequent consequences of this” (p. 15). The self-preservation part of this equation is critical, as it here that Nietzsche (2003) acknowledges that, in part, the use of power preserves the safety and security of an individual or collective. This brings one to the mechanism by which this preservation function is discharged: punishment. Punishment can be conceptualised as an exercise of power against the human body which provides retribution or a penalty for an offence. In all cases of punishment, the body is caught up in a system of privations, obligations, and prohibitions which are exercised by an individual or collective authority that has the power to administer it. 
For Foucault (1991), since punishment takes place amidst a socio-political backdrop of power relations, there exists a power dynamic between the punisher and the punished which evolves according to the socio-political context of the time (Christensen, 2024). The introduction of the guillotine in France in March 1792, for example, was representative of the evolved relationship between the executor (punisher) and the punished. In contrast to public torture, humiliation and hard labour, which characterised France’s former regime of punishment, the use of the guillotine is an instantaneous event (Ward, 2015). The contact between the weight of the law and the body of the criminal is reduced to a split second in this case. This lack of prolonged physical brutality transforms the executioner, and therefore the state, from a cruel and malevolent force to no more than a meticulous watchmaker (Driver, 1985). 
What the scholarly explorations of punishment demonstrate is the clear relationship between power and knowledge. Power and knowledge work in tandem to control the behaviour and actions of people and in doing so condition each other. As Foucault (1991) puts it, “power and knowledge directly imply one another; that there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations” (p. 27). Public execution and torture (and harsh punishments more generally) are open celebrations of power which result in the production of knowledge of consequences for disobeying laws and therefore the production of terror (and conformity) across a society. The counterpoint to this is what Foucault (1978) called the ‘self-constituting subject’: the self is not only produced in the exercise of power relations, but, at times, in resistance to them (p. 95). In public displays of punishment, the power of the punishment resides in how the punishment (and more specifically the punisher and the punished) is perceived. 
This is to say that, while public displays of punishment can produce conformity, they can also inspire resistance and rebellion. Europe’s move away from the public torture of criminals in the late 18th century to mid-19th century was underpinned by this rationale and as such prevented the production of public martyrs or ‘resistance figures’ (Ward, 2015; McKenzie, 2007). The form of punishment which proceeded public torture and execution, ‘reformative punishment’, aimed to rehabilitate the offender back into a law-abiding member of society through imprisonment. With reformative punishment, the exercise of power does not lay in the public display, or perception, of the punishment, but rather resides the system of punishment. 
This system includes observation and surveillance (by prison staff toward the imprisoned) which engenders knowledge of “self-induced discipline” on behalf of the prisoner (Mohan, 2019, p. 133). Foucault (1991) terms this type of observational power over the body ‘panopticon’; “all that is needed, then, is to place a supervisor in a central tower… by the effect of backlighting, one can observe from the tower, standing out precisely against the light, the small captive shadows in the cells of the periphery… he is seen, but he does not; he is the object of information, never a subject in communication” (p. 200). For Foucault (1991), panopticon represents a more complex and matured exercise of power, given that it relies less on base human emotions (fear and intimidation) and more on the architectural designs, systems of organizing (bodies) and technologies available to penalizing authorities to achieve the same end (conformity and subjugation).
As such, as societies mature, they cease to punish the offenses of the individual with excessive public displays of power (Nietzsche, 2002; Bevir, 1999). This circles back to Nietzsche’s (2002) argument regarding the centrality of self-preservation to uses of power. Since the crime’s relative impact on the community, now being stronger, is much less, the state accounts for the needs of the criminal by using the minimum amount of force necessary to administer punishment within an impersonal system of punishment (Driver, 1985). The inverse of this logic is that it is those communities who are most vulnerable (whether territorially or in terms of their institutions) that exercise harsher punishments, and where the punisher more closely resembles the malevolence of the punished (Ward, 2015; Garland, 1991). This Nietzschean logic underpins the way the Albanian majority in Kosovo have moulded the nation’s memorial landscape to punish the Serbian out-group. Given the lived memory of the Kosovo War, immediately before which Albanians were the persecuted out-group, Albanians have a historically embedded sense of threat and insecurity around Kosovo’s Serbian population (Ermolin, 2014). Resultantly, the Albanian in-group have exercised the greatest level of punishment available in the memorial landscape, which is complete exclusion. As with all punishments, this mnemonic variation revolves around privations and prohibitions: Kosovo’s Serbian population is de facto prohibited from memorialising their history in public space (Mohan, 2019).  
The fixation of Kosovo’s memorial landscape on figures of the Kosovo War means that the divisions that the war spawned are reified within the sense of place of Kosovo’s citizens (Baliqi, 2018). As such, their population continues to desire what has been and looks back to days of war and conflict for its inspiration. The nostalgia-based, homogenized narrative of Albanian superiority that Kosovo’s memorials embody means that they have the role of further entrenching people’s identifications with their ethnic group (Demaj and Vandenbroucke, 2016; Legg, 2004). Any break away from the longed-for home, in this case wartime Kosovo, receives severe blowback for how it undermines the nostalgic feelings and sense of security of the nation’s in-group (Mandic, 2017). 
Abstract history and nostalgia are critical concepts for gaining insight into Barnsley’s memorial landscapes and the ways they are experienced and directly relate to Research Gap 1 and Research Question 1. The coal mining memorials referenced in this study cover events which are part of abstract history in that these events reside outside of living memory. Because of this, the theme of abstract history will necessarily inform the ways people come to understand and relate to Barnsley’s coal mining memorials and history. The novelty of this lies in exploring whether these abstracted understandings connect people to their social groups and provide a sense of collectiveness, or whether they manifest themselves in terms of patterns of inclusion and exclusion, where individuals with pre-existing connections become more insular and exclusionary towards outsiders. While this exclusion effect was observed in Kosovo, this site- with its geopolitical instability and recent conflicts- presents a completely different context to that of Barnsley. Therefore, part of the novelty of this line of inquiry is to gauge whether these patterns of exclusion associated with abstract history apply to the Barnsley context, and to observe whether this interacts with the ways individuals relate to their collective identity groups. 
Nostalgia is also a crucial theme for addressing whether Barnsley’s memorials connect individuals to their social and national groups. As was explained in the analysis of Kosovo’s memorial landscapes, nostalgia is a longed-for home, and this home is often longed for during times of economic, political and social turmoil. Given that Barnsley has had a downward trajectory since the closing of the mines, with mass unemployment, social unrest (expressed through strike action) and shifts in the political landscape (to more right-wing parties), there is a legitimate line of inquiry surrounding the connection between nostalgia and collective identity. Specifically, what will be addressed is the extent to which past glories- the town’s industrial (coal mining) boom and the wartime achievements of ‘the greatest generation’- bind people to collective identities in a town lacking present day glories.
[bookmark: _Toc216093573]3.1.3. Interactions between individual memory, collective memory, and social memory 
Individual memory, collective memory and social memory are distinct but conceptually related concepts which interact to inform understandings of each other. Individual memory, which is termed ‘autobiographical memory’ in the scholarly literature, refers to memory of one’s history, or recollections of events from one’s own life. While the definition of collective memory as the recollection of events shared by a (social, national, political, etc.) group has already been provided, what should be emphasized is that this form of memory is “held within individuals” (Roediger, 2021, p. 1388). As such, there is not an abstract ‘collective’ entity which remembers events, but rather individuals, who belong to a group, who remember events about that group; this is collective memory. 
And so, while collective memory is a broader category of conceptualization than individual memory insofar as it is how individuals remember, contest, and shape memories about their groups (and not just themselves as individuals), it is dependent on (and leads back to) individual memory. Social memory does not refer to individual systems of consciousness, as collective memory does, but rather to social systems. In other words, social memory refers to the communication operations of social systems. ‘Social systems’ are forms of groups, clans or communities, such as religious, familial, school, political, and professional institutions. ‘Communication operations’ stand for how these groups communicate about the past and the social roles that are created through this communication. 
A relevant historical case that is worth studying to investigate how individual memory, collective memory and social memory are interlinked is the 1898 race riots which occurred in Wilmington, North Carolina. On 10 November 1898, an armed group of white men led by some of Wilmington’s most respected citizens destroyed Wilmington’s only African American newspaper building. Following the arson attack, the mob killed at least nine black men, though oral culture within Wilmington’s black community holds the figure closer to sixty (McLaurin, 2000). The mob then used the threat of paramilitary forces to replace the biracial city government with their own representatives, in the only successful coup d’état in United States history. The coup was largely a response to a newspaper article within the Wilmington Daily Record, the state’s only daily paper ran by members of the black community. Its editor, Alexander Manly, refuted a claim in the Raleigh News and Observer which accused the black community of disproportionate levels of rape (Thomas, 2019). Manly hit back, claiming that white men should be more protective of their wives against sexual advances made by all races. This comment ignited the white mob into violent action, against what several major Democratic newspapers termed the incoming ‘Negro Domination’ (Rierson and Schwimmer, 2022).  
The proclivity of the white population of Wilmington for violence towards the black community can be understood through looking at how individual conceptualizations of the past connect with collective and social memories. Collective memory scholars have widely observed how myths, or cultural ‘scripts’, affect collective representations (worldviews, belief models and schemas) (Green, 2004). Furthermore Olick (1999) and Ghoshal (2013) have made the argument that collective representations about the past inform individual memories and collective (social, cultural, and community based) practices which externalize (inscribe) the individual systems of consciousness into interindividual (shared societal) frameworks. Myths played a major part in the collective representations that Wilmington’s white population had around their place in American society. A key text in this regard was Katharine Lumpkin’s ‘The Making of a Southerner’, which was one of the first postwar southern autobiographies. In a chapter titled ‘A Child Inherits a Lost Cause’, Lumpkin explains how every institution of white southern society, from the schools to the church, upheld segregation. 
The justification for this segregation was a mythologized version of the past. This view of American history presented a morally superior planter aristocracy and an inferior northern counterpart. Within this framework, the American Civil War resulted from Yankee (Northern) jealousy over the South’s success (McLaurin, 2000). To save the South from the ensuing reconstruction, and the rule of black populations (supported by the Republican Party), the men of the South would organize into groups like the Ku Klux Klan. Such groups would overthrow their black and Republican oppressors and establish a new authority which would entail a white elite treating their black slaves benevolently. From the late 19th century, southern patriotic organizations such as the United Confederate Veterans and the United Daughters of the Confederacy were crusading across the South (Thomas, 2019). They ensured that every southern state adopted history texts that utilized the mythology of the Lost Cause. 
Despite most academic historians disproving this version of history by the 1960s, the Lost Cause was taught in the region’s public schools until the late 1970s. The way the mythology surrounding the Lost Cause survived demonstrates the power of individual and collective memory (George, 2021). On the level of the individual, the myths perpetuated by white supremacist southern historians captured the imaginations of impressionable school children. As time progressed, it was possible to observe how these abstract histories forged a force of collective memory which was almost unshakeable. Only in the present day have white southerners started to question the old mythology, and to consider a more inclusive understanding of the race riots in Wilmington (King, 2018). 
The idea of a physical monument to commemorate those killed during the race riots was first suggested in 1995. This was after strong support emerged from faculty staff and academics in the University of North Carolina (UNC). By 1996, university staff and representatives from a variety of Wilmington’s institutions had agreed that there should be a physical monument, and that this should be inclusive of all elements of Wilmington’s community (Felsenfeld, 2019). McLaurin (2000) details how much of the white community that were steeped in the mythology of the Lost Cause were very reluctant to accept this altered view of history. In fact, the UNC was recruited as a conduit for discussion for those white citizens threatening to tear down any monument erected that paid homage to the victims of 1898. To appease those skeptical within the white community, the Centennial Foundation, who had taken charge of the project, released a statement. This statement stressed that no living person in Wilmington was held responsible for the violence of 1898. The debate surrounding the erection of a memorial, and the need for conduits and appeasement for some members of the white population, demonstrates the power of social memory. 
Social memory is external to individual systems of consciousness, unlike collective memory, and refers to the social systems within which individual and collective memories take place. With passionate responses to a potential memorial in Wilmington, one can see how social memory can influence individual and interpersonal conceptualizations of the past (individual and collective memories). This consideration can be provided, partially, through distinguishing social memory conceptually from collective memory. A useful example that Halbwachs (1947) used to distinguish social memory from collective memory is that of a group of musicians (an orchestra, say) who are performing as part of an institutional body (a university’s musical society, for example). In this situation, social systems provide the individuals performing in the orchestra with repertories, or schemas, that are external to any one individual, which enable the performers to bestow meaning to the noise and thus produce personal memories that can be shared amongst the group (as collective memories). Specifically, the performers are mediated by the broader social system through the prescribed musical instruments, roles (amateur, conductor, pianist, etc.) and normative practices (around musical theory, interpretation and conventions of writing) (Orianne and Eustache, 2023). 
Though these instantiations of the social system are stored as memories within individuals (hence ‘social memory’), they, unlike individual memory and collective memory, are external to the individual (they do not depend on any one individual, or ‘performer’, for their existence) (Choi et al., 2017; Halbwachs, 1947). The social system therefore modulates the organic systems of the individual (respiratory, muscular, auditory, and interpretative) to provide individuals with the means to consciously experience, and by extension remember, musical moments. Regarding the responses of discontent in relation to the erection of a new memorial in Wilmington in the 1990s, it can be seen how the ‘old’ social system, which was based around deeply entrenched social roles of ‘white superior’ and ‘black inferior’, and associated normative practices of discrimination and persecution, still overhang and inform contemporary individual and interpersonal (collective) experiences (memories) (McLaurin, 2000). 
Indeed, it is the centuries old social system which was built around racism and persecution of the black population of Wilmington which modulated the angered responses and experiences within the white population at the time of the new memorial being suggested. The need for appeasement of those hardline members of the white community demonstrates how potent social memories and systems are in forging resilient collective memories (Orianne and Eustache, 2023). In January of 1998, the Foundation announced its activities for the centennial year of the race riots, which included the ‘Wilmington in Black and White’ lecture series. This cross-over of a commemoration and an educational session took placed in St. Stephens A.M.E Church, a traditionally black congregation, located close to the site of the 1898 violence (McLaurin, 2000). Featuring as part of the lecture was John Haley, an African American historian of race relations. A second guest speaker present at the event was George Rountree III, an attorney and grandson of one of the leaders of the violence a century earlier. 
Addressing the audience, Rountree proclaimed that he would not apologize for his grandfather’s violence, claiming instead that his grandfather was a product of the times. Moving to a lighter note, Rountree recounted how his grandfather was a devoted family man, community leader and had strong religious and moral principles (Rierson and Schwimmer, 2022).  Rountree’s passionate account in favor of his grandfather conveys the ways that social memory and individual and collective memories can interact. One of the mechanisms by which this interaction occurs is schemas (or scripts). Schemas are combinations of meanings which allow individual systems of consciousness (like individual and collective memories) to constitute a memory that can seep almost all content but retain some remnant of the content in schematized form (Tse et al., 2007). Schemas are rules for performing and repeating operations, and as such are instruments of learning (remembering) and forgetting. A simple cultural schema would be that one buys a ticket before entering a movie theatre. These deeply ingrained, subconscious, and habitual operations affect how memory is constituted on individual and collective levels (Green, 2004). 
This can be seen with the example of George Rowntree III, who utilises a schema that is commonly used to explain away atrocities and criminal acts, which is that of absolving responsibility through recontextualization (by means of historicizing a crime) (McLaurin, 2000). Though the coup d’etat which Rowntree’s grandfather took part in was illegal in the time which it occurred, this does not stop him from blaming ‘the times’ for his grandfather’s actions. In so doing, the schema (as an operation of social memory) influences his individual memory of his grandfather, in which he remembers a morally upstanding family man (Holmes, 2000). By affecting Rowntree’s individual memory, the schema could then further influence the collective memory of Wilmington, as Rowntree had the opportunity to share his perspective with the audience (and thus shape collective memory). 
Through the work of the Centennial Foundation, the victims of the race riots were commemorated in the form of both material and non-material memorials (McLaurin, 2000). The Centennial Foundation’s commemorative program of 1998 was concluded with a theatre drama in the city’s historical playhouse called Thalian Hall. The play was based on the events that took place in that same playhouse a century earlier. Specifically, in 1898, a white mob gathered at the playhouse to demand that the city’s black population adopt a “White Man’s Declaration of Independence” (Thomas, 2019). After watching reenactment of the race riots, audience members were asked to sign “The People’s Declaration of Racial Interdependence”, a call for racial equality. The transition from the racist thuggery of 1898 to the calls for racial equality in 1998 demonstrates the power that social systems have over individual and collective memories. 
If people remember the same facts or events when sharing a common experience, it is because a social system provides them with the opportunity to do so (Halbwachs, 1947). In relation to Wilmington, this becomes clear when one considers that the recognition of the need for racial equality was able to be made in a public forum, supported by cultural policymakers, in 1998, but could not possibly have been made in 1898. It is the broader social system, therefore, that modulates people’s ability to form individual and collective memories. In this respect, it can be seen why Halbwachs (1939, p. 144) argued that social systems provide individuals with ‘repertories’ that allow individuals to continuously evolve the meanings that they attribute to events and thus form different memories. The Centennial Foundation’s commemorative program of 1998 was an instance of this broader social repertoire buttressing memory: the program enabled a contemporary audience to ascribe meaning to the events of 1898 and absorb messages which supported racial equality. 
The most visible achievement of the Centennial Foundation is the installing of a permanent memorial to those who died during the 1898 race riots. This memorial was erected in a park near to the site of the violence and represents a momentous achievement by the Foundation given the misgivings within Wilmington’s white community (Griffin and Hargis, 2012). On balance, the build-up to the construction of the monument can be construed as a battleground between the old social system, based on discrimination and erasure of the experiences of Wilmington’s black population, and a contemporary social system in which recognition of past atrocities and racial equality took precedence. Critical to understanding the evolution of Wilmington’s memorial landscape is the concept of the social role (Felsenfeld, 2019). Social roles can be thought of as a coupling mechanism of individual systems of consciousness (like individual and collective memory) and broader social systems or social memories. According to Parsons (2004), the social role can be thought of as a system of anticipations which connect the performer of the role to those for whom the role is performed. 
This is reflected in the changes which have taken place in Wilmington’s memorial landscape: the newly erected memorial to the victims of the race riots is a physical instantiation of the new social role which has emerged in the city; one which is conscious of the past injustices committed against the black population. In this sense, social roles represent a critical zone of interpretation between the individual (and their conscious experience) and the broader social system (Parsons, 1951). It is only through the prism of the social role that an individual can connect to society’s systems (as a parent, a client, a student), to organizations (as a member) and to systems of interaction with others (as a participant). Memorials, like the memorial to the race riots in Wilmington, have a key role to play in facilitating these connections: they provide a clear physical indication of a broader societal context, or social system, and as such remind the participant of their social role (Strauss, 1992). Therefore, social roles condition the formation of individual and collective memories because they affect how individual systems of consciousness (which individual and collective memories are instantiations of) engage with the social world. 
Once exposed to events like the St. Stephens A.M.E Church lecture, many members of the white community appreciated how violence still endures in the memories of Wilmington’s black citizens. Indeed, such events enabled white citizens to appreciate how the intergenerational communication of the trauma of the race riots has forged a common identity amongst black citizens (Felsenfeld, 2019). This is evidenced by how the co-chairs of the Centennial Committee, Hugh MacRae II and Katherine Taylor, and the guest speaker at the A.M.E Church lecture, are direct descendants of white mob leaders. What is key here, then, is that memory, whether individual, collective, or social, is recognized as a continually revised record of one’s own, and society’s, position. This goes against the trace theory of remembering, which has traditionally dominated Western thinking about memory (Danzinger, 2008). This line of thinking can be traced back to Theaetetus, where Plato (1987) encouraged the reader to imagine that there was a wax table in one’s mind called ‘the memory’ and that new experiences leave an imprint on this tablet. 
Under this conceptualisation, memory is regarded as a copy of experience or a fading form of perception. This metaphor of memory as being individuated marks on a surface has kept relevance throughout the ages, and it is not uncommon in present society for memory to be regarded as a set of traces that is stored up in an organism’s mind (Bartlett, 1932/1995). As Wagoner (2013) argues, trace theory is tantamount to regarding memory as a faculty that involves distinct ‘phases’, such as ‘encoding’, ‘storage’, and ‘retrieval’, and that these phases unfold irrespective of the context in which they are made.  In opposition to this, Bartlett’s (1932/1995) schema theory regards memory as a holistic and continually revised record of one’s position in relation to the surrounding environment. Schema is thus an active and continuously revised memory, where one’s position provides a baseline for what one’s next movement might be, just as, to take a step forward, one must be aware of the current position of one’s leg. And so, in contrast to trace theory, Bartlett (1932/1995) does not regard memory as an isolated faculty.
“I have never regarded memory as a faculty, as a reaction narrowed and ringed around, containing all its peculiarities and all explanations within itself. I have regarded it rather as one achievement in the line of the ceaseless struggle to master and enjoy a world full of variety and rapid change” (p. 314)
In this understanding, the mind, and in turn memory, is taken outside ‘of the head’ and is placed firmly in the ongoing transactions, interactions and reactions between a person and their environment. This understanding underpins key concepts which have been used in this sub-chapter, such as Halbwachs’ (1939) application of schema, social roles, and social memory. Crucially, this conceptualisation of memory as an environmentally situated and negotiated practice provides potential explanations for how Wilmington’s memorial landscape, and the memories of its residents, have changed across time. Since memory is a situated activity, which is sensitive to schemas and social roles in play, as well as social systems, it follows that the memories and perspectives of Wilmington’s residents has moved toward racial equality. 
It is with the study of Wilmington that one can appreciate how “in its collective form, memory thus is lifted out of the minds and brains of individuals and instead is socially generated in societal frameworks” (Bachleitner, 2022, p. 167). It is not the social group or societal framework that has a mind or ‘remembers’, but it is these frameworks which condition the formation of individual memories which are shared on an interpersonal level to form collective memories around shared events. Social memory thus enables individuals to ‘make sense’ of their environment, produce individual and collective memories which, to use Bartlett’s (1932/1995) terminology, are a reaction to that (physical, social, cultural, political) environment (Olick, 1999). 
The dynamic between individual, collective and social memory relates directly to Research Questions 1 and 4. Understanding and applying these different operations of memory to the dataset can potentially contribute valuable insights around how Barnsley’s memorials connect people to their broader groups. Potentially of value- with the capacity to provide novel insights- is the exploration of how these different operations of memory interact, oppose each other and condition one another, and how these processes inform the ways that war and coal mining memorials connect people to wider (social and national) groups. Of interest in these discussions is whether these connections to wider groups are primarily influenced by individuals themselves (individual memory), how individuals speak about and relate to the groups they share (collective memory), or broader social systems like class, gender, and social and economic background. Exploring these dynamics also provides the opportunity to address the question of how war and coal mining are memorialised in different ways in Barnsley and therefore answer Research Question 4. Given that coal mining is an industry with a history of strikes and political action in the United Kingdom, and is related to issues like class relations, it will be engaging to analyse whether memorialisation of coal mining in Barnsley is connected to social memory- with its connection to social systems like class- to the same extent as memorialisation of war history. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093574]3.2. Counter-memory
Counter-memory positions are, by definition, sceptical of the assumptions that underpin the collective memory rationale. Specifically, counter-memory authors problematize the collective memory position that sites of memory promote unity within social and national groups. As Young (1992) argues, the mistrust of the ability of monumental architecture to benevolently unite social groups around common memories stems from reactions to its use by the Nazis. Therefore, counter-monuments are self-conscious and reflexive about their abilities to perform the ‘traditional’ role of memorials: to unite individuals under a common memory, past or history (Bandlien, 2013). In summary, counter-monument designers negate the illusion of the monument’s permanence and their ability to continually and unchangingly unite individuals under collectively held memories (Legg, 2005). 
As part of their rejection of memorials as agents of unity through the capture of memory, counter-memory authors emphasize how memorials enable individuals to confront memories that are divisive, conflicting and traumatic (Stevens et al., 2012). The deepest roots of this scepticism of forgetting traumatic pasts to promote a broader unity can be found in the memory landscape of Eastern Europe. Kundera (1979), who wrote essays on Czechoslovakia’s memorial landscape, claimed that the memorial landscape contained ghosts of former regimes. Specifically, Kundera (1979) took notice of the statues of Lenin, which, despite continuously being torn down, would continue to re-emerge. British historian Judt (1996) characterized this destruction and re-emergence of malevolent aspects of the past a product of mis-memory, which means that too many memories of trauma were within living memory of citizens. As such, the natural response to this is framed as a lack of consistency and direction within the memorial landscape, as the issue of whether to forget or remember causes societal paralysis. Kundera’s (1979) take was far less sceptical, as he framed these memorials’ reappearance as part of humanity’s fight against the threat of forgetting.
This rationale can be seen in Budapest’s response to the collapse of communism and the Eastern bloc in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Esbenshade, 1995). Following communism’s collapse, hundreds of triumphalist statues of Lenin, Marx and Stalin stood in the streets of Budapest (Olick, 1998). The groundwork for mis-memory was seemingly laid, as these statues represented both fifty years of state-sponsored persecution and ideological brainwashing, but simultaneously a significant segment of Budapest’s history. Using Judt’s (1996) framework, it would be expected that Budapest would go through a period of internal conflict, where statues were destroyed and re-emerged due to uncertainty over how to commemorate their communist past. However, Budapest followed Kundera’s (1979) rationale of forthrightly confronting the malevolence of their former rulers. In 1993, Memento Park was opened to the public on the outskirts of Budapest and contained fifty-eight statues of former communist figures (Rév, 2005). As Esbenshade (1995) comments, this site encourages its visitors to become educated and to confront a segment of an incredibly traumatic, divisive and conflicting history. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093575]3.2.1. The connectedness of lived memory and living traditions
Lived memory, which is sometimes referred to as autobiographical memory is, at its core, an event that can be remembered by people who are still alive today (Fivush, 2011; Pillemer, 1998). More specifically, lived memory is more than one’s mere recall of events that are experienced; it is the integration of one’s interpretations, perspectives, and evaluations of self, other, and environment, to create a personal history (Fivush, 1988). In this sense, lived memory is best thought of as memory of the self in interaction with others to service the goals and memories which define one’s being and give one purpose in the world (Conway et al., 2004; McAdams, 1982). Living traditions are sets of practices, beliefs, customs, values, procedures, and teachings, that are transmitted from one generation to another (Scheffler, 2010, p. 290). This section will look at how traces of lived memories can be kept alive through their amalgamation into living traditions and how this can be conducive to an inclusive sense of place. The exploration of these concepts will take place in relation to the St Patrick’s Day commemorations which take place annually in Lowell, Massachusetts. 
The St. Patrick’s Day commemorations and celebrations that are observed annually on 17th March, particularly within the context of the United States, demonstrate how, when a memorial event is inclusive of anti-state narratives and is founded on lived memories, an inclusive sense of place can be produced. St. Patrick’s Day was founded on the lived experiences of the early American Irish communities. These experiences were defined by tension both within the Irish community and between the Irish and ‘Yankee’ (majority ethnic group in the US) community. Mitchell (1985), for example, details how, by 1822, separate Irish camps were set up outside of Lowell. These camps hosted ancestral based conflicts that were brought to America from Ireland (Marston, 1988, p. 418). Violence characterized the relationships between the Corkonian Acre, comprised southern Irish immigrants, and Connaught’s Half-Acre, or the West Country Irish. On the first St. Patrick’s Day procession on 17 March 1841, strained relations between the Irish Benevolent Society, who were the event’s organizers, and the wider Irish community, threatened to prevent the event’s occurrence (Marston, 1989).
Furthermore, nativist hostility towards Irish Catholics in Lowell, Massachusetts, where the event is held, forced The Sentinel (the local Irish newspaper), to discourage the Irish population from violence. The stated reason was that this would serve as further grounds for prejudice and would halt any progress of coexistence with the neighbouring ‘Yankee’ community (Marston, 1989). Therefore, St Patrick’s Day emerged as a platform to accommodate for diverse narratives and identities. For these communities, St. Patrick’s Day functioned as a public ritual which served to remind the ‘Yankee’ (majority ethnic) community that the Irish people, as a moral and political unit, had a legitimate claim to full participation in American society (Marston, 1988). As such, the development of political recognition for subordinated groups requires ideological battles being fought based on historically grounded misunderstandings between the dominant and the subordinated group (Miliband, 1977). 
In terms of using St. Patrick’s Day to reframe these tension-producing memories to engender inclusivity, several factions were involved. One of these was the first Irish voluntary association, made up of mainly middle-class, elite members, named the Hibernian Moralizing and Relief Society. Renamed as the Irish Benevolent Society in 1836, this association played a vital role in influencing the Irish community to adopt an accommodative stance toward the Yankee community and American culture. Significantly, from 1847 until the mid-1860s, the Irish Benevolent society was the main organizer of St. Patrick’s Day in Lowell, using the event as an intermediary between Irish and Yankee cultures. This theme of reaching outwards beyond one’s own identity and social categorization is crucial in amalgamating lived memories into living traditions. Living memory integrates memories of the past into an overarching ‘life’ narrative, and as such it develops within a specific social and cultural context that is sensitive to categories such as race, gender, and ancestral background. The challenge, therefore, is that, if traces of lived memories are to be kept alive in some form, they must extend beyond the individuals to whom they belong. 
In extending early St Patrick’s Day events out to the broader Yankee community and forgoing previous (warranted) criticisms of majority populations, the Irish Benevolent Society, and by extension the Irish community, laid the foundation for the perpetuation of Irish culture in American society. In other words, the early Irish organizers of the event paved the way for the creation of a living tradition, one which enacted “one’s individual and collective self-persistence; embodying and entrenching habits [public rituals] as well as social conventions” (Beckstein, 2017, p. 492). While the social convention of observing the St Patrick’s Day event fosters the coordination of collective behaviour towards displays of unity (within and between Irish and other communities), the ritualistic (habitual) aspect of the ceremony provides participants of the ceremony with tacit knowledge of Irish tradition and belonging (Scheffler, 2010, p. 291).  
It is important to recognise that, in Lowell, the St Patrick’s Day ceremony was a means of facilitating the inclusion of Irish communities in broader society through challenging existing societal structures. Rather than challenging societal norms around the subordinate place of Irish communities through violence, those participating in generations of St Patrick’s Day ceremonies levelled this challenge by conveying historically informed meaning of Irish culture and belonging. Playing a key part in this process were two Irish Catholic priests, John and Timothy O’Brien, who, from the 1850s onwards, established themselves as powerful religious leaders of both the southern Irish and West Country factions of the Irish community. Mitchell (1988) argues that Lowell’s Irish community was able to overcome wider Yankee discrimination and internal conflicts amongst the southern Irish and West Country groups through the O’briens’ advice to patiently weather these conflicts. 
[bookmark: _Hlk22561062]Yankee mistreatment of the Lowell’s Irish community was not always as obvious as physical violence or verbal hostility. Rather, Yankee dominance was manifested in more subtle ways, particularly around employment issues. For example, Irish women were forced into the lowest-paid jobs in the mills, while Irish men were also employed in the lowest-status occupations. Hence, aside from the Irish Benevolent Society’s members, the Irish community was almost exclusively made-up of the lower classes of Lowell (Dublin, 1979). Following the O’briens’ advice, the Irish community’s response was that of accommodation and a subtle, but not violence-provoking, rejection of the distribution of power within Lowell (Mitchell, 1988). The St. Patrick’s Day commemorations provided a means for the Irish community to convey themes of coexistence, equal standing and collaboration with the Yankee community. As Davis (1986) argued when analysing the function of public ceremonies in Philadelphia, parades can be conceived of as dramas of social relations. Within this drama, the ‘performers’, in this case the Irish community in Lowell, define who can be a social ‘actor’ in the wider society and which ideas are available for wider communication. 
As such, while street commemorations take place within a field of power relations, they also are attempts to influence and critique those relations. This conceptualization of street commemorations and parades as conduits for the inclusion of anti-state narratives and a critique of wider social and economic relations is crucial to understanding the inception and ethos of St. Patrick’s Day. This is because, by functioning as critiques of wider society, such events promote recognition by majority groups and as such foster an embodied sense of connectedness and belonging amongst participants, something anthropologists commonly refer to as ‘communitas’ (Turner, 2012). It is important, however, that this negotiation of identity recognition is understood as a process and not a final act. While such events provide the possibility of having one’s identity validated by the majority group, this is not a formality, and as such these events take place as important sites of contestation of negotiation of society’s understandings of identities (Bryan, 2000). 
Even with this considered, it is still the case that parades like St Patrick’s Day provide devalued groups, like the Irish community had been in the US, with a ‘politics of recognition’ by superseding identities which are imposed on them by majority groups with ones which are collectively held by the minority; it enables the minority to portray itself, rather than be portrayed (Kymlicka, 1995). Crucially, belonging is fostered by these events as they portray the minority group (in this case the Irish community) at subordinate (or sub-group) and superordinate levels of categorisation (Hornsey and Hogg, 2000). The communication of the historically informed meaning through the form of the living tradition that the parade takes on, establishes the uniqueness of the sub-group while also attempting to represent this history as part of the wider majority. It thus allows participants to establish two levels of belonging: one as being part of a distinct sub-group and the other as being integrated into the broader societal in-group (Hopkins, 2011). 
The connecting bridge that the ceremony provides between the sub-group can be conceptualised as being the point at which living memory seeps into living tradition. Researchers who study living memory generally concur that ‘lifetime periods’ have an important role to play in organizing living memories (Conway, 2005). A ‘lifetime period’ is a memory structure which subsumes personal memories which have unfolded during a certain span of time. These structures are generally bound by landmark events in a person’s life and thus influence one’s coordination of knowledge that relates to a specific period in one’s life (Shum, 1998). An example of this would be secondary school (or ‘high school’ in an American context) memories. Period-specific knowledge of secondary school, such as names and stories about classmates, grades achieved and the layout of the building, are organized in the ‘secondary school’ lifetime period. 
In relation to the experiences of early Irish settlers in the United States, it can be seen how intense periods of discrimination and ‘Othering’ would define the lifetime periods of many. As Brown and Lee (2010) argue, “it is useful to think about lifetime period in terms of the fabric of daily life” (p. 134). By this, Brown and Lee (2010) mean what comes to define people’s experiences on a day-to-day basis. With the St Patrick’s Day ceremony communicating the lifetime periods that Irish settlers shared and endured together, sees these memories seep from the fabric of daily life (on an individual level) to the fabric of society. What this means is that the individual lifetime periods of Irish settlers coalesced into an accumulated historical experience which was communicated (‘brought to life’) by the ceremony. 
Its founding on the lived experiences of early Irish American settlers provides St Patrick’s Day ceremonies with the practical purpose of integrating the Irish population within wider American society. This is evidenced by how, annually, the route taken by the St. Patrick’s Day in Lowell processions extends beyond the confines of Irish neighbourhoods. Since the late 1840s, the processions have moved through commercial streets, corporate boarding houses, City Hall, and the edges of Yankee residential areas (Berger, 1968). The ceremony’s engagement with different parts of the city conveys a community solidarity directed to the Yankee community. For instance, Marston (1989) comments on how 1869 marked a momentous occasion in the history of St. Patrick’s Day parades. This was the year that the parades embraced a wider collective of the Irish community than encouraged by the previous event organizers, the Irish Benevolent Society. Within the next two years, members of the police and the city government had joined in on the procession, and marchers swelled to over 1500 (Marston, 1989). 
These larger-scale demonstrations, from the 1870s onwards, filled the city streets with a colourful spectacle and military music, encouraging both marchers and spectators to connect with a wider collective. Furthermore, from 1871 onwards, both labourers and school children were given St. Patrick’s Day off as a holiday day (Davis, 1986). The social connectedness that the ceremony created between members of the Irish community and majority populations can be understood by looking at scholarly literature on the social importance and function of living memory and how this links to social integration. Neisser (1988), for example, claims that the social function of living memory is the most fundamental function. Living memory allows individuals to better understand and empathize with each other, as the sharing of personal memories can elicit empathic responses in which the listener can respond with their own personal memory, thus creating a social bond around the sharing of personal memories (Cohen, 1998). 
This can be observed in relation to the St Patrick’s Day ceremony, in which the living memories of Irish citizens are channelled into a performative event, and subsequently embedded within a tradition of remembering, which communicates a desire to share memories, culture, and social bonding. Furthermore, the sharing of personal memories makes conversations seem more truthful, believable and persuasive, which opens avenues for teaching others about one’s past (Bluck, 2003). Again, this rationale can be handily applied to the St Patrick’s Day commemorations, which, having been sourced from personal memories of exclusion and discrimination, provide majority population with the opportunity to learn about Irish culture and thus become more accepting of it. It is therefore these empathic and truth-telling functions that enable living memory to facilitate social interaction and connection. Importantly, this can be the case whether the person who the personal memory is being shared with was present at the event in question or not (Pillemer, 1992). 
Sharing living memories with someone who was not present at the episode introduces the listener to new information about the world of the person who possesses the memory (Bluck, 2003). It is this function of living memory that (historically) connected the Irish sub-group to the wider ‘Yankee’ majority, who did not share the memories of the Irish population but could nevertheless become cognizant of them by participating in the ceremony. Equally, sharing memories with someone who was present at the episode provides the opportunity for social bonding and intimacy over the shared memory (Robinson and Swanson, 1990). This function of living memory helped to resolve conflicts within the Irish sub-group and bond Irish citizens around their shared history. As such, living memory provides not only material for conversation and engagement but facilitates social interaction and integration. This point is crucial because it is the case that living traditions, like St Patrick’s Day, are transmitted socially. As Beckstein (2017) argues, “traditions do not come into being by invention; they require one successful tradition act” (p. 496). By ‘tradition act’, Beckstein (2017) means an individual passes on some form of ‘tradition material’ (material which is indicative of or belongs to a certain tradition) to a recipient. 
‘Tradition’, as a descriptive category, can mean a set of beliefs, customs, practices, procedures, or values, or a combination of these things. To transmit, traditions (definitionally and practically) require at least one tradition act. Therefore, traditions require social interaction, like the type which are facilitated by the sharing of living memories, to survive. This point is reflected in the St Patrick’s Day ceremony, where the sharing lived memories around experiences of Irish settlers has built into a structured and codified (with a set time, date, and location(s)) tradition of remembering. Crucially, as Shils (1981) contends, traditions go beyond the passing down of physical objects or artefacts and rather imply “patterns or images of actions… and the beliefs requiring, recommending, regulating, permitting, or prohibiting the re-enactment of those patterns” (p. 12). This rationale can help one to understand how the St Patrick’s Day ceremony enables the transmission of a tradition of remembering and a claim of belonging in place. It is not the banners or the outfits (or any one individual feature) that make this tradition, but rather the practice of these different parts working together in practice that does. 
It is important to note how living traditions, through their ability to establish belonging in place, can influence social capital and the prospects of a (social, cultural, or political) group in society. To understand how this is the case, it is important to appreciate how living traditions are not static, but ‘alive’; they transform and mutate, with layers of meaning and interpretation across time, which keeps the tradition itself alive, and its participants embedded within broader society. As Beckstein (2017) argues, ‘tradition’ takes the form of many ‘chains of transmission’: there is always more than one co-existing recipient and therefore the sets of beliefs and values that adherents to the tradition hold may differ. Crucially, though the sets of beliefs that people hold who follow a tradition vary, they have a high degree of qualitative similarity (Payton, 2013). As such, for a tradition to endure, the ‘tradition material’ of one generations of adherents need only be qualitatively similar to the generation before. 
The reason for this is that recipients (adherents) receive a tradition through a process of internalization: they actively interpret the tradition and apply their own meanings to it. As such, traditions can be carried in a variety of ways. As such, a member of a tradition must re-imagine the ‘tradition material’ in a way that informs ways of thinking and acting for the present generation of adherents with the current (social, cultural, and political) context considered. It is in this analysis of living traditions that its connection with social capital becomes clear. As living traditions require new layers of interpretation to survive, they create the space for new interpretations in society, about social status, belonging, and place, through their adherence. St Patrick’s Day provided this opportunity for Irish settler communities in the US and increased the social capital of these communities as a result. ‘Social capital’ is less palpable than physical capital as it does not refer to tangible objects (tools, machinery, productive equipment, etc.) (Jackman and Miller, 1998). Rather, this concept stems from changes in relations between individuals that facilitate action. 
Two factors are central to social capital: social networks and trust. In fact, social capital can be understood as features of social life, including social networks, norms, and trust between individuals, that allow people to effectively pursue their interests (Putnam, 1995). Thus, social capital is the ‘capability’ (of upward mobility, integration, economic success, and so on) that arises from a culture of trust and tolerance of a particular group (Inglehart, 1997). It can be observed how the tradition of remembering that St Patrick’s Day has created has operated as a tool of integration and increased social capital for Irish communities. By making elements of the experiences of Irish communities more visible to the public, St Patrick’s provided wider society with the opportunity to come to understand and therefore trust (as a central concept to social capital) people from Irish communities.  
The relationship between lived memory and living traditions, and how these living traditions operate around memorial and commemorative landscapes, relates to the ways Barnsley’s memorials can enable people to confront traumatic pasts. This addresses the counter-memory focus of Research Question 2 (as posed in Research Gap 1). With its war and coal-mining heritage, Barnsley’s history is one of traumatic events which had lasting impacts on the community. While Barnsley’s war history has rituals like Armistice Day, Remembrance Day, and VE Day which support the perpetuation of living traditions, Barnsley’s coal mining history does not have rituals on the same scale or grandeur of these. Therefore, an interesting line of inquiry emerges regarding whether other forms of tradition, whether oral culture or smaller scale, grass roots commemorations can allow living traditions of remembrance to thrive around Barnsley’s coal heritage.   
[bookmark: _Toc216093576]3.2.2. How archetypes facilitate the transition of counter-memory to collective memory
To explore how counter-memories transcend their marginalized status and become memories of the collective unconscious, it is useful to consider Jung’s (1991) concept of archetype. Scholarly understandings of archetypes, and how they can relate to the growth of counter-memories into collective memories, will be explored through the case of Mississippi Murders and their associated commemorations. In 1989, the city of Philadelphia, Mississippi, commemorated the 1964 murders of African American civil rights workers James Chaney, Andrew Goodman, and Michael Schwerner by the Ku Klux Klan. These commemorations marked a momentous occasion given the city’s notorious silence, denial and collective amnesia around the murders. While the African American community had commemorated the murders annually since 1964, these events remained unacknowledged by official civic, state-run and political entities in Philadelphia along with in the broader white community. Therefore, the 1989 commemorations constituted a departure from the mnemonic status quo, in that they broke the silence that for forty years had defined Philadelphia’s public memory (Conway, 2009). These commemorations saw a marginalized counter-memory becoming integrated within the public, or collective, memory (Wagner-Pacifici and Schwartz, 1991). 
Of interest in this case are the processes through which individuals confront collective silence, denial and social forgetting (Cohen, 2001). While it is the case that memory, as a concept and a practice, is inevitably selective and thus entails some form of forgetting, not all social forgetting is part of this natural relationship that exists between remembering and forgetting (Schudson, 1997; Wagner-Pacifici and Schwartz, 1991). The point at which this relationship becomes more malevolent is when social forgetting is the product of a voluntary, concerted effort to silence specific pasts which undermine the already established collective memory (Vinitzky-Seroussi and Teeger, 2010). This version of forgetting has been characterized as a conspiracy of silence, and its hallmark characteristic is when a dominant group ignores a past which its members are collectively all aware of (Zerubavel, 2006). The key to undermining this type of social forgetting (amnesia) is to break the asymmetrical social relations, the structure of which provides the foundations for exclusionary collective memories (Boyarin, 1994). 
In this case, agents of counter-memory (on behalf of the marginalized past) must advance their agenda by colonizing public space and creating spatial focal points which engender the exploration of their version of the past (Blight, 2001).  As such, to change the narrative, the dominant social positions, which allow access to the means of dissemination (in public space and beyond), must become available to the agents of counter-memory. In this vein, by looking at the specificities surrounding the commemorations of the Mississippi murders, it is possible to examine how counter-memories can break out of their oppositional status and become a collective memory (Olick and Robbins, 1998). Before this analysis is provided, it is important to gain a contextual picture of the key events, and figures behind the events, that led to the Mississippi Murders becoming part of Philadelphia’s ‘official’ collective memory. 
Critical in bringing about the 1989 commemoration was the organization of powerful local agents of memory. The Neshoba Democrat newspaper owner and editor, Stanley Dearman and his close colleague Dick Molpus deserve recognition. Throughout the first two decades of his tenure in charge of the Neshoba Democrat, Dearman slowly pierced the collective silence of Mississippi. This was achieved through running stories about African American families who had been affected personally by the murders. Molpus became Mississippi’s Secretary of State, the second highest elected position in the state. Despite being warned by key advisers that it would be political suicide, Molpus aided Dearman’s will to see a twenty fifth anniversary commemoration take place. This was done through Molpus organizing a commemoration planning committee called ‘PlanningComm’. With these two key figures working together, on June 21st, 1989, over 1000 people descended upon Philadelphia to participate in a city-wide commemoration service. On the day, Molpus gave what is widely considered the most notable speech of the day. Considering that this speech took place within a context of social forgetting, it was a radical act.
[bookmark: _Hlk40899872]When considering the contribution of Molpus and Dearman to the 1989 commemoration, Whitlinger (2015) argues that these figures were key to undermining the previously asymmetrical social relations that supported the collective amnesia around the murders. Through controlling the agenda and information dissemination, therefore, these figures brought down the conspiracy of silence. While this dynamic of the Mississippi Murders becoming part of the city’s collective memory will be explored, it is appropriate to look at a deeper (psychological) level of analysis when investigating how the conspiracy of silence was broken. 
A case can be made that Molpus and Dearman facilitated a city-wide collective realization of unconsciously embedded patterns of understanding, or archetypes. A Jungian concept, archetypes are biologically inherited supra-individual (or collective) patterns of cognition or predispositions of the ‘collective unconscious’ which recur across different cultures (Mills, 2018). The ‘collective unconscious’ refers to the part of the unconscious mind that is shared by all people, is genetically inherited from our ancestors and is not shaped by personal experiences (Neher, 1996). Put more simply, archetypes are motifs, of human cognition and understanding, which have emerged inevitably due to the reoccurrence (across vast spans of time) of features that define everyone’s experience and life (Jung, 1991). 
In this sense, archetypes are analogous to narrative of a way of being or living; they are not merely cognitive constructs but are rooted in our embodied experience (across thousands of years) (McGilchrist, 2019). Archetypes thus bridge the gap between conscious and unconscious realms; though genetically inherited and collectively (and unconsciously) shared, they influence how people respond to and behave in the world (Vedor, 2023). Archetypes can therefore be thought of as inherited patterns of mental development which represent genetic predispositions that all people share and which shape how people perceive the world and the way they encode it symbolically (Wilson, 2000). An example of this is the mother archetype, which is recognised universally across cultures, as symbolizing nurture and the provision of care for others (Stevens, 2006; Vedor, 2023, p. 7). As Goodwyn (2010) argues, this archetype (shaped by biological codes) provides ‘rules’ (genetic predispositions) for exhibiting maternal behaviours. It is appropriate to view the sudden change in the mnemonic landscape of Mississippi through an archetypal lens, as an event of such scale, which broke a historically embedded pattern of conspiracy, denial, and silence, implies a change of collective significance. 
In the case of the 1989 commemoration, the archetype that drives the motivations of the organizers, and compels people around Philadelphia to break the conspiracy of silence, is that of the citizen or politēs. The idea of a citizen is rooted in ancient Athens, with Thucydides (ca. 432-400 B.C.E./1972) writing that a citizen is one which is willing to sacrifice for their city and cultivate their minds and bodies to do something of note for the city. The concept of a citizen is thus based on the premise that the best life for human beings is only possible if individuals are socially responsible. This is demonstrated by how the etymology of the word ‘polite’ comes from the Greek word for citizen, politēs. Citizens are therefore willing to participate beyond their own self-interest to aid the just and effective ruling of their state (Goldhill, 2004, p. 187). 
The concept of citizen is deeply applicable to the actions of Molpus and Dearman in their pursuit of justice for the victims of the Mississippi Murders. For example, Dearman empathized with African Americans so greatly that he decided to run Philadelphia’s first newspaper stories on how the murders affected the families involved. As Whitlinger (2017) comments, this provided the foundation for slowly encouraging wider coverage of the murders. Crucially, Dearman did this as part of his social responsibility to the victims of the crimes and the communities who had been affected and subsequently silenced. Similarly, Molpus risked his political career and vote base due by not only supporting, but being a key speaker at, the official commemoration. This too is in line with the archetype of the citizen in that it entailed forgoing self-interest and one’s own security to achieve a greater (social) good. 
The Mississippi Burning film, released in 1988, was largely responsible for reinvigorating national awareness of the 1964 murders and therefore in making residents in Philadelphia aware of their roles as citizens. For example, Pennsylvania Mayor, Wilson Goode, played a key role in aiding the commemorations in coming to fruition. After viewing the Mississippi Burning film, several prominent residents of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania’s largest city, planned a project whereby state powers in Pennsylvania would assist the city of Philadelphia in commemorating the Mississippi murders. This local group, which became known as ‘PennCitizens’, urged Wilson Goode to support the idea. Several months after this, Goode’s office reached out to the Neshoba County NAACP president, Pete Talley, offering their services to support a city-wide, cross-community commemoration. In turn, the project was formalized and, resultantly two representatives from the mayor’s office made regular trips to Mississippi in preparation to the commemoration service. The financial assistance and organizing capacity that came with the support of a major state like Pennsylvania ensured that the event took place.
All interested parties who contributed to making the 1989 commemorations take place by embodying the archetype of citizen. What reveals this, perhaps more than any other action in line with the citizen archetype, is the non-conformity of key actors. This aspect of the archetype of the citizen was elucidated by Emerson (1836-1862/2003) in his essay ‘Self-Reliance’, in which he argues that conformity leaves to an excess of individualism, compromises one’s character and leaves no room for society to outgrow its past incarnations. Part of being a citizen, then, is going against the grain for the greater societal good. This is different from martyrdom, as the citizen aims to elevate society and themselves (as part of society), rather than sacrifice oneself for society. 
As Fitzgerald (2023) puts it, “citizens aim to help others get out of the burning building, helping others get out first, but also aiming to get out of the building themselves too” (p. 45). Central to this drive to rescue or put right is ‘agon’, a word which has etymology in ancient Greek, which translates roughly to mean to agonise, compete, or struggle in the pursuit of something. An example of this would be to discharge one’s (social) duty and responsibility in aiding others to claim rights that they cannot claim for themselves. The actions of Wilson Goode, Pennsylvania Mayor at the time, and the PennCitizens group, who together put the logistical planning in place to host the commemoration of the murders, can be seen to reflect the archetype of citizen through harnessing agon (struggle in the pursuit of a higher ideal).
In understanding how the power that archetypes have over how people comprehend the world, as exemplified in the responses to the Mississippi murders, it is important to understand the difference between perception and apperception. While perception is the psychological process registering of a stimulus, apperception is the process whereby a new stimulus or content is comprehended through assimilating it with already understood contents (De Florio, 2012, pp. 1198-1999). Therefore, apperception is not the mere recognition of something perceived, but the process of understanding in relation to previous experiences; it is the body’s way of making sense of an object or stimulus by assimilating it to the collection of ideas that one already possesses (McLear, 2020). 
The difference between perception and apperception, then, lies in the assignment of meaning. For example, ‘there is Dave’ is a perception, while ‘Dave is my friend’ is an apperception, as it entails the assignment of meaning to Dave. According to Jung (2010), the processes of perception and apperception require an archetypal element which allows the perceiver to frame or connect to that which is being perceived (p. 39). Before the release of the Mississippi Burning film and pressure from figure like Dearman and PennCitizens for a commemoration, the archetype which informed the perception that Pennsylvania’s citizens had of the Mississippi Murders was that of the egoist. As Fitzgerald (2023) argues, the definition of the egoist archetype was put forth by Rousseau, who criticised his fellow Genevans of being occupied only with private interests and for whom “liberty is only a means for acquiring without obstacle and for possessing safety” (Lane, 2014, p. 6). 
Pericles also provided a useful definition of egoism in relation to ancient Athens: Pericles saw egoism as being concerned only in being better off as an individual and having no interest in the health of the state or the common good. Egoists, therefore, seek personal benefit from systems of democracy and fairness without contributing to them. Thucydides (ca. 432-400 B.C.E./1972) warned that, if there were too many egoists, then democracy would not function because too many people would take personal advantage of it at the expense of the greater good of the town or city. Egoism is therefore the choice of individual self-preservation and comfort over social responsibility. One could argue that key events which brought about the 1989 commemoration of the murders, including the release of the Mississippi Burning film, and the mobilizing efforts of Dearman, Molpus, Goode (the Mayor), and the PennCitizens group, made people in Mississippi (and Pennsylvania more broadly) aware of their role as egoists and the harm that their collective silence was doing to the functioning and greater good of society. 
Facilitating this realisation of social responsibility, and therefore the transition from egoist to citizen of many people, was a novel apperception. Before this point, the societal wide response to the murders was antithetical to an act of apperception; it was one of ignoring or blocking out the past, which entails the stripping (as opposed to the assignment) of meaning. With the turning point that came in 1988/89, this past was assigned the meaning of being worthy of remembrance, reflection and commemoration, as an act of recognition and healing toward the community that the crimes had affected. This apperception assimilated the people, in their recognition and commemoration of the murders, with the archetype of citizen, understood as socially responsible people in a society who are concerned with the greater good of their city rather than mere personal gain. By studying the 1989 commemoration of the Mississippi Murders, it can be seen why Leibniz (1714/1989) referred to apperception as consciousness in his 1714 scriptures ‘Principles of Nature and Grace’ (Kulstad and Carlin, 2020). 
For Leibniz (1714/1989), perception is the recognition of external things, while “apperception, which is consciousness, or the reflective knowledge of this internal state”. Leibniz (1714/1989) goes further to argue that it is the utilisation of apperception, with its ability to assign meaning and representation, that enables people to construct a conception of self. This can be observed in the 1989 commemorations; by becoming conscious of the murders on a public level, and in utilising apperception to explore the meanings associated with this in a public, commemorative forum, the self of many changed, from wilfully ignorant bystanders to active commemorators concerned with injustice and moral health of their society. Within this example it becomes clear that “where apperception begins so do we, and from there we persist to contemplate metaphysical questions about being, God, and so on” (Borić, 2024, p. 11).  
The commemorations surrounding the Mississippi Murders provide a suitable case to study the inverse of memory, which is denial and social forgetting (Cohen, 2001). Above all, perhaps, this case should remind those interested in collective memory, and the vehicles through which it is transmitted across time, that memory is a form of distortion. This is because memory is invariable and selective; a way of remembering is also, simultaneously, a way of forgetting too, and so the concepts of remembering and forgetting are inextricably intertwined (Schudson, 1997, p. 348). While forgetting therefore comes with the territory of remembering, not all social forgetting is a benign, natural process. Certain forms of social forgetting are the product of voluntary, concerted (orchestrated) efforts to silence specific pasts, the proliferation of which would be ‘harmful’ to official collective memory and the powerful groups which buttress it (Cohen, 2001). 
The most extreme form of this practice is the ‘conspiracy of silence’, which was seen in the case of the collective denial surrounding the Mississippi Murders. This form of forgetting can be defined as “when a group of people tacitly agree to outwardly ignore something of which they are all personally aware” (Zerubavel, 2006, p. 2). This form of silence, as was seen in Mississippi and the wider Philadelphia region after the murders, impedes the development of open communication, and therefore trust, about the past, which in turn thwarts chances of social solidarity and a democratic political culture (Zerubavel, 2006, p. 85; Somers, 1995). In many ways, it is unsurprising that the perpetrators of crimes and misdeeds, and the families and communities surrounding these individuals, engage in collective denial and “can actually be aware and (at least publicly) unaware of something at the same time” (Zerubavel, 2006, p. 3). 
As Cohen (2001) and Zerubavel (2006) contend, collective denial results from shame, fear, and embarrassment (social and personal), and as such it follows these communities surrounding perpetrators would choose to suppress rather than confront traumatic pasts (Smelser et al., 2004; Giesen and Eisenstadt, 2004). While this addresses collective denial from an individual (psychological) perspective, it is important to recognise that, from a sociological perspective, that this silence is informed by asymmetrical social relations. This is because those who occupy dominant positions in society, such as leading politicians and members of the press in Philadelphia in relation to the Mississippi Murders, are able to advance a (distorted) ‘official’ version of the past by controlling means of disseminating information that would give people access to the truth (Boyarin, 1994). 
Given the notorious power asymmetry which has defined Southern history in the United States, it was always going to be a challenge for the vernacular counter-memory of the Mississippi Murders to overtake the official version of events. Despite this, as Zerubavel (2006) and Olick and Robbins (1998) have argued, the passage of time creates new opportunities to break conspiracies of silence. For example, in relation to Israeli national memory, Zerubavel (1995) notes that counter-memory can, and often does, gain the momentum required to transcend its status as dominated and sidelined form of memory to become an official memory. Critical in this process is the emergence of public commemorations of the previously silenced past. Conditioning the emergence of official commemorations are two key factors: ‘commemorability’ and mnemonic capacity (Whitlinger, 2015, p. 649). 
‘Commemorability’ stands for the ability of a specific event to be viewed as worthy of commemoration, while mnemonic capacity refers to the ability of agents of memory (individuals with the power to bring a memory to a public forum) to construct a means of communicating the commemoration successfully (a “commemorative vehicle”) (Whitlinger, 2015, p. 651; Irwin-Zareka, 1994). The 1964 murders have always (easily) met the criteria of ‘commemorability’: they were a disruptive and violent event which were highly significant locally, culturally, and historically (Wagner-Pacifici, 1996). Despite this, the murders went unacknowledged for decades, which was due (at least partially) to there being no ‘commemorative vehicle’, or collection of powerful and interested groups, to break the conspiracy of silence surrounding them. This is where official figures like Molpus, Dearman, and entities like the PennCitizens group, were crucial, as they placed pressure on the local community to acknowledge the murders. As such, these figures undermined previously dominant and official collective memories (which were based around silence and denial) and provided the murders with the mnemonic capacity to reach official memory status. 
As Wasilewski (2019) argues, the concept of ‘collective repetition’ has an important role to play in the construction of collective memory and informs how counter-memories can transcend into collective memories. As Halbwachs (1992) argues, while it is individuals who may remember specific events, “it is in society that people normally acquire their memories” (p. 38). Therefore, it is group memberships that provide the raw material for memory and which “prod the individual into recalling particular events and into forgetting others” (Olick, 1999, p. 335). No example communicates this more clearly than the Mississippi Murders: in previous generations, group membership entailed actively forgetting (denying) this specific past, and individuals like Molpus, community activists and interested groups started a ‘collective repetition’ of remembering which eventually broke through and changed the frame of interpretation of the group. What this goes to show is that collective memories are decided in the present depending on social, cultural, and political contexts, and as such, while some collective memories remain unchanged, some are replaced by others (Olick, 2008, p. 7).
Looking at the ways that archetypes and other potential forces, such as collective repetition and ‘commemorabilitiy’, can enable or negate the transcendence of a counter-memory into an official or collective memory is a line of inquiry which is directly applicable to Barnsley. Addressing Research Gap 1 and answering Research Question 2 requires a detailed look at how memorials can be used as vehicles to enable the counter-memory role of the recognition and confrontation of traumatic and marginalized pasts. Answering this question will involve looking at how Barnsley’s coal-mining memorials, which generally fit into the category of counter-monument through their highlighting of marginalized pasts of significant trauma (along with their grassroots influenced construction), can mobilize people (create a ‘commemorative vehicle’) and compel people around archetypal themes, such as loss and grief (as a response to loss), and potentially build a more well recognised official or collective memory. Barnsley’s war memorial landscapes provide an excellent point of comparison in this regard as monuments such as the Barnsley War Memorial are well established collective memory icons. This means that, in relation to Research Question 4, the archetypal (and other) themes which define people’s descriptions of Barnsley’s war memorial landscapes can be compared with those of coal mining to explore the reasons for coal mining’s marginalisation and whether there is a prospect of Barnsley’s counter-memorials transcending into sites of collective or official memory. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093577]3.2.3. The fight for counter-memory: Place, non-place, and performance
The preservation of lieux de memoire (sites of memory), and the extent to which memories are consigned to the periphery of public consciousness, is determined by the connection between community history and place-making. Place can be understood as a location which has been made meaningful through subjective attachment; an emotional bond between people and space (Tuan, 1974). However, to understand how ‘place’ is constituted and maintained requires consideration of wider contextual factors (Agnew, 1987). On this, Lefebvre (1991) claims that place is not only produced socially but is invested with meanings that are shaped by power relations, and therefore subject to contestation. In short, historically grounded power relations play a role in constituting place. This is because places are bound up with the stories that are told of them, and these stories are moulded by the dominant group of each epoch (Massey 1995). 
In exploring the relationship between power relations and place-making, the case study of Carabanchel Prison, Madrid, is appropriate to investigate. This prison was constructed using forced labour between 1940 and 1944 and was used to house and execute political prisoners of the Franco regime (Barnard, 2017). The case of Carabanchel Prison provides insight into how dominant forces can create a perception of non-place around a site of memory to facilitate its destruction (Hepworth, 2015). This will be shown to be the product of two antithetical processes: political memory of the state, which attempts to shape national identity, and the role of agents of counter-memory (activist groups). These processes can shed light on a segment of history that is at risk of being discarded. 
Though the Carabanchel Prison was closed in 1998, and demolished in 2008, ex-prisoners and neighbourhood communities protested the demolition. These groups aimed to keep the prison open as a symbol of the Franco regime’s brutality and thus keep the memory of dictatorship in people’s consciousness (Hepworth, 2015). Reasons for maintaining the prison stretched beyond the sentiments of former inmates and their families. The design of the prison was based on British philosopher Jeremy Bentham’s 1785 concept of the panopticon, in which all prisoners can be supervised from a central point of the prison (González-Ruibal, 2008). Therefore, Carabanchel Prison was shaped like an eight-pointed star, with a concrete cupola at its centre. According to Colegio Oﬁcial de Arquitectos de Madrid (COAM), the prison was the only building of its type in Spain, thus proving that it was worth saving on an architectural basis (Barnard, 2017). 
The approach taken by the Spanish government was quite contrary to the wishes of community groups and is best characterized with reference to what Augé (1995) calls non-lieux. Non-lieux are defined as places which are transient and therefore not concerned with the production of meaning or identity (such as airports and supermarkets) (Buchanan, 1999). After the Spanish Civil War, the Carabanchel district was made to fit this non-lieux status as a form of revenge for its traditionally left-wing political activist and Republican population (Hepworth, 2015). The Battle of Madrid, which was fought in 1936, saw Carabanchel’s Republican forces prolong Nationalist forces, and in turn Franco’s, victory by several years (Colodny, 2009). Therefore, the construction of the prison, renaming of streets, and destruction of old buildings due to their ‘negative heritage’ after Nationalist victory was a clear attempt to humiliate the Republican stronghold (Hepworth, 2015). 
The antithesis of non-lieux are what Augé (1995) terms anthropological places, which are places of identity, human relations and significant history. Anthropological place is analogous to what Nora (1989) called milieux de memoire, or real environments of memory, where present generations capture the memories and rituals of those of the past. With the modern age increasingly discarding practices of past generations, lieux de memoire, or memorial sites, act as a stronghold against the annihilation of the past that forgetting brings (Wertsch and Roediger III, 2008). There is a strong argument to be made that Carabanchel Prison became a lieux de memoire for the former prisoners and the families that settled around the institution. Because of the marginalization of Republicans in Carabanchel, and their associated inability to find work, families largely depended on the small amount the prisoners were paid (Barnard, 2017). As such, these families lived overwhelmingly in barracks and huts close to the prison site. Despite Franco attempting to turn Carabanchel into a site of non-lieux, the emergence of huts represented a counter-memory sentiment which ensured this annihilation would never be comprehensive (Hepworth, 2015).
A parallel process occurred after the Franco regime came to an end in 1975, as the Spanish state tried to frame the prison through the lens of non-lieux (Augé, 1995). This can only be proved by reviewing the actions of the state. For nearly a decade before its demolition, the state systematically neglected the prison, spending nothing for its upkeep or to encourage citizens to visit what symbolizes a commencement of Spain’s most notorious dictator (Hepworth, 2015). As such, the prison fell into what Forest and Johnson (2002) would class as a disavowed site of memory. Disavowed sites are symbolically and de facto erased from the landscape through the lack of recognition they garner from the state. Just as the Franco dictatorship had viewed the former Republican identity to lack representational value of the new imagined nation, the injustice associated with the prison lacked symbolic value for the new state (Hepworth, 2015; Forest and Johnson, 2002). Thus, because the prison functioned as an uncomfortable reminder of dictatorship and systematic persecution of innocent citizens, the state implicitly cast the site as non-place through wilfully ignoring its existence. 
However, as occurred with the emergence of huts bordering the prison during the Franco era, a new generation of residents of Carabanchel have participated in the creation of counter-memorials. As Young (1992) argues, essential to the premise of counter-memorials is the inclusion of negative heritage. This is defined as unhealed wounds in the collective memory of a group, which is profound enough to affect the collective identity of the group. This understanding of commemoration is present in the grassroots memorial that was set up in Carabanchel upon the prison’s demolition in 2008 (Hepworth, 2015). The pop-up memorial consisted of photos of ex-prisoners, poetry, and ribbons in Republican colours. Furthermore, the memorial included a small garden which contained a miniature replica of the prison and a commemorative plaque that was gifted by the neighbourhood (González-Ruibal, 2016). This pop-up memorial demonstrates how counter-memorials find ways to express trauma and give a voice to under-represented groups, while also resisting the sanitizing influence of state sponsored forgetting (Stevens et al., 2018).  
The efforts of the Carabanchel community to create a counter-memorial and thus keep their cultural trauma in the community’s consciousness, disproves the notion that prisons are ahistorical sites (Hepworth, 2015; Foucault, 1991). The creation of ‘unwanted’ sites is one way in which the public can challenge the state’s version of nationhood (Stevens et al., 2012). The ad-hoc arrangement of the Carabanchel pop-up memorial, with its commemorative plaques, figurines and photographs, allows for a more open interpretation of the past than monumental and traditional memorials (Lois et al., 2024). This structure (or lack of) is not trivial, as Young (1992) claims that the absence of overt structure and symbolism is needed for memorials to leave space for audiences to process and interpret traumatic events. Thus, the construction of the memorial enabled this damaged community to congregate with a shared focus of taking collective agency to deal with the journey of processing their shared trauma (Bonder, 2009).
A key aspect of the counter-memory literature is the consideration of how performativity can engender less rigid, and in turn more emotionally authentic, types of remembrance (Radzobe, 2019). When considering this line of authorship, the evolution of how the Blitz has been commemorated since WWII is useful to study. This is because by focusing on specific sites of Blitz commemoration, such as St James’s Church in Piccadilly, insights can be gained on how counter-memorials use fragmented structures to incite uncertainty (Ashplant et al., 2002). Commemorations of the Blitz, whether purposeful or not, have a performative aspect that encourages the rediscovery of past trauma in very direct and brave ways. As Moshenska (2010) argues, despite the common mythical conception of the ‘Spirit of the Blitz’, which is commonly invoked in the wake of urban terrorism, commemoration of the Blitz itself is fragmented. 
Since the physical effects of the bombing were fragmentation, destruction, and loss, it is not entirely surprising that the commemoration of such an event would take a similar form (Moshenska, 2010; Baker, 1988). Whether it is the physical monuments that stand in churchyards, or more performative commemorations, memorials of the Blitz share counter-memory themes: intrusion, irresolution, and disturbance (Tello, 2022). Indeed, the preservation of bombed churches can be considered an act of counter-memory. A 1943 edition of The Architectural Review described the resonance of ruined churches across Britain (Casson, 1944). The Review summarized that, in years after the war, traces of destruction will begin to disappear, and the traumatic reality of war will feel more remote. Therefore, The Review framed the damaged churches as crucial to the memorial landscape, as they provided a portal to the destruction of WWII.
To further investigate the credibility of The Architectural Review’s claims, the case of St James’s Church, Piccadilly, is useful to consult. This church was built at the expense of the Earl of St Albans, Henry Jermyn, and consecrated in 1684. The designer, Christopher Wren, combined a cheap brick exterior with an elaborate interior, which included a wide vaulted nave, along with galleried aisles that created well finished airy space (Moshenska, 2010). On 14th October 1940, the church was badly bomb damaged, the spire destroyed, a bell from 1686 collapsed, and the verger and his wife were killed (Smith, 2007). Observation of the different parts of the church unveils how reconstructive efforts since the bombing have ensured a scattered and irresolute memorial of war. From the exterior, the building shows little sign of damage beyond the normal wear and tear of a centuries-old building. However, along the Church Place, which links Piccadilly and Jermyn Street, stone pillars of the church are marked with shrapnel holes. In the outdoor seating area, a large oval plaque acknowledges that Wren designed the church, that it was damaged on 14th October 1940, and A.E Richardson, the architect behind the reconstruction. 
On the inside of the church, next to the North Aisle at the western end of the church, a stone plaque acknowledges the deaths of Robert Bennett and Thomas Middlemiss, both church choir members. Furthermore, the plaque names Charles Murray, and his wife Edith, who were killed when the rectory was destroyed during the bombing. Therefore, while the outside of the church embodies the damage inflicted upon the church, the inside focuses more on those who died whilst serving the church. Erected in the church garden is a wooden sign that acknowledges the church’s damage during the bombings, and the restoration work that took place in 1954. Thus, the churchyard and garden commemorate both the people of London and the impact of the bombings. When the dispersal of the church’s different commemorative aspects is considered, it becomes clear that, to piece together the story of destruction, one must spend significant amount of time in and around the church and become a (de facto) investigator or researcher. The fragmentary nature of the church’s commemorations of the bombings therefore confers the performance of a role (of a researcher, investigator, etc.) on the part of the memorialiser. 
This full engagement with the memorial landscape ensures an appreciation of the traumatic reality linked to the destruction, restoration, scarring, and deaths associated with the church. This observation links to Schofield’s (2002) contention that when charred churches become memorials of war, they regain their sacred status. The rationale behind this argument is that, when churches are bombed, damaged and destroyed, a sacred space is turned into one of profanity (Eliade, 1959). By connecting these scars to a memorial cause, and therefore a purpose of higher significance, the church is re-sacralised and made meaningful once again through the medium of counter-memory via performance. St James’s church achieves this in a fashion which is particularly reflective of the category of the counter-memorial. This is because the church ensures that its visitors participate in the re-sacralisation of the church through creatively discovering and understanding traumatic memoires associated with the church. In short, the bombed church and memorial successfully captures the chaotic lives and fragmentation associated with the war, while embodying a sacredness that also transcends the individual (Mayo, 1988). 
Commemorative activities surrounding the Blitz also engender a deep engagement with sites of memory by using a performative dynamic. To explore this aspect of Blitz remembrance, it is appropriate to consider the role played by unexploded (UXBs) bombs from WWI and WWII beneath London. This is, on occasion, referred to as London’s ‘Iron Harvest’, and was described by Saunders (2004) as a landscape that is drenched in munitions, with the potential to cause violent deaths. As Moshenska (2010) argues, while these munitions are generally deeply buried, their location in an urban environment enhances their potential for destruction. In short, UXBs threaten an analogous population that the Luftwaffe aimed to destroy in 1940, namely that of densely populated areas of London. When these bombs are discovered, usually during construction projects, they put on full display the paralysing effect of war for a contemporary society. 
This capacity for danger and disruption was put on display during the construction of the Olympic Village in Stratford, East London, before the 2012 Olympics. On Monday 1st June 2008, a highly explosive bomb weighing over a ton was discovered on the banks of the river Lea. Being the largest UXB discovered for thirty years, residents and businesses were evacuated, and the Royal Engineers’ bomb disposal experts decided to disarm the bomb in situ (Singh, 2008). During the bomb defusal, two underground lines were closed, buses were redirected, trains were delayed and several flights from London City Airport were cancelled (Strimpel, 2008). The sequence which unfolded during the bomb defusal can be considered as a microcosm of the Blitz. Both instances entailed homes and businesses being evacuated, transport being disrupted, having an exclusion zone, and bringing in experts whose job entailed diffusing bombs. As such, in June 2008, the memory of the Blitz was briefly relived in East London. Events like these capture the violence and terror associated with the Blitz and propels these themes into the consciousness of contemporary society. By living through these emotions and situations, people in the modern day perform, revisit and reinforce key themes associated with the World Wars. 
Such instances of public remembrance being brought to life in a performative and visceral way connects to the insights of key scholars of the memory canon. Both Halbwachs (1947) and Nora (1989) claimed that memory is not an abstract phenomenon: it is an active, lived, agent-led process that is inextricably linked to present day social and cultural structures. The active, performance-led commemoration of the Blitz transcends the default state of memorials to sit outside of time, which makes the discovery of UXBs counter-monumental (Young, 1992). Indeed, the primary dynamic of counter-monuments is the offer of disturbance, and a route away from the strictures of memorial conventions, which the discovery of UXBs does comprehensively (Crownshaw, 2008). 
A singular, all-encompassing monument dedicated to the London Blitz, such as a stone pillar outside of St Paul’s Cathedral, would undoubtedly be visited by millions of passing tourists. However, the superficiality and passivity that characterizes this level of engagement stirs up nothing of the terror of the bombings of 1940 (Friedrich, 2005). In contrast, the experience of exploration and discovery that defines engagement with the memorials at St James’s church, ensures that the trauma of war is evoked more authentically. Similarly, the retrieval of horror and fear of destruction that is evoked by the discovery of UXBs provides the ultimate platform for confrontation with the original agents of trauma. 
The dynamic between placing and non-placing, and the role that performance can play in this dynamic, is central to addressing Research Gap 1 and answering Research Question 2, which centre around exploring how Barnsley’s memorials can facilitate people’s confrontations of traumatic and marginalized pasts. It will be interesting to assess whether the dissonance that exists between Barnsley’s present landscapes and its coal mining heritage is interpreted by participants as acts of non-placing on behalf of powerful groups like the state. Furthermore, an engaging avenue of investigation will be considering how performative acts, like community led events held around coal mining memorials, can form as vehicles for counter-memory action and making claims about place and belonging (placing). There is also novelty in comparing how performance led war commemorations, like the interactive Elsecar Poppy Trail, compare in their capacity to connect people and place with more traditional war memorial commemorations. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093578]3.3. Forgetting
Advocates of the forgetting rationale utilize Freud’s (1915/2005) principle that traumatic pasts are repressed beneath the level of conscious awareness, and advocate for the utility of this operation strenuously. Indeed, advocates of the forgetting rationale oppose the counter-memory position of allowing a heterogeneous landscape of traditional, unconventional, and traumatic memory sites to thrive (Rev, 2005). Preceding psychoanalysts’ investigations into the unconscious mind, Nietzsche (2007) provided the historical roots for what has become known as the active forgetting position. Nietzsche (2007) argued that individuals that fail to repress traumatic memories have their means of forgetting destroyed, as the trauma becomes ingrained in their consciousness. When this notion is applied across entire societies that have been affected by trauma, the result, theoretically, is a community which cannot transcend its own history and forge new identities (Epstein, 2001). 
As with counter-memory, Eastern Europe, with its recent history of state-sponsored persecution and the generation of traumatic memories, provides relevant cases to investigate the forgetting rationale (Wallen, 2009). For example, the Stasi Museum, Berlin, contains records of the activities of the German Democratic Republic’s (GDR) former secret police, the Stasi, for the public to view. This is significant, as the Stasi maintained surveillance over three quarters of the GDR’s population until the collapse of the Eastern bloc (Port, 2008). With the Stasi Museum opened, former GDR citizens could discover occurrences of betrayal, where neighbours, friends and even family members had informed on them to the Stasi (Childs, 2014). Wallen’s (2009) research has found that people’s discovery of such betrayals undermined foundations of trust between former citizens of the GDR. This case demonstrates the entrapment process which Nietzsche (2007), and more contemporary authors like Ramadanovic (2001) have described. This process involves a society becoming so exposed to trauma that they are unable to unshackle themselves from history going forward. As such, forgetting advocates emphasize the need for traumatic memories to be dispelled from the conscious mind, and consigned to history (Ramadanovic, 2001). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093579]3.3.1. Active forgetting
The notion of active forgetting has its philosophical roots with Nietzsche (2007), who argued that a purposive capacity to forget that which does not promote spiritual and emotional well-being is fundamental to the proper functioning of the individual (Syea, 2024). Nietzsche (2007) labelled those who are unable to forget that which needs to be forgotten as ‘dyspeptic’, which means ‘unable to cope with anything’. As such, the idea of active forgetting is rooted in a concern for the emotional health of individuals and society. It is important to note that scholars on active forgetting, such as Turner (2019), acknowledge that forgetting can take place unconsciously. However, when individuals are presented with traumatic events which are potentially overwhelming or challenging to their worldview, they are faced with the conscious choice of whether to accept or repress the event. When an individual or group chooses the path of repression and suppression, this is, at its purest (and perhaps most extreme), active forgetting (Turner, 2019).
An appropriate case to consult in looking at the role that active forgetting plays in the evolution of a memorial landscape is that of Bloody Sunday. This took place on 30 January 1972 and involved 13 Catholic civilians being shot dead by the British army at a protest march against the British government’s interment of suspected IRA terrorists. As Conway (2003) argues, after the massacre, there developed two contested memories, one of which became the ‘official’ version of events. This official version was created by the report of the Widgery Tribunal, established by the British government, where the blame for the deaths was placed on the organizers of the march. Specifically, John Widgery, who led the inquiry, concurred with the testimony of British paratroopers, who claimed that they opened fire after being shot at. Though the Widgery Report was accepted by the British government and Northern Ireland’s unionists, Ireland’s Nationalists were largely disgusted by the report’s findings. This brought about the production of a secondary popular memory amongst the Nationalist community, which sympathizes more deeply with the victims, through claiming that they were unarmed.
This case study proves as much as any that communities, particularly when subjected to trauma, are as inclined to forget about the past, often in highly selective ways, as they are to remember it (McBride, 2001). As Nora (1989) argues, memory is always subject to the relationship between remembering and forgetting, whether gradual or sudden. This remembering-forgetting dialectic has a bearing on culture, which are the enacted stories and representations of the past (Zerubavel, 1995). These representations are what people use to develop and sustain a sense of (individual and collective) self and in turn are key to identity formation (Quinn, 1992). Therefore, selective forgetting is a process that holds much power, as the preservation of certain memories in place of others directly affects how individuals relate to their wider social groups (Ashmore et al., 2001). 
A key aspect of memorialization that is worthy of focus, particularly in relation to the forgetting rationale, is the role that language plays in identity formation (De Cillia et al., 1999). As Coser (1992) argues, when a tragic event occurs such as the shooting of a civilian, people categorize and name the victims(s) and the perpetrator(s) according to our own culturally constructed classification schema. This is to say that, both sides of Bloody Sunday, Nationalist and Loyalist, remembered the day within a community of memory, which in turn affects their conceptualization of the event. As Halbwachs (1992) contends, the very use of language does not presuppose the singular, but rather a group of associated people. 
For example, in the case of Bloody Sunday, the British government and the Irish Loyalists did not hold a ‘Bloody Sunday Day’ in commemoration of the victims. This contrasted with the Nationalists in the Bogside area of Derry, who commemorated and help mythologize Bloody Sunday through multiple sites of memory. These include street murals on the housing estates of Bogside, and a granite monument to commemorate the dead. The distinct way that these two groups, the Nationalists and the Loyalists, memorialized and refused to memorialize Bloody Sunday, is a key point. It demonstrates that the past is not monolithic but rather depends on perspective and interpretation. Furthermore, this point of distinction between the two communities conveys how, by choosing to memorialize or to forget a segment of history, people reinforce the meanings that they share with the wider community.
The ability to define the past represents the power of a social group in society to use the past to service their present inclinations and ideologies, and to silence competing discourses (Middleton and Edwards, 1990; Brow, 1990). This is to say, remembering and forgetting form part of a cultural repertoire that is drawn onto make sense of our identities and place in society. However, identity is constructed in political and social environments where markers such as nationality, ethnicity and religion are invested with subjective meaning and reflect society’s power relations (Hirsch, 1995). This rationale is reflected in one street mural in Bogside, Derry, which appeals to the visual sense to reinforce Nationalist identities. The mural portrays Edward Daly, Catholic Bishop of Derry at the time of Bloody Sunday, leading a group of civilians through the streets of Bogside and to safety. Quite obviously missing from the mural is a mention of the other key social actor of Bloody Sunday, namely the Northern Ireland state. This in turn privileges the folk story within the Nationalist community over the Loyalist narrative, and therefore validates the identity of the oppressed group.  
[bookmark: _Hlk22567373]The omittance of the state and Protestant narratives from the mural provides evidence for Jung’s (1991) argument surrounding the development of the unconscious mind. Jung (1991) contended that the human psyche is not fully synthesized but is rather compartmentalized and non-integrated, which provides individuals with the capacity to have an unconscious identity with another person, cause, or object. The idea of a compartmentalized psyche finds traction with the specifics of the Bloody Sunday mural in Derry. The mural entirely privileges the Catholic narrative over those of the state through focusing on the actions of Catholic Bishop Edward Daly. The amnesia to the other social actor of Bloody Sunday indicates that those who designed the mural, and those who commemorate around it, have an unconscious identity with another cause. This cause is Irish Republicanism, and, under Jung’s (1991) framework, damage to this would be felt by the group identifying with it. Therefore, the Catholic community avoided damaging and challenging a part of their unconscious identity through excluding its primary threat from the memorial landscape: state Loyalists.
Identity thus arises from self-other interaction, with the sense of self emerging over time and in place. Narratives and stories carry memories from one historical period to the next. This reproduces society’s connection with the past and the stories that have moulded current identities. As such, identity has a bearing over what is remembered and what is forgotten (Epstein, 2001; Weigert, 1999). In Northern Ireland, the identity category of Protestant has, historically, been ranked above that of Catholic in terms of social class. This in turn influenced how Catholics perceived their own identity and how related to the state (Kearney, 1997). Unwilling to view the Northern Ireland state as legitimate, many Catholics defined their identity in opposition to that of Protestants. With Catholic identity invested in not being associated with Protestantism, the stage was set for Catholics to actively forget pasts that conflicted with their identity (White, 2001).
With these historical and contextual factors in place, Bloody Sunday became a portal through which Catholics could delineate their group from what it is not by creating an out-group (Nerone and Wartella, 1989). This directly connects to a second mural in Derry, which portrays mug-shot images of the victims (Seixas and Clark, 2004). The mural depicts Catholic males ranging from 17 to 53 in age and thus highlights the life-ending effect of Bloody Sunday. It puts a face to the victims and in doing so lays claim to their memory and the fact that they belong to the same (identity) group to which the victims belonged to (Staub, 2001). In January 2002, the 30th anniversary of Bloody Sunday was marked by a permanent memorial to the victims and was dedicated by Edward Daly. The memorial consists of a granite monument with the names of the victims listed on it and reads that they “were murdered by British paratroopers”. At the time of the memorial’s opening, the inscription clearly went against the official line of the Northern Irish state. This was proof that the embeddedness of the self-other relationship between Catholics and Protestants had caused Catholic commemorations of Bloody Sunday to exclude the official state (Protestant) narrative. 
[bookmark: _Hlk22567604]However, as Andrews (1991) argues, shared conceptions of memory are continually reinterpreted, and remembered in light of factors that have emerged in the present. Similarly, Connerton (1989) contends that present factors tend to influence and distort recollections of the past, just as past events can influence our present-day experiences. This principle was exhibited with the unveiling of a Remembering Quilt and the holding of a discussion on myth making and collective memory to mark Bloody Sunday’s 30th anniversary. The overarching theme of these commemorations was ‘One World, Many Struggles’, which alluded to Northern Ireland’s shared experience of identity-driven tragedy with other places in the globalized world. This narrative was represented in the 30th anniversary poster, which depicts a small globe in the centre of an orange flower, set against a backdrop of a peaceful march. In contrast to this peace-inspired poster, past posters which reference Bloody Sunday have used blood-stained maps of Ireland and funeral imagery to evoke the deaths of the victims. The focus of these past posters focused on more narrow, exclusionary and sectarian themes, with little effort made to frame the memory of tragedy in global terms. 
[bookmark: _Hlk22567682]With a new theme behind the poster, the collective folk memory of the Catholics has been redefined through being connected to injustices worldwide (Gibbons 1997). This example demonstrates how the past does not have a one-sided dynamic with the present, especially when it comes to forgetting. In short, the 30th anniversary poster to Bloody Sunday is testament to how the present holds sway over the past and can influence what is forgotten. The mainstreaming of Bloody Sunday as a human rights issue, connected to human rights troubles the world over, resulted in the globalization of its collective memory. As a trade-off, certain themes of previous anniversaries were (purposely) forgotten, such as Irish Nationalism, and replaced by a more inclusivist understanding of identity. In turn, the level of power that present-day needs can exercise over understandings of the past, particularly those in relation to pasts which are purposely forgotten and sidelined, should not be underestimated. 
Exploring how recollections of the past in Barnsley are influenced by present day factors will be key to addressing Research Gap 2 and answering Research Question 3. Research Gap 2 and Question 3 revolve around the extent to which forgetting certain pasts forms an integral part of memorialisation practices in Barnsley. As studies which have analysed official and folk memory responses to Bloody Sunday, memorialisation appears to entail some type of voluntary forgetting on the part of the group that is doing the remembering. How this type of active forgetting applies to the novel context of Barnsley, with different groups such as the local authority, grassroots community groups and ex-miners each having an interest in how its mining heritage is memorialised publicly, will be key to addressing Research Gap 2 and Research Question 3. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093580]3.3.2. How symbols and the senses influence remembering and forgetting
Memory scholars have considered in a variety of ways how the centrality of sight, sound and touch to remembrance activities can influence what is forgotten and remembered on an individual level and in relation to memorial landscapes. As Rodaway (1994) argues, the senses are used to forge connections with our physical environment and thereby allow people to orient themselves in the world and develop a sense of place. It is therefore paradoxical that the focus of remembrance is the disembodied, as it looks at those no longer present. This relationship between the embodied and the disembodied means that remembrance has a fluidity to it, with there being many interpretations about what can be understood as ‘remembrance’. It is this fluidity that means that a complete claim cannot be made as to what ‘memorial’ means, and what should be remembered and forgotten, as such claims are part of an interpretative (as opposed to descriptive) endeavour (Stevens, 2009).
This factor of fluidity is exacerbated by the fact that memorials surrounding the World Wars often divulge the scantest biographical details. For example, little is often listed about where those commemorated were when they died, and who they were related to. In this instance, the unprecedented loss of life mitigated a more complete memorial record. Therefore, embedded in the material form of war memorials is an implicit assumption of the onlooker’s level of historical knowledge (Borg, 1991). This scarce historical knowledge included within the memorial landscape poses questions about what has been forgotten since their installation but also raises an interesting sidenote. This is that alternative readings of these symbolic sites, including folk and counter-narratives, may emerge due to the lack of historical knowledge of those engaging with the memorial sites (Winter, 1995). 
[bookmark: _Hlk41076828]The level of ambiguity that is embedded in the visuality of war memorials in Britain is complemented by the sonic elements of public remembrance. The visceral feelings evoked by music are capitalized on, and have come to define, public remembrance. Remembrance Day consists of two aspects: the outdoor wreath-laying ceremonies and the church services, with sound being a central element in both. While the ceremony’s martial sonic experience will be familiar to the elderly soldier, it will not be to the young civilian. Furthermore, the national anthem contains meanings that are at odds for monarchists and republicans, while the religious beliefs that underpin the anthem are not shared by all observers. Taken at face-value, the ceremony would appear to purposely forget and exclude the non-religious, non-servicemen participants. However, a key point of the ceremony is when voices are drawn together to say, ‘We will remember them’, taken from Lawrence Binyon’s poem ‘To the Fallen’. When uttered in unison, the ‘we’ and ‘them’ are ambiguous enough to incorporate all participants into the ceremony. The diverse populations participating are therefore transformed into unity by using voice as a medium.  
[bookmark: _Hlk41078807]By virtue of its sonic elements, the ceremony captures a base of people broad enough to never be pinned down, defined, and construed as exclusionary. The nature of the ceremony connects to what Nietzsche (2007) calls ‘the morality of custom’, which describes a situation where people engage in ritualistic behaviours to make the confrontation of emotions predictable. This process presupposes the use of active forgetting, where specific aspects of the past are selected (while others are eliminated) and ritualized to create a social straitjacket. When these rituals are engaged in, they ensure that communities stay uniform, predictable, and that individuals are transcended into the member of a group. While rituals are built around selectivity in relation to specific aspects of the past, they can (counter-intuitively) help to prevent forgetting by enabling, through the continuities and historical precedents they establish, traces of the past to be preserved. 
For example, from the first Armistice commemoration of 1919, the ceremony has been characterised by an unchanging series of sounds, from the music to the counterpoint silence. These sonic features define the sonic boundaries of the event just as the symbolic space surrounding the war memorials create a physical boundary. Military marching music marks the start of the ceremony, and the military parades, which give out the sound of loud footfalls, evoke the sounds of those who went to war. Following this, participants sing religious anthems and then bugles sound the start of the silence. Because this sonic arrangement has gone unchanged since 1919, the listener is brought into contact with an element of the past that has been lived through by those who returned from war. As such, the ceremony possesses a level of continuity that prevents those participating in it from forgetting the original reason it came into being (Ehrenhaus, 1988). 
Arguably, it is the ceremony’s encounter with silence that provides it with the capacity to not falter from the original narrative of 1919, and to not forget non-conforming groups. The words spoken and the songs sung, which connect participants with a distinct slice of 20th century history, achieve their unique resonance due to their encounter with silence. Not only is temporal continuity disrupted, but those observing the silence engage with a ritual directly extracted from the original ceremony. If the sonic arrangement of Armistice Day has one role, it is to ensure that there maintains a unity between past and present (Schafer, 1977). The silence has the added function of making those not observing it the greatest opportunity possible to have a platform to protest and make a statement. It therefore should not be perceived as an agent of homogenization and unity, as it offers the most unique opportunity to transgress the whole event. 
[bookmark: _Hlk72409783]There is also a haptic, or touch-based, aspect to Remembrance Day that ensures that much of its original narrative remains intact. Preparations for remembrance events are, by their nature, extremely tactile. For most of the public that dress for the occasion, there is the pinning on of the poppy, which helps to remember previous such instances. Furthermore, for veterans and serving members of the armed forces, the ceremony entails polishing and pinning on their medals. Marshall’s (2007) research into this indicates that the act of pinning on medals helps to trigger recall of the stories behind the medals. These stories may include their own service experiences, acts of heroism, and the memories of comrades, alive and dead. Therefore, what could be perceived as an everyday action, or a regularly encountered symbol like a medal, transports the participant into the living traditions of generations of servicemen and women. 
Furthermore, Marshall’s (2007) research found that, for veterans, greeting old friends and comrades is one of the most meaningful aspects of remembrance ceremonies. The physical presence of veterans enables those participating in the ceremony to forge greater connections with the memorial landscape by encountering living and embodied examples of the values (of sacrifice and duty) that the memorial represents. For those who are partially or non-sighted, touch is the primary means of engaging with the memorial landscape. For example, it is well observed that visitors use their fingertips to trace the names engraved on the memorials. Whether meeting current servicemen, the ancestors of veterans, or tracing the engravings of memorials by fingertip, Remembrance Day, with all its haptic elements, combats against forgetting by engaging memorialisers with the symbols and meanings passed down for generations. 
It is important to focus on the specific places in which remembrance activities arise, as place is the site at which past and present meet, and symbolic struggles play out (Azaryahu, 2003). In relation to this, it should be considered how war memorials which commemorate those involved in the World Wars are still being built and rebuilt. This process is important for communities that do not have a memorial to commemorate the First and/or Second World Wars or that feel their current memorial is inadequate. Significantly, the building and rebuilding process of memorials enables observers to discover the shifts and deviations that have unfolded since officially sanctioned forms of remembrance around the World Wars began in the early 20th century. In short, it allows the discovery of new traces of more inclusive remembrance in the memorial landscape. A good example of this is Ludlow, a town in Shropshire, which has a war memorial in the form of a roll of honour. This dates to the end of the Second World War and was installed in the entrance of St Laurence’s church.
By the 1990s, the local branch of the Royal British Legion was campaigning for a more visible and centrally located memorial to be installed (Marhsall, 2007). A key contextual issue that demanded consideration was the Georgian architecture of the town, the visibility of which could not be compromised. In this sense, the public debate centred on what Harvey (1999) calls place-bound identity, where the traditions and history of a place is synonymous with the place itself. In other words, the Georgian heritage, which is central to the place marketing of Ludlow, is the dominant narrative that shapes the town’s identity (Sandercock, 1998). As Massey (1995) contends, place-bound identity results in a singular sense of the past, and its relationship with the present becomes presumed. This in turn shuts down areas of contestation relative to place identity, as the priority becomes historic preservation (Hayden, 1995). This rationale surrounding place-bound identity played out in the proceedings surrounding the proposal for a monument gaining planning approval. Whilst reported in local newspapers, there was little public debate, and no space was created where alternative opinions could be heard. 
When the proposal was finally approved and the memorial installed, its physical form reflected place-bound considerations that, in the build-up, has stifled debate. For example, on the new memorial, there are no names to trace, and a singular inscription reads ‘Lest we forget’. The slenderness of the metal construction leaves little opportunity to leave personal tributes or to repurpose the monument for any purpose aside from that which the designer intended. As such, the message conveyed by the memorial is observe, but not engage with; its physical form dictates that it is insulated from other values and perspectives. Therefore, the Ludlow war memorial is a strong example of how dominant voices can influence the physical form of a monument to encourage conformity and the (purposeful) forgetting of dissident voices (Boyer, 1994).
A further memorial worthy of consideration that addresses the issue of forgetting is the Cheltenham Town War Memorial. This example is useful in considering how a town centre war memorial can be used as a site to channel collective grief on issues that are distinct from that of war remembrance (Marshall, 2007). This can be seen with how the terror attacks of the 11th of September 2001 caused a refocusing of war memorials and in turn, a rediscovery of commemoration for the wider public. In Cheltenham, the mayor arranged for a floral tribute to be laid adjacent to the war memorial in memory of the victims of the September 11 attacks. However, in the wake of 9/11, the Cheltenham Peace Vigil, held by those protesting the bombing of Afghanistan, was not held at the war memorial. During interviews, one of the organizers stated that the war memorial was not the appropriate location for the vigil. 
The foundation of this view was that people outside of the protest would view the protesters as using the sacrifice of past generations to legitimize a divisive political cause in the present. As such, through self-policing, the protesters decided to preserve the war memorial space for officially sanctioned remembrance. Therefore, as Heffernan (1995) states, war memorials require a balance to be struck between the exclusionary and inclusivist tendencies that underpin memorialization. As Winter (1995) argues, the appropriation of war memorials for overtly controversial and divisive political matters risks diluting their original meanings of commemorating sacrifice and duty. Importantly, these meanings are still within lived memory for many, especially those who are servicemen and women, or know people who served in the Second World War. 
The haptic element of memorialisation, which includes touch, sound, and sight, will be key to addressing Research Gap 2 and answering Research Question 3. If an aim of this study is to understand how people come to remember and forget in Barnsley, as part of a process of memorialisation, then considering how their senses- the tools through which they interface and understand objects, like memorials, in the world- work in relation to memorialisation is critical. Barnsley offers multiple points of interest for exploration in relation to this. Firstly, the established soundscape associated with the Remembrance Day ritual- with the Last Post and military marching bands- can be explored in relation to the facilitation of remembrance and the Barnsley War Memorial. 
To contrast with this, the Elsecar Poppy Trail offers a different type of haptic remembrance, with memorialisers moving through the trail, and using their sense in a more interactive, embodied fashion to relate to the past. Furthermore, Barnsley’s coal mining memorials, such as its Oaks Memorials, offer a different dynamic to explore, with no ritualised soundscape- like with Remembrance Day- and no obvious interactive element. Therefore, there are three interesting points of comparison- Barnsley’s ritualised war remembrance, interactive war remembrance, and coal mining remembrance- which when compared in relation to their facilitation of sensory experiences, may shed light on what is remembered and forgotten, and why, in Barnsley. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093581]3.3.3. Aggressive and passive forgetting
It is important to distinguish between aggressive and passive forgetting, and to identify the processes which drive these forms of conscious and unconscious amnesia. Aggressive forgetting, which could also be called ‘decommemorating’, describes the sudden process, usually marked by the vandalism, defacement, and removal of monuments, in which a dominant, collective memory is forced into obscurity by forces powerful enough to curate a conspiracy of silence (Beiner, 2021). To illuminate this concept, the fate of Ireland’s Kings William III, George I, George II and Queen Victoria monuments are considered. These cases are significant because, as Whelan (2002) argues, where cities transition from one hegemonic socio-economic order to another, this is reflected in street nomenclature. In the case of Dublin, as anti-colonial and anti-British groups sought dominance over the colonial forces, the urban landscape become the canvas upon which this power struggle was painted. 
Before exploring how anti-colonial groups attempted to bring about the erasure of colonial forces by deploying aggressive forgetting strategies, it is important to acknowledge that war memorialization in Ireland at this time was highly contested. Specifically, in the Irish Free State (established in 1922) and the later Republic of Ireland (declared as the state’s description in 1949), nationalist ideologies- spurred on by events like the 1916 Easter Rising and War of Independence (1919-1921)- largely airbrushed and downplayed the memory of Irishmen, known as the ‘Irish Regiments’, who died while serving in the British Army (Cherry, 2020). An example of this purposeful marginalization of the Irish Regiments is the official Irish National War Memorial Gardens in Dublin, which were designed by Sir Edwin Lutyens. 
The peripheral location of the Memorial Gardens, situated away from the city centre, was widely regarded as a deliberate move by the government to reduce their prominence and noticeability. This is reified by the fact that the gardens were neglected and suffered from Irish Republic bomb attacks in the 1950s (Cherry, 2020). In the last two decades, there has been moves made toward acknowledging the complexities of Irish military history and ensuring that the Irish Regiments do not go unacknowledged. Diplomatic visits to the War Memorial Gardens, which are now maintained to a much higher standard than in previous decades, is evidence of this (Turpin, 2007). Despite this, it is important to be aware of how contested these histories are before analysing the ways that anti-colonial forces brought about many instances of aggressive forgetting in Ireland amidst regime changes. 
The scale of destruction that occurred to Dublin’s colonial memorial landscape demonstrates how public monuments are signifiers which transform places into ideologically charged sites (Whelan, 2001). The power of monuments to cultivate national identity was recognized by successive British governments in the 19th century, as one statue was erected every four months during Victoria’s reign (2002). As Sandercock (1998) contends, sculptures such as those of the Victorian era, which often were in tribute of dead leaders and war heroes, makes people aware of common histories, but also tribalizes people around these figures. Urban landscapes, then, are designed to reproduce the values of dominant groups in society (Cosgrove, 1989). Given the prominence that tribalism has in shaping memorial landscapes, it is appropriate that these spaces also become sites at which authority is challenged. In considering aggressive forms of forgetting, it is important to acknowledge that monuments are erected and destroyed to challenge the legitimacy of dominant groups. 
By 1850, Dublin’s monumental landscape was dominated by monarchical statues, which cultivated a memorial landscape with apparent links with the British Empire. For example, leading figures of the British military, including Lord Nelson and the Duke of Wellington, on Sackville Street and Phoenix Park respectively, were erected in the early 1800s (Whelan, 2002). Located in prominent sites, and subject to ritualized ceremonies, these statues contributed to the creation of a one-sided mnemonic landscape which excluded Irish figures. However, the international political context brought about a thawing in this hegemonic relationship between the British and Irish nationalist identities. The First World War provided the prime opportunity for an armed rebellion against the British, and in 1916 the Easter Rising galvanised much of Ireland’s population into revolution. After a continued outright war, the Irish Free State was created in January 1922, which granted independence to 26 of the 32 counties in Ireland (McClymont, 2021). Associated with these changes, the memorial landscape of Dublin reflected the struggle for power that existed between Britain and its former kingdom. 
Public statues in Dublin were used by the Irish Free State to make tangible the newfound power of the republican ideology. This will now be explored with reference to the older monumental colonial landscape, and specifically how old monuments were bombed and sold to other nations. Shortly after the new state was founded, a stone pillar dedicated to King William III in County Meath was bombed by a breakaway section of the Irish Army using landmines. Furthermore, on May 13th, 1937, the day after the coronation of King George VI, a statue of King George II was destroyed in an explosion (Whelan, 2002). This was covered by the Irish press at the time, given that the explosion took place in St Stephen’s Green Dublin public park, and because the statue had stood since 1758. A further statue of King William III, this time located on College Green, was bombed in 1928 during the annual Armistice Day commemoration (Kirk and Farrell, 2023). On 30th November 1928, the statue was removed from College Green under the orders of the Dublin Corporation and placed in a depot. 
The statue of King William III was eventually replaced in 1945 by a statue of Irish Patriot, Thomas Davis, who was a participant in the Young Ireland movement (Whelan, 2001). It is significant that, in two of the bombings named, the perpetrators acted on, or very close to, significant British anniversaries. Namely, St George’s Day and Armistice Day were selected by the saboteurs as the days in which they would erase colonial influences from the memorial landscape. The selection of these dates indicates that the perpetrators did not merely wish to rid the landscape of memories of colonization by the British. Given how closely held these dates are to British people, the bombings indicate a concerted effort to eradicate British history from not just the landscape, but from people’s consciousness (White, 2024). This was recognized by The Irish Times, who lambasted the Irish republicans, claiming that they conceptualized history as nothing but a perpetual irritant. The Times’ article claimed that, whether they agreed with their underlying political and ideological symbolisms, each monument of Ireland’s landscape has the right to be cherished or loathed by those engaging with them (Whelan, 2002). 
The actions of the Irish Republicans, and the words of The Times, encapsulates debates around counter-memory and aggressive forgetting. The actions of the republicans were grounded in an aggressive forgetting rationale, as, through the explosions, they conveyed that expressions of British history and identity would not be tolerated in Ireland (Drayton, 2019). On the counter-memory side, The Times expressed that Ireland’s identity should encapsulate aspects of the past that are traumatic. In this sense, the debate around Dublin’s urban landscape was analogous to debates around individual and collective responsibility (Hersch, 2002). Those prioritizing individual responsibility would claim that individuals have the right to choose which histories they wish to interact with, and as such, the republicans’ actions were unjustified (Narveson, 2001). An argument that favours collective responsibility would claim that, considering how colonial memorials once homogenized the urban landscape, the collective has the responsibility of protecting individuals from this history. Therefore, the republicans took a view of collective responsibility, as through the explosions, they decided what the rest of Ireland should be able to learn about (Giubilini and Levy, 2018).
These debates can be explored further by investigating the removal of the Queen Victoria statue from outside of Leinster House, which is where the Irish Parliament, or Dali Eireann, is located. From the establishment of the Irish Parliament in 1922, the Queen Victoria statue came under heavy criticism from Ireland’s representatives and local press (Whelan, 2002). In August 1929, The Star published an article which contrasted the beauty of the Irish Parliament with the ugliness of the statue. In addition, they claimed that the statue perpetuated a misrepresentation of the nation of Ireland towards British rule (Beiner, 2021). Around the same time, the Irish Press ran a story claiming that there was not three members of the Dáil (a parliamentary house in Ireland) who the statue did not offend, both in terms of artistic appreciation and democratic instincts. The story went further, claiming that, since the Dail represented the people of Ireland, they were well within their rights to tear down the monument.
The Dublin Corporation, now Dublin City Council, passed a resolution in 1943 calling for the removal of the statue. After county councils from across the country offered support for the resolution, the statue was removed on the 22nd of July 1948 and shifted to the grounds of Kilmainham Royal Hospital (Whelan, 2002). What allows a fuller consideration of the will to forget by Ireland’s political and media class is to trace what happened to the Queen Victoria statue. In 1983, Neil Glasser the Director of Promotion at the Queen Victoria Building, Sydney, travelled to Ireland to view the statue. After his visit, Glasser wrote a letter to Ireland’s Prime Minister, complimenting the statue’s majesty and magnitude, and claiming that it would be the perfect fit for the Queen Victoria Building (James-Chakraborty, 2024). In 1986, the Irish government decided to give the monument to the people of Sydney, and it now faces Sydney’s Town Hall. 
[bookmark: _Hlk41386584]What is significant in tracing the voyage of the Queen Victoria statue is how the contextual grounding and positionality of the interested parties influenced their perception of the monument. For example, Irish parliamentarians and republican newspapers commented on the aesthetic hideousness of the monument (Whelan, 2002). Furthermore, they used the fact that the statue referenced Ireland’s links with their former colonizers to justify the statue being taken down (Whelan, 2001; Sullivan and Sullivan, 2016). In contrast, Australian Neil Glasser commented on the beauty of the statue, and its suitability to stand proud in Sydney, given Australia’s well-established relationship with Britain (Whelan, 2002). These different views demonstrate how, in cases of forgetting, particularly instances of an aggressive and insulting nature, positionality is key (Reynolds and Subasic, 2016). To put it bluntly, the aesthetic value of the monument had no bearing on the Irish politicians’ decision to remove it. Rather, because their own (identity-related) position on the British-Irish power dynamic was so ardent, they felt justified to govern what was permissible for the rest of Ireland to see. As such, in cases of aggressive forgetting, it is essential to consider the historical context which drives the enthusiasm with which social groups wish to see specific pasts erased from collective memory (Wallen, 2009; Gkartzonika, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Hlk41386848]The antithesis of aggressive forgetting is that of a passive nature, which can be understood as a type of forgetting that is brought about more unconsciously and more gradually (Davis and Zhong, 2017, p. 491). With aggressive forgetting, a social group powerful enough to remove a collective memory from the memorial landscape and public consciousness takes hold. In contrast to this active process, passive forgetting is a non-resistant, unassertive process, whereby a memory that is expected to underpin the collective does not resonate in this way (Singer and Conway, 2008). Therefore, passive forgetting is a natural process whereby a memory does not represent a point at which people can collectively assemble around, and, resultantly, the memory fades from public consciousness (Foote, 1990). 
[bookmark: _Hlk41388002][bookmark: _Hlk41388018]Two case studies that are useful to study in this regard are the Australian-American Memorial and the Battle of the Coral Sea Memorial. The Australian-American Memorial, located in Australia’s capital, Canberra, is a 79-metre-tall aluminium column, which is topped by a dramatic eagle. This memorial towers over the Australian Department of Defence, known as the Russell Offices, and was unveiled in 1954 to commemorate the Australian-US alliance during WWII (Beaumont, 2004). Though it was given the full backing of the Australian state, this memorial did not provide a place at which private and public memories of war intersected. In contrast, another memory of the wartime alliance, the Battle of the Coral Sea, was integrated into national commemoration, and was re-created by subsequent generations. The reasoning behind the different fates of these memorials is the result of how lieux de memoires are required to capture private, collective, and national needs to survive (Ben-Amos, 1993). 
In this sense, it is appropriate to consider what Anderson (1983) called the political emphasis, or social engineering from above, that some memorials are infused with. This is where the memorial’s construction and rituals surrounding it are shaped by the state, as part of the symbolic repertoire available to the nation-state for binding its citizens to a national identity (Hobsbawm, 1983). When the state socially engineers a group around a national memory, but the memory does not resonate at the private or community levels, then a lieux de memoire cannot be forged (Nora, 1989). This can be seen with the Australian-American memorial which, in the decades since its creation, has not been the site at which ceremonies of national significance have taken place. In short, it has not become an object of spontaneous expressions of personal and community grief and memory, like the Cenotaph in Whitehall, London. 
[bookmark: _Hlk41388301][bookmark: _Hlk41388520]This was further demonstrated when, in the aftermath of the September 11th terrorist attacks, the memorial was rejected as Australia’s focus of grief in favour of St Christopher’s Cathedral and the US embassy. Furthermore, very few tourist brochures for Canberra list the memorial as a site worth visiting (Beaumont, 2004). Exploring why the Australian-American memorial has become increasingly invisible, and failed to resonate with individuals, is crucial in understanding the processes behind passive forms of forgetting. As Ben-Amos (1993) argues in his study of the monuments of Paris, monuments are invested with meaning through symbolic usage, or ceremonies. Ceremonies charge monuments with special meanings, as they enable the monument to be exposed to different connotations. These can include connotations of nationhood, which the monument’s designer imagined, or personal connotations, which the designer could never imagine but are significant in forging people’s connections with the monument (Azaryahu, 1993). Therefore, ceremonies are critical in conferring new meaning upon a monument and thus making it relevant to a new generation. 
[bookmark: _Hlk41388558][bookmark: _Hlk41388702][bookmark: _Hlk41388711]This transcendental force that ceremonies have is a critical reason why the Australian-American monument has failed to become a pilgrimage site (Ben-Amos, 1993). The location and material form of the monument has prevented mass ceremonies from taking place, and in turn prevented the site from being invested with sacred meaning. The suburb of Canberra where the monument is located, named Russell, is a location that is only visited by professional and businesspeople (Beaumont, 2004). Furthermore, the security that surrounds its defence establishment ensures that Russell possesses an unwelcoming atmosphere, and the monument is surrounded by roads and parking zones. All these factors ensure that, not only is the monument not used for official ceremonies, but there are no chances of what Azaryahu (1993) called “random encounters” (p. 85). These random encounters enable a monument to be invested with new meanings and allow people’s personal memories to be merged with the broader national history that the monument represents. This combination condemns the monument to be observed passively and from afar, which ensures that the national memories captured by it are not merged with the private memories of individuals (Azaryahu, 1993). 
Similar themes emerge when considering the architectural form of the monument, and specifically how this relates to how the monument is interpreted. Architecturally, the Australian-American memorial is not complex, with its simple design displaying a tall pole structure with an eagle atop of it (Beaumont, 2004). Its sheer size and triumphalism convey a stark message of domination over the landscape, and gratitude to the US. On the point of architectural complexity, Ben-Amos (1993) argues that complex structures are open to different interpretations and are therefore adaptable to different personal memories. In contrast, the simple design of the monument conveys a concrete message of gratitude, an emotion which resonates less, and is not as long-lasting, (than) as grief (Sturken, 1997). This gratitude is not directed at individuals, but at the American state, with the monument containing no reference to servicemen, which give monuments like Whitehall’s Cenotaph with such emotional meaning. These factors combine to ensure that the monument does not resonate with individual experiences, memories of grief or memories of war of Australian citizens. 
The way in which the Australian-American monument embodies state ownership and control over the landscape, rather communal control, ensures that it is not an active site of memory. These myriad of factors, including architectural simplicity, isolation from citizens, impersonal design, conveyance of state ownership, have ensured that the monument represents a disconnect between personal and national memories (Beaumont, 2004). The result is that the monument has never become an active site of memory since its conception in 1954, evidenced by how it routinely overlooked by Australia’s tourist industry, and for ceremonies surrounding WWII (Beaumont, 2011). Crucially, what this process of the monument’s detachment from society demonstrates is how passive forms of forgetting differ from aggressive forms. These differences can be fleshed out by comparing how the British memorials of Dublin’s landscape, and Canberra’s Australian-American Memorial, came to be forgotten.
In Dublin’s post-colonial memorial landscape, the general population became compelled to (at least in public) ignore British history because a specific group, the Republicans, were powerful enough create a conspiracy of silence (Whelan, 2001; 2002). This entailed the violent removal of symbols of British history, with monuments dedicated to figures like King William III being bombed from the landscape. There are two key defining features of this aggressive form of forgetting: how active the process is, and how violent it is. The process is active because the Republicans decided to act, in that they removed the statues. The violence side of the equation refers to both the bombing of the statues, and the speed at which the enforced forgetting occurred after Ireland achieved independence (James-Chakraborty, 2024; Gross, 1990).
How the Australian-American Memorial came to be forgotten embodies themes of a passive nature. The way in which the monument has not entered the public’s consciousness is passive, as the public have not acted in any way to make this happen. Seclusion is the other factor in play, both physically and metaphorically (Azaryahu, 1993). The monument is physically secluded due to it being surrounded by roads and metaphorically secluded as its reference of the American state does not connect, on an individual and private level, with Australian citizens (Beaumont, 2004; Ben-Amos, 1993). In short, aggressive forgetting entails an (violent) action to be took in removing the memorial, which, by definition, means engagement with the memory site. In direct contrast, passive forgetting requires the monument to not be engaged with, and thus overlooked, which causes the memorial to starve from seclusion and a lack of invested meaning. 
Aggressive and passive forgetting represent two polarities in how people can come to not relate to a particular past. From the literature explored above, aggressive forgetting manifests when a group feels a strong negative sentiment toward a specific past- usually one of intense trauma or injustice- and go about trying to erase it from public view. Passive forgetting is much more circumstantial in that it is often the location and potential of monuments to continually garner interest across time which influences whether the past that it represents is passively forgotten. Barnsley provides several useful locations to explore these differences and therefore answer Research Question 3. Regarding passive forgetting, this study looks at multiple different location typologies- including town centre, small village, secluded, churchyard, next to main roads- for its memorials. This should facilitate a comparison of the memorial locations and types which are susceptible to passive forgetting. In relation to aggressive forgetting, Barnsley’s coal mining pasts are both traumatic and highly political, and it will therefore be of relevance to observe whether participants believe that powerful actors like the state have been responsible for the erasure of these pasts. 







[bookmark: _Toc216093582]Chapter IV: Methodology 
This study aims to describe what the roles of war and coal mining memorials have for people in Barnsley and to explain what the roles of memorials are more broadly by identifying potential shaping forces which condition memorialisation as a phenomenon. As such, this study’s focus is on delineating the intricacies of that condition the memorialisation of two distinct pasts (war and coal mining) in a post-industrial town setting that was heavily reliant on one form of industry. The role of Chapter IV is to capture how the research design and methods of data collection and analysis chosen allow the aims and research questions of the study to be addressed. This means, firstly, justifying the selection of specific study sites in Barnsley as the appropriate sites to explore the study’s aims and objectives and the dynamics behind war and coal mining memorialisation. After justifying these selections, this chapter will briefly outline and justify the ontology and epistemology which underpin the research design. Proceeding this, the more specific aspects of the research design, including methods of data and analysis, will be justified in relation to the project’s research questions and overall aims. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093583]4.1. Study site overview and justification of selection
The study sites which underpin this study fall into two categories: war memorials and coal mining memorials. All these sites are in Barnsley. Coal mining memorials cover two disasters: the Oaks Disaster and the Huskar Disaster. The Huskar Disaster took place on the 4th of July 1838 in an area now known as Nabs Wood in the village of Silkstone. The disaster involved the drowning of 26 children, aged between 7 and 17, due to flooding in the Huskar Colliery. The disaster is marked by two memorials, one in the grounds of All Saints Church Silkstone where those who died in the disaster are buried, and the other, which marks where the disaster took place, being in Nabs Wood. 
The Oaks Disaster took place on the 12th of December 1866 in the areas of Hoyle Mill and Stairfoot. Sometime referred to as the ‘Oaks Explosion’, the event involved a series of explosions occurring in the Oaks Colliery, killing 361 miners. This remains the deadliest coal mining disaster in England. The disaster is marked by four memorials in the villages of Ardsley, Kendray, Hoyle Mill, and Barnsley Central (the town centre). The specific histories of these memorials are covered in Chapter V: Study Sites. 
Five war memorials have been selected across two areas/villages: Elsecar and Barnsley Central. These memorial sites convey different scales and typologies. For example, the Barnsley War Memorial, located in Church Street in the town centre, is a traditional memorial which commemorates all individuals from Barnsley who died in the World Wars. In contrast, the Elsecar Poppy Trail is a modern, interactive memorial (designed as a ‘memorial trail’) which commemorates 72 men from, from Elsecar village, who died in World War I. 
In sum, the following villages/areas are sites of study for this project: Silkstone, Hoyle Mill, Stairfoot, Ardsley, Kendray, Elsecar, and Barnsley Central (town centre). 
It is acknowledged here that, just as there were sites other than Barnsley that could have hosted this study, there are study sites within Barnsley which were not selected but which could have been. What should be foregrounded here is that it is the selection of sites which relate to Barnsley’s coal mining history that took precedence over its involvement in the World Wars. The reason for this is that it is Barnsley’s coal mining heritage that makes it stand out from other potential study sites. While other potential sites, named earlier, such as Sheffield, Manchester, and Birmingham, have significant involvement in the World Wars, as Barnsley does, they do not have the same heritage of coal mining industry and industry related mass deaths. Therefore, the selection of coal mining sites which embody this history was the primary criterion for selection, with the selection of World War memorials taking a secondary or supplementary role in the selection process.
Two criteria were used to select appropriate coal mining sites in Barnsley. The first criterion was that the site hosts a memorial which refers to a disaster or mass death event which was highly impactful on the community. The second criterion was that the site should host a memorial which refers to an event that had impact beyond the boundaries of Barnsley (of national importance). To meet the first criterion, there were several disaster memorials which could have been selected. For example, Darfield Church hosts a memorial obelisk to the Lundhill Colliery explosion, which killed 189 people on the 19th of February 1857 (Northern Mine Research Society, 2025). 146 of the victims are buried at the memorial. If this memorial was selected, the villages of Darfield, where the memorial is placed, and Wombwell, where the explosion took place, would have been part of the study. Another highly suitable site was the churchyard of St Thomas in the village of Worsbrough Dale, where a monument commemorates the deaths of 143 people in the Swaithe Main Colliery disaster, which took place on the 6th of December 1875 (Northern Mine Research Society, 2025). 
Both are examples of sites which have memorials that refer to mass death events which were highly impactful on the community. The Lundhill Colliery explosion has been referred to in the press, for example, as the disaster that “orphaned half a colliery village” (Darfield Dearne Valley History, 2025). However, it was decided that the villages of Kendray, Hoyle Mill, Barnsley Central and Ardsley, which host memorials that refer to the Oaks Colliery Disaster, were the best sites to meet the first criterion. This is because the Oaks Colliery Disaster was, and remains, the deadliest mining disaster in England’s history. The sheer scale of death involved with the Oaks Disaster, and how the event has been commemorated in monument form across three different centuries and four different villages, were the compelling factors that determined their selection. 
For the second criterion- that of national interest of importance- the areas of Wombwell and Darfield, with the connection to the Lundhill Colliery explosion, would (again) have been appropriate. Being the deadliest mining disaster ever to have occurred in England at the time (preceding the Oaks Disaster), the event caused high levels of interest across the nation. The scene of the disaster attracted visitors from across the country, with the Illustrated London News reporting on the 28th of February 1857 that the site had become a tourist destination, with around 10,000 people visiting the site on a single day (Northern Mine Research Society, 2025; Dearne Valley History, 2025). Furthermore, a disaster fund was set up for the community, with Queen Victoria and Prince Albert making significant contributions. 
Though it had strong national engagement, the Lundhill Colliery explosion was eliminated from potential sites in favour of the Huskar Disaster of 1838, which has two memorials in the village of Silkstone. The Huskar Disaster was selected because its significance was reflected in the introduction of a new law. This disaster had added emotional impetus to the public outcry because the 26 victims were all children, some aged as young as 7. This meant that, in 1842, The Royal Commission of Enquiry produced a report on the disaster which later became the Mines Act of 1842 (Heritage Silkstone, 2025). This act prohibited women and girls, and boys aged under 10 years, from working underground in mines (The Penistone History Archive, 2022). Therefore, the introduction of a new piece of legislation, the first of its kind for prohibiting children to work underground in the United Kingdom, was the compelling factor for the inclusion of the Huskar Disaster, and Silkstone as a study site. 
Three criteria were used for the selection of war memorial sites. The first criterion was that participants would be likely to have some knowledge of the site and be able to speak of their experience of it. The second criterion was that the site should provide a platform for comparison with coal mining sites. The third was that the site should provide a comparison between static (‘traditional’) memorial sites and active commemorative events. There are several sites in Barnsley which host memorials that refer to significant parts of the town’s connection with the World Wars. These include Barnsley Cemetery, located on the outskirts of the town centre on Cemetery Road, which has numerous burials from World War I and II. Brierly Cemetery, Carlton Cemetery, Cudworth Churchyard, and Darfield Churchyard and Cemetery all have burials from the World Wars and associated war memorials. The Silkstone War Memorial and Jump and Hemingfield War Memorial could also have been featured as examples of obelisks which commemorate deaths of men local to these areas in the World Wars. 
The decision was made to make the Barnsley War Memorial the focal point of the study’s engagement with war memorials not because there is anything inherently sub-standard with the above sites, but because of the distinct advantages offered by this site. Firstly, the Barnsley War Memorial is dedicated to all men and women of Barnsley who died in World War I and World War II. Unlike village specific memorials, therefore, the Barnsley War Memorial is completely inclusive of individuals from across all villages in the town. Furthermore, the Barnsley War Memorial is the most prominent memorial, in terms of location and design, in Barnsley due to its sheer size and being situated in front of the Town Hall in the centre of the town. Given that the memorial is inclusive, striking in its design and centrally located, with yearly engagement at Remembrance Day ceremonies from Barnsley MPs and the Mayor, it was likely that prospective participants would have some knowledge of it. Its capacity to get prospective participants talking about war memorials, and that participants would have had direct experience of it, was the primary factor in the memorial’s centrality to site selection.
The Barnsley War Memorial also met the second criterion of providing a point of comparison with coal mining memorial sites. This is because just 500 yards from the Barnsley War Memorial is the 2017 Oaks Memorial. This provided the opportunity to compare how two memorials of different design styles and levels of prominence, were commemorated and experienced in the same area. Not only this, but the Barnsley War Memorial’s proximity to other war memorials in the town centre, such as the Light Lines memorial and the Combined War Memorial in St Mary’s church- the latter being 20 yards from the Barnsley War Memorial- meant that the site could facilitate comparisons with other types of war memorials in terms of how they are engaged with and experienced by Barnsley residents. 
Regarding the third criterion, the selection of Elsecar as a study site- with its Poppy Trail memorial display- provided the perfect counterbalance to the Barnsley War Memorial. While the Barnsley War Memorial is a quintessential example of a traditional and static memorial, the Elsecar Poppy Trail is an example of an active and dynamic style of commemoration which garners a different type of engagement from memorialisers. Not only this, but in the centre of the Poppy Trail route is Holy Trinity Church- with its World War I memorial windows, which would allow for a more local point of comparison between traditional and active (dynamic) memorial/commemoration. Therefore, while the Barnsley War Memorial was made central to the study site selection process, satellite memorial sites in the town centre- Light Lines and the Combined War Memorial- as well as Elsecar’s Poppy Trail, provided complimentary elements which enabled all three of the stated criteria for site selection to be addressed. 
Site selection has also been guided by the research questions and opportunities to explore the design, prominence and perceived importance of different memorial types. A key aim of this study which underpins the first two research questions is to explore the dynamic between collective memory and counter-memory. Part of answering these research questions is identifying whether one of these concepts takes precedence in Barnsley’s memorial landscape, and to delve into how these concepts help promulgate or nullify each other. Barnsley’s memorial landscape provides a prime opportunity to explore the concepts of collective (traditional, official) memory and counter-(resistance) memory given its focus on war and the coal industry. There are numerous examples of traditional, state-supported war memorials used in this study, such as the Barnsley War Memorial, and more political, coal mining counter-memorials, such as the 2017 Oaks Memorial. Hosting these different forms of memorials means that Barnsley provides the opportunity to unpack the dynamics between these two operations of memory and analyse how their designs and locations influence participants’ perceptions of prominence, prestige and importance. 
The third research question, which addresses the issue of how forgetting informs memorialisation, also has the scope to be answered by studying the selected sites. The war and coal mining memorials selected commemorate events which shaped Barnsley. Comparing the peoples’ conceptualisations of the Oaks Memorials with the Barnsley War Memorial, for example, provides the opportunity to compare how well these histories have been propagated in the public consciousness over time, which aspects have been remembered, which have been forgotten (either actively or passively), and why this is. Simultaneously, this exploration of the study sites enables Research Question 4, which revolves around comparing how war and coal mining  are memorialised in different ways in Barnsley, to be answered. By facilitating the answering of these research questions, the study’s chosen sites provide suitable scope to address the overall aim of describing the roles that war and coal mining memorials have for people in Barnsley and relating these to theories around memorialisation to probe for factors and forces which shape the phenomenon more broadly. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093584]4.2. Multi- paradigmatic research 
In social research, the word ‘paradigm’ refers to the set of beliefs that guide the actions of the researcher (Lincoln et al., 2011). Paradigms are important because they influence the researcher’s ontology (assumptions about the nature of reality), epistemology (assumptions about how people gain knowledge), and methodology (the practical ways that knowledge is gained) (Creswell, 2009). This research subscribes to a multi-paradigmatic, pluralistic view which offers a “metaphysically perspicuous” approach (Turner, 2010, p. 8). In contrast to dualistic thinking about paradigms, which follow an either-or logic, this dialogical (pluralistic) approach follows a ‘both-and’ logic, where several seemingly opposing paradigms co-exist and are utilised to inform methods which produce different types of knowledge outputs (Lewis and Kelemen, 2002). This is not to claim, however, that different paradigms are being integrated. Synthesizing different paradigms and associated methodologies is not being advocated for here. Instead, the multi-paradigmatic approach facilitates the careful interplay between paradigms, accentuating their differences by employing different paradigms as lenses throughout the research process to cultivate diverse insights and thus produce different types of knowledge (Lewis and Grimes, 1999). 
Using the pluralistic paradigm approach, researchers may use various paradigms, including their associated methods and focus to collect, analyse, and interpret data (Kaiser and Presmeg, 2019, p. 523). The use of different paradigms can allow the researcher to recognise the complexities of a particular phenomenon and, additionally, unlock diverse insights and knowledge about the phenomenon. Dualistic thinkers, or those wholly committed to the tenets of one paradigm, sidestep paradoxes and contradictions between paradigms by privileging one side of the dualism. Multi-paradigmatic approaches preserve contradictions and paradoxes between philosophical assumptions and reconcile these within the broader aims of a research project to arrive at a richer comprehension of a phenomenon. 
The pluralistic paradigm approach therefore assumes that paradigms which are viewed as incommensurable can be ‘blended’ to provide novel insights which were not evident in each isolated paradigm (Lincoln et al., 2011). Though this strategy is commonly referred to as ‘blending’ within the literature, the term ‘layering’ may be more appropriate. This is because ‘layering’ has no implication of ‘mixing’ or ‘merging’ different paradigms but rather captures the use of different paradigms and their associated methods as lenses through which different layers of understanding can be built up to address research questions and aims (Lewis and Kelemen, 2002; Kaiser and Presmeg, 2019).  
To be clear, then, layering refers to the coordination of paradigms (and their underlying assumptions and associated methods) that “does not imply synthesis or unification” but instead seeks to transcend dualisms to produce novel insights that would be hamstrung by privileging one paradigm over another (Kaiser and Presmeg, 2019, p. 524). The goal here is to link (sometimes oppositional) paradigms without reducing one to another. It is recognized that different paradigms have conflicting philosophical and methodological assumptions, but those conflicting aspects can contribute to the layering, with this process resulting in gaining insights into a phenomenon from different perspectives, higher explanatory power, and a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon (Lewis and Grimes, 1999). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093585]4.3. Layering post-positivist and constructivist paradigms
For this research, the post-positivist and constructivist paradigms have been layered ontologically and epistemologically. This is embodied in the use of critical realist and phenomenological approaches, which belong to the post-positivist and constructivist paradigms respectively and shall be discussed later (in relation to the pragmatist paradigm) in this section. Post-positivism advocates a view in which the world around us is viewed as independent of thought. This view clashes with constructivism, which claims that there exists nothing but the constructions of the mind (Fox, 2008). A problem with the mind-independent view of reality that post-positivism holds is that the claims on which it stands are its own creation (Scheiner, 2019). It therefore confuses the given world with the world that it has generated for interpreting the given world (Heron and Reason, 1997). The problem with constructivism  is that it allows any view of the world to be considered valid because it presupposes an almost infinite multitude of realities but does not propose a way to distinguish which is the most legitimate (Danermark et al., 2002). The problem with both perspectives, therefore, is the separation (or duality) of mind and body, which posits a fundamental difference between the mind (or consciousness) and the body (or matter). In this dualistic view, the mind is a non-physical entity (with spirit or soul-like qualities) while the body is a physical entity (made from matter) (Scheiner, 2019). 
A layered approach to these paradigms recognises that the separation of mind and body is an unnecessary abstraction (Scheiner, 2019). In this layered view, the given world and one’s mind are engaged in a process of co-creative interaction (Kaiser and Presmeg, 2019). What emerges as reality is the product of complex and continuous interactions between the given world and the way the mind conceptualises it. In short, our minds, through their conceptualisations, experiences, and interpretations, shape the world, while the world also shapes us (it) (Heron and Reason, 1997). This ontology is therefore subjective-objective (constructivist-postpositivist): “It is subjective because it is only known through the form the mind gives it; and it is objective because the mind interpenetrates the given cosmos which shapes it” (Heron, 1996, p. 11). A similar layering is applied to epistemological matters, with the view taken that the mind meets given reality through participating in its being and knowledge is therefore co-created between mind and environment (the given world). 
The constructivist paradigm shines with its emphasis on acknowledging subjectivity and the freedom and autonomy of the individual to construct their view of the world. It does not, however, offer a viable alternative to post-positivism, as it abandons the idea of explaining human behaviour in favour of describing it (Bhaskar, 1997). What is required, then, is a layered, multi-paradigmatic approach which acknowledges subjectivity, describes the in-depth nature of participants’ experiences and interpretations, but then relates this to a broader level of analysis which concerns identifying the broader factors at play which shape the phenomenon (these can be referred to as ‘shaping forces’). This research therefore has the layered goal of describing and explaining the roles of memorials. 
To address this goal, this research layers one philosophy associated with post-positivism with two (interrelated) philosophies aligned with constructivism. These philosophies are critical realism (on the post-positivism side) and descriptive and interpretative phenomenology (on the constructivist side). Together, these philosophies can inspire methodological choices (outlined later in this chapter) which can enable descriptions and explanations to be produced in relation to the roles of memorials. What will now follow is a summary of the key ontological and epistemological claims of these philosophies, which will connect directly to the methodological choices that are introduced. These methodological choices are split into Phase 1: Description, and Phase 2: Explanation, in alignment with the layering process outlined above. It will also be detailed how these methodological choices relate to the central claim of the pragmatist paradigm, which is that choice of one version of ontology, epistemology, or methodology, should be governed by how well that choice can produce desired outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093586]4.3.1 Layering critical realist and phenomenological philosophies under the pragmatist paradigm
It is important to reiterate at this point that ‘layering’ paradigms is not the same as synthesising them. Synthesis implies that one paradigm can be collapsed into another, and that they in turn have corresponding ontological and epistemological positions and the same (or at least almost identical) associated methodologies. Synthesis is therefore an argument from philosophical authority: Paradigm A and Paradigm B share the same underlying philosophies, and so their X, Y and Zs (ontology, epistemology, and methodologies) should be unified. In stark contrast to this, blending operationalises the differences and contradictions between different paradigms to look at a phenomenon alternately through different lenses and at different angles (Heron, 1996). 
The result is the production of a less partial and more thorough account of the phenomenon of investigation. While synthesis or unification stems from philosophical authority and appeal, blending is results (outcomes) driven in that it aims to harness the power of inhabiting different paradigmatic lenses to produce novel insights (Kaiser and Presmeg, 2019). It should be acknowledged that catering the paradigm lenses to the research questions and results of a research project draws on the pragmatist paradigm. Pragmatism centres around the proposition that researchers should use the philosophical and methodological approaches that work best for addressing the specific research problem that is being investigated (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998; Kaushik and Walsh, 2019, p. 2). As such, pragmatism tends to be associated with multiple-methods studies, where the focus is on answering the research questions and therefore on the consequences of the research rather than on the methods and philosophies behind them (Creswell and Clark, 2011). 
The founding fathers of pragmatism, such as Charles Sanders Peirce, psychologist William James, and philosopher John Dewey, rejected the notion that social science investigation can access reality by using a single philosophy or scientific method (Maxcy, 2003). I share this position. Whether the philosophies which will be discussed, namely critical realism and phenomenology, have ontological and epistemological assumptions that are completely congruent with how reality and the mind works is not, in the context of this research, important. What is important is that, by following certain methodological steps associated with these philosophies, and by alternately using them as lenses to see the world, results can be produced which provide a thorough comprehension of the roles of memorials. Furthermore, an argument can be made that by looking at the phenomenon from these different angles and levels of analysis, a more comprehensive account of reality can be produced. With this in mind, what follows is a breakdown critical realism and (interpretative and descriptive) phenomenology. 
These two philosophies belong to the postpositivist and constructivist paradigms respectively and have been blended as they inspire methodological choices which enable the thesis’s research questions- centring around description and explanation- to be answered. These philosophies make ontological and epistemological claims, that is, they make claims about reality and knowledge. While, in line with the pragmatist paradigm outlined above, it is unimportant in the context of this study to assign any truth value to these claims, becoming acquainted with their key claims supplements an understanding of the blended method of analysis introduced in the following section. As such, this section will provide an overview of the key claims of these philosophies. By the end of the section, it should be clear that, by blending these philosophies, a methodological framework can be inspired which tackles both description and explanation as lines of inquiry in this study. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093587]4.3.2 Descriptive layer: Phenomenology 
Phenomenology began with Edmund Husserl (1900/2001), who criticized attempts to apply the methods of the natural sciences to human issues (Laverty, 2003). Husserl (1952) highlighted that the objects of natural and social science research are distinct. The objects of natural science are passive, while the objects of social science are not objects at all, but rather active subjects who can interpret their place in the world. Taking this point into consideration, Husserl (1952) claimed that human subjects do not automatically respond to stimuli as the objects of natural science do during experiments. Rather, human subjects respond to their own perceptions of what these stimuli mean, and thus purely empirical methods ignore crucial contextual factors and create artificial situations (Jones, 1975). 
Husserl’s (1952) observations inspired a new philosophical and methodological paradigm, phenomenology, in which interpretation and subjectivity were regarded as central considerations to social science inquiry (Koch, 1996). The branch of phenomenology associated with Husserl’s (1900/2001) teachings became known as descriptive phenomenology, while the branch associated with Husserl’s (1900/2001) protégé, Heidegger (1978), came to be known as hermeneutic phenomenology. Both descriptive and hermeneutic phenomenology are used as part of the layering that inspires this study’s methodological choices. Descriptive (Husserlian) phenomenology is the philosophical study of the lifeworld, which is the shared world of lived experience that all humans inhabit (Moules, 2002). The central tenet of descriptive phenomenology is that consciousness is the precondition to human experience. The aim of this branch of phenomenology is to capture the features which are essential to the experiences (of phenomena) of the persons being studied (Farrell, 2020, p. 2). 
These features were considered universal essences, which represent the true nature of the phenomenon under investigation, by Husserl (1900/2001). To represent the experience of a phenomenon as it is perceived by consciousness is therefore the mission of descriptive phenomenology (Wojnar and Swanson, 2007, p. 1; Shosha, 2012, p. 32). Taking this foundational view, Husserl (1900/2001) proposed a unique framework for overcoming personal biases with the aim of representing a phenomenon as it is experienced purely from the participant’s point of view. This process of ‘bracketing’ describes a process whereby the researcher “holds in abeyance his or her presuppositions” to access a phenomenon’s essence (Gearing, 2004, p. 1430). A novel proposal at the time, Husserl (1952) put forward that the essences behind lived experiences will only be uncovered through one-to-one interactions between the researcher and the objects of the research. As such, under descriptive phenomenological teachings, conscious experience of phenomena should be studied from the subjective, first-person point of view (Wojnar and Swanson, 2007). 
It is the point of excising the researcher’s values and beliefs from those of the participant that separates the descriptive and hermeneutic traditions. While bracketing is central to descriptive phenomenology, it was rejected by Heidegger (1978) and an oppositional view is therefore taken in the hermeneutic tradition. In hermeneutic phenomenology, the researcher’s values and beliefs are necessary in understanding and making sense of the participant’s experience. An emphasis is therefore placed on interpretation, and the role the participant and researcher play as part of a dynamic and reciprocal research process (Finlay, 1999). The hermeneutic tradition is concerned with Daesin, or ‘Being’ or ‘Being-in-the-world’. This refers to the way humans exist- not as detached observers of the world, but as always engaged in the world (‘thrown’ into it, one could say), always shaping it and other beings and being shaped by it. 
As such, verstehen (understanding) of this process is the goal of the hermeneutic tradition. Heidegger (1978) argued that there always exists an element of personal value and belief, of individuality or bias, from being ‘thrown into the world’ in which some experiences, events, and people have more meaning and purpose to us than others. As such, in the hermeneutic tradition, it is not possible to have unbridled access to someone else’s ‘lifeworld’ because, in trying to do this, the researcher relies on their own experiences, values and pre-conceptions. These pre-understandings, for Heidegger (1978), are necessary to interpret a person’s experiences. Acknowledged in hermeneutic phenomenology is therefore a two-way dynamic whereby “the participants are trying to make sense of their world, the researcher is trying to make sense of the participants trying to make sense of their world” (Smith and Osborn, 2008, p. 53). Methods inspired by the hermeneutic tradition, therefore, incorporate the researcher’s values, beliefs, and experiences, alongside the participant’s, in trying to understand a phenomenon in a context specific way that is inclusive of both participant and researcher.   
[bookmark: _Toc216093588]4.3.3 Explanatory layer: Critical realism
Critical realism developed out of philosopher Roy Bhaskar’s (1979) critique of positivism and constructivism, philosophies which dominated social science throughout the 20th century. Bhaskar (1998) observed that positivist and constructivist positions commit the “epistemic fallacy”, that is, they reduce reality, or what exists (ontology) to what can be known (epistemology) (p. 27). While positivists limit reality to what can be known empirically, constructivists view reality as constructed through knowledge and discourse (Fletcher, 2017). The flaw of these philosophies, Bhaskar (1998) observed, is that, since they collapse ontology and epistemology, they cannot account for how and why social and natural scientific theories are refined when a new theory, like Marx’s (2010) or Eistein’s (2006), explains reality in a more comprehensive or detailed way than previous theoretical instantiations. For a project like this, which aims to go beyond empirical observation to provide explanations and identify shaping forces behind observed behaviours around memorialisation in Barnsley, a methodological framework that is layered using methods of analysis associated with critical realism is appropriate.
A defining statement that Bhaskar (1997) made was that what ‘is’ cannot be reduced to what we know. This point separates critical realism from hard realism, which is a philosophical stance that argues that the world is made up of mind-independent entities which are directly accessible to human perception. By contracting hard realism, critical realism is set apart as a philosophy of science which acknowledges up front the fact that any attempts at describing and explaining the world will be fallible and subject to later, more comprehensive interpretations (Scott, 2005, p. 635). This is not to say that all theories are equally valid and that there are no grounds for preferring one theory to another (Parr, 2015, p. 196). Critical realists believe that some knowledge can bring researchers closer to reality than other knowledge (Ton et al., 2021). In the critical realist view, the knowledge which bring the researcher closer to reality are those which enable them to identify the causal mechanisms which produce phenomena (Archer et al., 1998). 
This directly relates to this project’s aim of identifying the factors which shape memorialisation. In this thesis, ‘shaping forces’ replaces ‘causal mechanisms’ and ‘causalities’ because these terms are associated with deterministic forces that proceed independently of the human mind and interpretation. Where ‘causal mechanisms’ and ‘causalities’ are used in this section, this is done so in the context of their usage in the broader critical realist literature (and not the thesis). In line with the teachings of critical realism, this thesis will use the major theories on what drives and defines memorialisation (collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting) to provide a theoretical framework that in turn provides scope for the analytical framework that is used to identify the factors which shape memorialisation. In critical realist inquiry, identification of causal mechanisms takes place amidst a backdrop of Bhaskar’s (1979) ontological map. 
Underpinning this map is the argument that reality, and the way it behaves, is not accessible to immediate observation. This is a potent and well-rounded claim, as, if reality was transparent, science (social and natural) would exist as a trivial form of observation (Danermark et al., 2002). As such, critical realism starts with the statement that reality has causal mechanisms which we cannot observe directly, but which we experience indirectly. Reality’s powers are experienced indirectly due to their ability to cause: to make things happen within the world which we can observe and analyse (Maxwell, 2012). Once this founding view of critical realism is understood, one can understand the ontological map, or stratified layers, which comprise Bhaskar’s (1997) conceptualization of reality. 
Bhaskar’s (1997) ontological map is stratified into three layers: the real, the actual, and the empirical. The real are the underlying causal mechanisms which cannot be seen or experienced directly but have the capacity to cause events that we can observe (Willig, 1999). These mechanisms can be identified through empirical observation, theory construction and logical inference (Wynn and Williams, 2012). An example of the real is the class system: no one has ever observed the class system directly, and in turn it exists independently from any one human’s perception. The actual refers to events which are caused by powers and mechanisms within the real, and which people can observe and experience (Archer, 1995). For example, while we cannot observe the class system itself, we can observe an event caused by the class system, such as someone being discriminated against (for example, by not being allowed to vote, marry someone, or gain entry to a venue) due to their class. 
The empirical is the domain of events as they are experienced and interpreted by individuals (Fletcher, 2017, p. 5). The distinction between the actual and the empirical, is subtle. Within the actual, events happen which may or may not be experienced, whereas the empirical realm is concerned purely with that which is observed and experienced (Danermark et al., 2002). Therefore, the empirical captures the position of the observer, who experiences an event taking place within the actual, which is being caused by underlying mechanisms within the real (Fletcher, 2017). Critical realists acknowledge that reality becomes increasingly obscure as one moves from the experiential ‘empirical’ domain to the unobservable ‘real’ domain (Hoddy, 2019). Despite this, researchers can infer the real by theorizing what could be causing the event patterns (the actual) that are perceived by those experiencing the phenomenon (the empirical) (Bhaskar, 1997). The goal of inquiry inspired by critical realism, then, is to explain phenomena by identifying causal mechanisms, or causalities, with reference to this three-layered reality. 
By ‘causal’, the critical realist does not refer to deterministic forces which proceed independently of human agency, and which are identified in generalizable, theory-neutral descriptions, which is the commonly understood definition that descends from positivist philosophy (Pula, 2021). Critical realists claim that the causes of social phenomena are not deterministic, but rather produced in single cases (locally), and are inherently tied to human agency and theory laden. As such, according to critical realists, identifying a cause means “identifying the actual processes that resulted in a specific outcome in a particular context” (Maxwell, 2012, p. 656). Underpinning the critical realist conceptualisation of causality is the view that a firm understanding of the concepts which people draw on when relating to phenomena is crucial because social phenomena are concept dependent (Bhaskar, 1979). While it is acknowledged here that critical realists do not understand causes as deterministic forces, this term’s association with determinism is the reason why the term ‘shaping forces’ are used in their place in this thesis. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093589]4.4 Methods of data analysis
This sub-chapter will discuss the data analysis techniques that were used on the data collected for this project. The techniques used to analyse the data will be justified in relation to the project’s research questions and overall aim, while the processes used to the prepare the data for analysis (for example, transcription) will be detailed and explained. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093590]4.4.1 Generic Qualitative Research
The method of analysis used to analyse the collected data can be classified as ‘Generic Qualitative Research’ (GQR). GQR has been characterised as a methodological and analytical framework for researchers who refuse to claim allegiance to one established qualitative methodology and the philosophies behind them. From this perspective, researchers using GQR purposefully deviate from the guidelines of a single methodology and “instead blend congruent tools and techniques from multiple established methodologies in ways that benefit the study” (Waalkes et al., 2024, p. 393). Caelli et al. (2003) claimed that generic studies are defined by either ‘blending’ established methodological approaches to create something new or by claiming no formal methodological framework whatsoever. Interestingly, both definitions use the term ‘blending’ (or layering, as it is used in this project) in the same way that it has been used when multi-paradigmatic or pluralistic research has been described in this research.
Indeed, the decision to use GQR was influenced by the fact that it can be seen as the methodological extension of the pluralistic (multi-paradigm) view of how to conduct research. Both the multi-paradigm view and GQR claim no formal allegiance to any paradigm or methodology and instead accentuate the differences between methodologies (and paradigms), using (blending or layering) them as lenses through which to gain different views of the same phenomenon and answer research questions (Kennedy, 2016; Smith et al., 2011). Furthermore, pragmatism underpins GQR as it does with multi-paradigmatic research, as “others define GQR based on its potential for pragmatism in skilfully using qualitative methods to answer questions about relevant topics” (Waalkes et al., 2024, p. 393). 
As such, GQR is the methodological follow-on of the multi-paradigmatic, layered approach described above. Kahlke (2014) points out that researchers often find themselves with research questions which do not neatly fit within the confines and strictures of a single established methodology (p. 13). This is the case in this study, as its research questions require descriptive answers, as can be generated by methodologies associated with phenomenology and thematic analysis, but also explanation, which is associated with more realist inspired methodologies. Addressing this problem, Kahlke (2014) states how GQR studies offer the opportunity for the researcher to develop novel research designs and analysis frameworks, using the tools that different established methodologies have to offer to create something new and fit (address) their research questions (p. 13). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093591]4.4.2 Phases and layers
The GQR method used is split into two phases. These are Phase 1: Description and Phase 2: Explanation. These phases are layered: they are interconnected in that the explanation partially emerges from the descriptive outputs, but they can also be read separately and as stand-alone outputs. Phase 1 draws inspiration from (descriptive and hermeneutic) phenomenology but does not claim allegiance to phenomenology or phenomenological methodologies. Rather its allegiance is to address the research questions, and this requires flexibility and blending (layering) of phenomenological and non-phenomenological approaches. Phase 2 is inspired largely by critical realist approaches but again has a flexible approach and does not adhere to any one set methodology. The steps involved in undertaking each phase are articulated in terms of parts (Part 1, Part 2, etc.). The assignation of different parts to each phase does not imply advocacy for a systematic method that is to be replicated or a formal method. Rather, it is an honest reflection of the stages that were taken in the context of this project to go about answering the research questions and addressing the thesis’ overall aims and objectives.
[bookmark: _Toc216093592]4.4.3 Phase 1: Description
Phase 1 is split into four parts which, when followed, produced a description of participants’ experiences of the roles that memorials have in Barnsley. 
Part 1. Reflexivity statement.
This first part takes inspiration from hermeneutic phenomenology, and particularly Heidegger’s (1978) argument that the researcher cannot escape their own ‘thrownness’ into the world (their existence in a specific time, place, and social context). Social scientists are part of the social contexts that they study: they do not exist in a vacuum that allows them to step outside of themselves and their place in society. I cannot step outside of culture, the times I find myself in, or the phenomenon that I study. Reflexivity is the act of reflecting on one’s own assumptions, judgements, values, ways of thinking, and considering how these may influence the research process. One way to go about this reflection is by producing a reflexivity statement (or ‘positionality statement’), which is a statement prepared by the researcher that examines their positions and beliefs and how these might influence the research. My reflexivity statement, which is included below, is split into three sections: personal characteristics and locality, family information, and the lens offered by my discipline. Each of these sections of the reflexivity statement will be connected to its influence on the wider research process and data analysis.
Personal characteristics and locality
I am a 27-year-old, white, working-class, male from Barnsley. In relation to the meaning of my work, I believe these characteristics have allowed trust and rapport to be built up with participants. Most participants could be characterised as white, working-class individuals from Barnsley. Sharing these characteristics with participants has meant that many features, such as awareness of the past and history of the locality, knowledge of key political movements in the area, and dialect features and idiosyncrasies associated with the town, were shared from the outset between myself and participants. From my subjective point of view, I believe that sharing these features, knowledge and connections with Barnsley made participants welcoming and trusting towards me, perhaps in a way that may not have occurred to the same extent should my characteristics and background have been different. Barnsley has a unique history, politics, and heritage. In my subjective experience of living in the town from birth until present, I believe that older residents are acutely aware of these factors, and showing my awareness and respect for them, as I can do as a born and bred ‘Barnsleyite’, provided access to in-depth conversations with prospective participants, which eventually led onto official interviews being arranged easily. 
Furthermore, my background as a lifelong resident of Barnsley, and someone who cares deeply about the town’s past and its future, has undoubtedly influenced my decision to select Barnsley as the study location and investigate its residents’ views so deeply. By understanding the town more, I will also understand myself, and my place in the town, to a greater extent. This is not to say that the thesis is an exercise in self-exploration, but rather to acknowledge that I am not a detached observer of the town, but an active, interpreting and functioning member of it with an interest in its trajectory. Perhaps it is the combination of locality and class that draws me to specific study sites. The Oaks Disaster, for example, took place less than a mile from where live, and I find the ways that the area has recovered and moved on from it fascinating. The coal industry, and its associated disasters and perils, shaped the area where I live, but at the same time are largely out of sight and obscured from people like me.
My deep connection with Barnsley has also influenced the way that I approach data analysis. Living in Barnsley for as long as I have, and sharing modes of thinking with participants, has meant that I engaged with the data not as a ‘blank slate’ (inductively), but rather through the lens of my own experience and ties with the town. This is not to say that my views are superimposed onto those of participants, but rather that my sharing and awareness of certain ways of thinking in relation to the town has allowed me to engage with the data and develop codes and themes which reflect the interpretations of myself and the participants. 
Relevant family information
I have lived in Barnsley since birth and have multi-generational roots in the town. My parents, grandparents, and great-grandparents are/were all born in Barnsley and lived there all their lives. My father failed his eleven-plus and left school with no qualifications, going onto work for Barnsley Council for 47 years as a ground maintenance operative. My mother also failed her eleven-plus, left school with no qualifications, and held a variety of positions through her working life, including a those of sales assistant, cleaner, and carer. I am the first person in my family to attend college (sixth form) or university.
I believe that this history forms part of the reason why I have focused my studies on marginalized, disadvantaged, and ‘left behind’ communities. My background could be described in terms of duality: I cannot deny my level of education, exposure to different ways of thinking at university, just as I cannot deny that, statistically, I was not ‘meant’ to have this exposure or perhaps look beyond the confines of my town. One ability that I believe I carry as a result of this is ‘code switching’- the ability to shift conversations, language, and other communication features from one setting to another, as I have learned to navigate the working class culture of Barnsley (and South Yorkshire more broadly) with the professional classes that I have interacted with at the University of Sheffield and other higher education institutions. Code-switching is a skill that I have used to try to bring the perspectives of (largely working class) people in Barnsley to a place of visibility in research. 
Regarding data analysis, the generation of codes and themes can be thought of as an extension of this code-switching ability. Codes and themes were generated by using my own experiences as a working-class individual from Barnsley to tap into the experiences of other residents, while also applying the more ‘worldly’ literature that I have accumulated over years of university study and research. This is not to say that these two modes of thinking, or embodied states, always blend seamlessly and without tension. The two can conflict, and I sometimes wonder which ‘world’ I belong to- to one, both, or neither. On the whole, however, I believe that I have tapped into this duality to a reasonable extent, and produced codes which are true to myself, the participants of this study, and the wider scholarly literature.
The lens offered by my discipline
It is hard to say that one ‘discipline’ underpins my study, which is interdisciplinary and consults many different arguments and theories. However, some of the major disciplinary threads which run through the thesis are cultural geography, heritage studies, sociology, and urban studies. The social scientists who comprise these disciplines have ways of expressing themselves, communicating findings, and theorising that represent a professional lens through which we (I include myself in this group) go about answering research questions and communicating findings with other academics and the public. It is important to recognise that participants do not experience the world through this professional and academic lens, rather, this is a lens that is applied to report findings in a way that can understood in relation to the wider academic literature and by other academics. My project is no exception to this: findings are reported in relation to the wider academic literature and are abstracted to investigate threads which can help answer the research questions. 
Part 2. Reading participant accounts and identifying significant statements.
Part 2 takes inspiration from Colaizzi’s (1978) descriptive phenomenological method, as described by Morrow et al. (2015). This involves the researcher reading and re-reading participant statements carefully and then identifying statements which pertain to the phenomenon. This is designed to build up the researcher’s familiarity with the dataset and to put this familiarity to use by considering which participant statements could deepen the researcher's understanding of the phenomenon. When such statements are identified, they are highlighted for future reference (so the researcher can return to them later in the analysis process). 
Part 3. Hybrid coding.
At this point, inspiration diverts from the descriptive tradition of phenomenology to the hermeneutic tradition. Researchers of the descriptive sensibility aim to ‘bracket’ their previous understandings about the phenomenon to focus on the phenomenon as it appears to the participants. Other researchers- of the hermeneutic sensibility- deny that it is possible or desirable to set aside the researcher’s understandings and experiences. Hermeneutic phenomenologists therefore argue that researchers’ subjectivity should be foregrounded so that one can begin the process of separating out which ideas and understandings belong to the researcher, and which belong to the researched (Gadamer, 1975; Finlay, 2008, p. 17). In practical terms, this means that researcher “should shift back and forth, focusing on personal assumptions and then returning to looking at participants’ experiences in a fresh way” (Finlay, 2009, p. 13). 
To fulfil this goal of creating a reciprocal and dialogical way of coming to know and understand the data, a hybrid coding process was adopted. This is where codes, which are short representations that capture the ideas and meanings expressed by respondents, are produced both deductively and inductively. The coding framework itself was modelled around the framework used by Fletcher (2017) in their critical realist study. On the deductive part, the researcher’s knowledge of relevant (social) scientific theories and their own experiences are used to create an initial set of codes which capture the researcher’s own pre-understandings. The coding process therefore begins with a provisional list of deductively derived codes which are drawn from the researcher’s understanding of the topic (knowledge of relevant bodies of literature and theories) and their own experiences. 
Drawing on the inductive side, new codes were then added to capture patterns from participants that did not correspond to the deductive codes, and the deductive codes were also re-worked in light of novel insights provided by participants. After this, every deductively and inductively produced code was revisited, and codes which were similar in their presuppositions, whether originally inductive or deductive, were combined to make ‘parent codes’. These parent codes therefore represented the fusing of deductively and inductively driven codes, hence the term ‘hybrid coding’ being used to describe the process.
Part 4. Produce themes and develop a description of participants’ experiences
Again, taking inspiration from Colaizzi (1978) and Morrow et al. (2015), the next phase involves clustering the parent codes produced in Part 3 into themes that are common across participant accounts. A series of steps allowed me to progress from the hybrid codes arrived at in Part 3 to the themes in Part 4. Three steps defined this process: (1) Identifying a relationship between hybrid codes, (2) Assessing whether the relationship has the possibility to influence the ways that people memorialise, and (3) Clustering suitable codes in a way that captured the core meanings of different codes. The details of this process can be explored by accounting for the clustering of two hybrid codes: Fixity and Triggered Engagement. The code ‘Fixity’ captures how many memorials are fixed in situ across large spans of time, while Triggered Engagement stands for how memorials can draw people’s interest and inspire engagement in a specific past by virtue of their interesting designs and inscriptions. 
In assessing the relationship between these two hybrid codes, I noted that Triggered Engagement, when extended across time, relies on a fixed structure so that people can continue to be triggered by the memorial and therefore engage with the past that the memorial symbolises repeatedly. I then needed to decide whether this relationship has the potential to affect how individuals interact with memorials. The capacity of the identified relationship to affect how people memorialise is clear: when memorials are fixed in place across time, they have the potential to trigger interest on a multitude of occasions. Following the third step of the process, these hybrid codes were then clustered into the theme of ‘Repeated Triggering’. This theme captures the core meanings of the hybrid codes, which is that the fixity of memorials can trigger engagement in the past that the memorial refers to across time. By following this process, five themes were produced in total. These themes were then incorporated into a descriptive statement to produce an account which was inclusive of participants’ experiences of memorialisation. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093593]4.4.4 Phase 2: Explanation
Phase 2 is split into four parts and produces an explanatory statement regarding the phenomenon in the form of identifying factors which potentially shape the phenomenon. 
Part 1. Abduction (theoretical redescription).
Taking inspiration from critical realist scholars like Bhaskar (1979), Fletcher (2017), and Danermark et al. (2002), this part entails theoretically redescribing participants’ observations to identify possible factors that mould the phenomenon under investigation (Peirce, 1960). Abduction is a thought operation in which the researcher arrives at a ‘best guess’ or the strongest possible explanation for the set of circumstances that they are met with. Take the example of going for a walk and noticing that your grass is wet. As a first premise, you know that when it rains, the grass gets wet; and the second premise is that your grass is currently wet. You could argue that it must have rained. There is a strong possibility that this is the case, but it is not the only possibility- someone else’s sprinklers could have wet the grass, for example. Therefore, you make an educated guess, though this is not the only conclusion that can be drawn- this best guess is abduction (Peirce, 1960). 
In social science, this ‘best guess’ can be made in relation to the circumstances which participants describe by relating them to a theory or set of theories (hence ‘theoretical redescription), which can potentially explain them (Stutchbury, 2021). Theoretically redescribing (conducting abduction on) primary data collected from participants is well established in critical realist studies, including Vincent and O’Mahoney’s (2018) and Stutchbury’s (2021). In their chapter on critical realist styles of analysis, Vincent and O’Mahoney (2018) provide the following example, “a researcher looking into HR practices might interview a group of workers about their appraisal and seek to explain these data in terms of theory about disciplinary power of managerial discourses” (p. 213). 
A useful example of this being worked practically is Stutchbury’s (2021) research into the field of teacher education in sub-Saharan Africa. Stutchbury (2021) created memos (codes) to build up a description of participants’ experiences and then utilised abduction to interpret their behaviour with respect to theories around broader social structures. In this research, the descriptions produced at the end of Phase 1, which are the product of coding and theming the primary data of participants, are theoretically redescribed to probe for potential factors which can provide explanations for the phenomenon that participants relate to. While the phrase ‘causal explanation’ is often used to describe what abduction aims for, this research uses ‘shaping factors’ instead. Though critical realists do not use the term ‘causal’ in a positivist sense, this term’s strong association with positivism led to the decision to use ‘softer’ language to describe the relations which mould a phenomenon (Danermark et al., 2002; Lincoln and Guba, 1985). 
Part 1 of Phase 2: Explanation could be characterised as an exploration of the interplay between description, narrative, and explanation. Sayer (1989) captures the central role that narrative plays in producing empirical research that is theoretically informed rather than positivistic in nature. This view evolved from the ‘new’ regional geography which developed in the 1980s out of the radical wing of the subject and in opposition to previous positivist studies which viewed phenomena in isolation from their meanings and interpretations (Abrams, 1982). This acknowledgement that everyone, including researchers, views the world through a certain lens, and in turn that empirical studies should be theoretically informed, is central to this study. The definition of narrative that informs this is what Sayer (1989) refers to as ‘narrow’ narrative, “a way of giving an account of social life in terms of a story of successive events” (p. 262). 
The power of this form of narrative is derived from how the presentations of events (chronologically) in a story provides a casual chain and a sense of progression toward a conclusion. Narrative is sometimes contrasted with or pitted against realist analysis in the sense that exploration of analysis requires sensitivity to detail, while realist analysis is the abstraction of detail to identify recurring or generative structures (Sayer, 1982). Those on the ‘analysis side’ are concerned with “the dereliction of method that results from excessive sensitivity to detail” that can come with narrative exploration, while those on the ‘narrative side’ worry about “the dereliction of scholarship that results from excessive attachment to theoretical generalisation” (Abrams, 1982, p. 162). 
This study regards the analysis-narrative dichotomy as being addressed when one realises that these two concepts can exist in an interplay (or be used in a blended fashion by the researcher). In terms of this study, narrative, description, and explanation (or analysis) are crucial and interrelated. Narrative, in some ways, can be seen as one of the building blocks of the study. This is because, when participants provide accounts of phenomena of interest, they naturally invoke narrative to describe successive events which are crucial to their conception of the phenomenon. While this is the case, description and/or explanation are required on the part of the researcher to account for repeated instances of material change (patterns) within and between participants’ responses; narratives alone cannot provide this. 
This fact is captured by Ricoeur’s (1982) claim that “the activity of narrating does not consist simply in adding episodes to one another; it also constructs meaningful totalities out of scattered events… The act of narrating, as well as the corresponding art of following a story, therefore require that we are able to extract a configuration from a succession” (p. 278). The extraction of configurations from episodes or successive events requires an explanatory (analytical) dynamic to the research, and operations like theoretical redescription (abduction) and retroduction perform this role (Bhaskar, 1979). This research therefore takes a blended and inclusive approach to narrative, description, and explanation, acknowledging the centrality of narrative in enabling participants (and the researcher) to chain together events sequentially, while understanding that, to identify patterns and extract configurations, a level of theoretical abstraction with explanatory power is needed. 
Part 2. Check for overcoded abduction.
Taking inspiration from Eco’s (1984) work on different types of inferences, this part tries to take steps to avoid ‘overcoded abduction’- abduction made from a position of bias. It is acknowledged here that conducting abduction requires the researcher to draw on their previous knowledge and as such no abduction is bias free. The goal of this stage is to prevent abductions being made purely from a place of ideological or personal bias. This is achieved through the reflexive task of the researcher asking themselves whether they are drawing on literature that relates to participants’ descriptions. If the abduction is marked as overcoded, then the abduction must be repeated. 
Part 3. Retroduction (asking counterfactual questions).
Retroduction describes a process whereby the researcher identifies relations between objects which condition a phenomenon (Mukumbang et al., 2021, p. 4). It is through this process that the ‘shaping factors’ discussed earlier are identified and presented. This entails the researcher asking counterfactual questions to identify the relations which are necessary for the phenomenon under investigation to be what it is (Danermark et al., 2002). Through combining the knowledge that the researcher has of social reality with their ability to abstract, counterfactual questions enable the researcher to “distinguish between what can be the case and what must be the case, given certain preconditions’ (Sayer, 2000, p. 16). Practically, counterfactual questions are posed as ‘What if?’ or ‘How would it be if?’ questions. These types of questions can identify the following types of relations (Stigendal and Novy, 2018, p. 213). It should be made clear here that the questions posed below take inspiration from those put forward by Danermark et al (2002, p. 101).  
Relations that counterfactual questions can identify.  
Formal relations. Involve objects sharing a characteristic, and as such they are coincidental (classificational).
Substantial relations. Real connections exist between objects, and therefore these relations are influential and effectual. There are two sub-categories of substantial relations: internal and external relations.
External relations. These relations are best thought of as the conditioning context within which an object’s generative causes are triggered. External relations are the product of an object’s environment or context rather than being intrinsic to the object or part of its structure.
Internal relations. A relation is internal if an object would not be what it is unless another object is related to it (Bhaskar, 1989, p. 42). These relations are an intrinsic part of the object’s structure and are the generative causes that effect change.
There are two types of internal relation: asymmetrical and symmetrical.
Asymmetrically internal. Object A would not be what it is unless related to Object B. Object B would be what it is even if not related to Object A. B constitutes A; but A does not constitute B, and hence the relationship is asymmetrical. 
Symmetrically internal. Object A would not be what it is unless related to Object B. Object B would not be what it is unless related to Object A. A constitutes B, and B constitutes A, and hence the relationship is symmetrical.  
Counterfactual questions to ask to identify these relations.
To identify the relations named above, the researcher can ask a series of counterfactual questions which can proceed as follows. The sequence and wording of the questions outlined below corresponds to that put forward in Land (2024, pp. 3-4). 
Q1: Could A be what it essentially is if B was not related to it?
If the answer to Q1 is No, then an internal relation has been identified.
An example of an internal relation is that landlordism (A) could not be what it is without the private ownership of property (B).
To determine whether the internal relation is part of a symmetrical or asymmetrical relationship, the researcher asks.
Q2: Do A and B condition one another mutually?
If the answer is Yes, then the internal relation is symmetrical; if the answer is No, then the relation is asymmetrical. 
An example of a symmetric relation is that between landlord (A) and tenant (B). Landlords cannot exist without tenants, and tenants cannot exist without landlords.
An example of an asymmetric relation is landlordism (A) and built shelter (houses, apartments, etc.) (B). Built shelter can exist without landlordism, but landlordism cannot exist without built shelter.
Once an internal relation has been identified, the researcher can consider how that relation conditions the phenomenon under study. For example, if the symmetrically internal relationship between landlord and tenant were to disappear, then the broader social phenomenon of the ‘housing market’ would also disappear.
If the answer to Q1 is Yes, then the researcher has identified either an external relation or a formal relation.
To determine whether the relation identified is an external relation or a formal relation, the researcher asks an alternative Q2.
Alternative Q2: Does A (an object that potentially relates to the phenomenon under study) have a real connection with B (an object that does relate to the phenomenon under study)?
As per the definition of substantial relations above, a real connection means that two objects can interact with each other in a way that is influential or effectual (can effect change). This is distinct from two objects merely sharing a characteristic, which represents a coincidental or classificational, rather than real, connection. 
If the answer is to the Alternative Q2 is Yes, then an external relation has been identified.
An example of this is a landlord being generous toward their tenant. This involves an object (the landlord’s generosity) of the phenomenon (landlordism) interacting with, and hence having a real connection with, another object (the tenant) of the phenomenon. 
If the answer to Q2 is No, then a formal relation has been identified.
An example of this would be the landlord and the tenant being the exact same age. The landlord and tenant being born on the same day does not entail an interaction between two objects of the phenomenon. Rather, it is a coincidence that exists between two objects (the landlord and the tenant) (Danermark et al., 2002, p. 101).  
Part 4. Identify factors that potentially shape the phenomenon.
Shaping factors are analogous to what Danermark et al. (2002, p. 47) call ‘fundamental structures’. These are a set of internally related objects. Again, due to potential connotations of the term ‘fundamental’ with positivism (and intractable structures that exist outside of interpretation of meaning), the phrase shaping factors has been used. By condensing the internal relations identified during Part 3 into a concise statement, the researcher captures the features of the phenomenon which condition its existence and therefore can be said to shape or mould it. (Fletcher, 2017). As this process began with abduction- a fallible thought inference- the shaping factors identified are not final, they are a ‘best guess’.
[bookmark: _Toc216093594]4.5. Justifying the selection of GQR and acknowledging its disadvantages
Several methodologies could have been selected in this study to answer at least some of the research questions that are presented. These methodologies include Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA), Thematic Analysis, and methodologies associated with Critical Realism, such as Fletcher’s (2017). Such methodologies come with their advantages. Perhaps most apparent is that they keep to one method of analysis, with clear-cut guidance available on the steps one needs to take to follow them. The opposite is the case of GQR, which has sometimes been accused of ‘method slurring’, a pejorative term used to argue that such approaches attempt to mix already established methodologies which are incompatible (Morse, 1989, p. 4; Caelli et al., 2003). Indeed, ‘method slurring’ can be seen as a disadvantage to GQR, as, when done poorly, GQR studies can create issues of congruence, particularly when the analysis framework used fails to account for the ontological and epistemological positions of the researcher, is uninformed regarding the intellectual traditions that inspire it and when the study’s research aims and questions lack cohesion. 
While these are valid criticisms of poorly designed GQR studies, these authors do not recommend what researchers should do when an established methodology cannot comprehensively answer a study’s research questions. It is here that GQR shows its worth. Rather than attempting to ‘mash’ two established methodologies together, a well-designed GQR study blends or layers them, thus alleviating issues of congruence by intentionally building a new generic research framework which incorporates theoretical perspectives, epistemology, and methods. The researcher’s selection of which elements of other methodologies inspire a fresh method are based on one simple criterion: that which will work together to answer research questions. In relation to this point, following IPA or Thematic Analysis in this study would not allow Research Question 5, with its focus on explanations and identifying potential shaping factors behind memorialisation, to be answered. Similarly, an established methodology inspired by Critical Realism, like Fletcher’s (2017), would neglect the answering of Research Questions 1-4, with their need for describing the themes which capture participants’ experiences of memorialisation. This is not to say these methodologies have outgrown their usefulness. On the contrary, these methodologies offer robust literatures that have led to the development of the tools (parts) of the GQR approach that has been taken in this study. By blending these different approaches, the GQR method used in this study allows for the ‘zooming in’ on participant responses, thus addressing Research Questions 1-4 (the descriptive element). This blend also allows Research Question 5, with its ‘zooming out’ to the phenomenon more broadly, and the shaping forces which condition it, to be answered. 
The ways that established methodologies do not allow for all research questions to be answered conveys Kahlke’s (2014) argument that, if researchers are to think of new ways to examine new research problems, then it becomes necessary to work outside of existing methodologies and cultivate new approaches. Denzin and Lincoln (2000) referred to this shift as the “seventh moment”, which involves “the move is toward pluralism, and many social scientists now recognize that no picture is ever complete- that we need to employ many perspectives, hear many voices, before we can achieve deep understandings of social phenomena” (p. 1054). GQR is a manifestation of this ‘seventh moment’, where methodological choices are blended flexibly to pragmatically respond to the needs of researchers. Driving this decision is the acknowledgment that researchers often find that established methodologies provide an awkward fit and that novel and interesting questions, particularly in well-researched areas, arise in the cracks- in those ‘in-between’ spaces that have not been explored theoretically or methodologically (Kahlke, 2014, p. 47). 
This directly applies to this study, where established methodologies do not allow for both thick descriptions of participant accounts of memorialisation and the exploration of factors which shape memorialisation more broadly. Questions from these in-between spaces- like those which inspire this study- do not fit neatly as ‘a phenomenology question’ or a ‘grounded theory question’. Quite the inverse, in fact, because- as generic approaches contend- the methodology follows from the question, not the other way around (Annells, 2006; Thorne et al., 2004). It is this process of pragmatically addressing these ‘in-between’ areas and answering novel questions that informs the decision to create a multi-layered and blended framework which takes inspiration from different methodological and intellectual traditions to create a new approach which can answer the research questions (Sandelowski, 2000; Caelli et al., 2003).  
[bookmark: _Toc216093595]4.6. Research Design: Recruitment, sampling and data collection 
Guiding participant recruitment and selection was an overarching aim to gather information which that would contain useful insights which could enable analysis and answering the research questions. One-to-one interviews, the rationale for which is detailed in section 4.6.2, were reserved for participants who were community stakeholders or representatives. These individuals included vicars, church secretaries, local historians, union leaders, academics and museum curators. These individuals are well placed to speak of the considerations that go into organizing and constructing memorials (and memorial events). Their participation is based on the statement that, to understand what the role of memorials are in Barnsley, one must engage with those who construct the events surrounding Barnsley’s memorials and contribute to the creation of new memorials.
When the project’s research questions are considered, it can be further justified as to why individuals with a level of authority have been prioritized for the one-to-one interviews. The first three research questions address whether memorials have a role in connecting people to wider social groups, traumatic pasts, and in erasing certain pasts from public memory. By consulting individuals with authority over the content of memorials, the aim is to become familiarised with whether these individuals intend these memorials to connect people to wider social groups. Furthermore, it is only through engaging with the individuals who construct memorials and memorial events in Barnsley that one can understand whether these memorials are intended to enable people to process trauma. In summary, by interviewing those who design and construct memorial events, it is the objective to understand what the intended role of memorials in Barnsley are.
The participants who comprised the focus groups were selected for reasons which overlap with those listed above, but for different reasons also. In accordance with those participating in the one-to-one interviews, focus group participants have been selected primarily based on their significant engagement with memorials and memorial events. Such individuals include those who have assisted the designers of memorial events, like sending out invitations, advertising events on social media, and helping put together memorial displays. While one-to-one interviewees and focus group participants both share experience of engaging with memorials, there is a subtle difference between the two. One-to-one interviewees have been selected in order to analyse what they intend the role of memorials to be. 
In contrast, with a few exceptions, focus group participants have been selected to analyse what they perceive the role of memorials to be. As one-to-one interviewees have constructed memorial events, they are qualified to speak about what they intend the role of those memorials to be. In contrast, as most focus group participants are not the architects of the memorials and memorial events, but rather the perceivers of the design, they spoke of their conceptualizations of memorials. Ultimately, the fruitfulness of utilizing different participant groups is that the meanings which authority figures place on the memorials that they design and people’s perception of this, can be analysed and considered in relation to each another. 
Participants of both one-to-one interviews and focus groups played a significant role in addressing Research Question 4 around the different dynamics which define war and coal memorialisation. Participants of both the one-to-one interviews and the focus groups have had extensive experience of working on an intimate and local level to develop memorials that are dedicated to Barnsley’s war and coal mining heritage. These experiences of constructing and experiences of memorial events around war and coal heritage mean that participants are well placed to provide insights on the dynamics which drive and define the memorialisation of these distinct histories. 
In terms of sample size, the aim was to be working with between twenty-five and thirty participants in total. The rationale behind this was to balance description with the possibility for comparison between participant accounts. As Mason (2010) argues, the ultimate driver of sample size in qualitative studies is the aim: studies with more modest aims reach saturation quicker than studies that  are aiming to describe a process or phenomenon that spans disciplines. Another key factor which informs sample size is whether analysis is cross-case or case-by-case. Malterud et al. (2015) argue that an exploratory cross-case analysis, which compares the patterns of different accounts, requires more participants than a project utilising in-depth analysis of discourse or narratives (case-by-case) (p. 4). 
Since this study has a broad aim of describing how memorialisation is experienced across several sites and memorial typologies (war and coal mining), and analysis was to be done in a cross-case way, it was appropriate to select as sample size that was at the higher end of recommended ranges. A small number of authors have provided guidelines for sample sizes different forms of qualitative research. Creswell (1998, p. 64) recommends between 20 and 30 participants for grounded theory studies and between 5 and 25 for phenomenological studies, while Bertaux (1981, p. 35) recommends at least 15 participants for all qualitative studies. Given that this study is much broader than phenomenological studies, which are generally narrow in their aims and have analysis that follows the case-by-case model, it was appropriate to select a sample size that was at the higher end of these ranges. It should be noted that this decision was taken in the absence of strict guidelines within GQR around sample sizes.  
To break this down into its component parts, the target for the one-to-one interviews was to interview around six authority figures for each of the three broad (generic) sites: (1) Oaks Disaster memorial sites, (2) Huskar Disaster memorial sites, and (3) war memorial sites. This would mean interviewing around eighteen individuals who have had a direct role in constructing memorial events. In total twenty-eight people were interviewed as part of the one-to-one interviewing phase of the data collection; eighteen of these were authority figures while the remaining ten had more of an assistive or supportive role in organising memorial events. 
The sample size of twenty-eight for the one-to-one interviews was the product of balancing factors of depth of potential analysis of experiences with capacity to compare across experiences. Since the comparison of the dynamics which drive war and coal memorialisation is central to the study, sufficient numbers of participants were needed to provide the scope to interrogate group-based threads and discern patterns across groups and sub-groups (Joffe, 2011). This had to be balanced with having the ability to interrogate interviewees’ accounts in the necessary detail to uncover the meanings and contexts that drive and define their experiences (Maguire and Delahunt, 2017). The study’s sample size thus enabled an understanding to be developed of the meanings and contexts surrounding participants’ experiences, while providing scope for comparison of experiences across sites and typologies (war and coal mining) of memorials. 
In terms of those participating in the focus groups, the aim was to hold between three and four focus groups to provide plenty of scope for productive discussions of the ten memorials (across three sites, listed above) which are the focus of the study. In total, four focus groups were undertaken, with four participants taking part in each group. Each focus group was attended by participants who were familiar with each other to encourage free, friendly and intimate long-form conversations which could interrogate with depth the study’s key themes (collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting) in relation to the memorial sites. This choice addressed one of the main challenges of focus groups, which is to get participants who often are unfamiliar with each other to feel comfortable to speak freely about their experiences. 
The main downside of this familiarity amongst group members is that the session becomes too informal and drifts away from the focus of the discussion. As Cote´-Arsenault and Morrison-Beedy (2005) state, being cognizant of the purpose of the study in each stage of the study (design, data collection, and analysis) serves to remind the researcher of why they are doing what they are doing and helps the researcher to avoid common mistakes (Krueger and Casey, 2000). Therefore, I reminded myself throughout the focus groups of why these discussions were taking place, which helped me to keep the sessions on topic. When undertaking focus groups, there is a balance to be struck between capturing the group dynamic and the deep insights of each participant (Millward, 1995). 
To facilitate this, a context should be created that is conducive to a positive group dynamic and instilling confidence in each participant to express their individuality. Crafting this context means avoiding mistakes in group composition, such as having groups comprised of members with different levels of power (such as supervisors and employees) (Dreachslin, 1998). Such compositions can lead to a sense of disenfranchisement amongst participants with less power and make these participants less likely to contribute openly (Cote´-Arsenault and Morrison-Beedy, 2005). To address this, community stakeholders were placed in the same groups and those individuals with a more supplementary role in bringing about memorial events were placed together. This helped to create a comfortable and non-judgemental dynamic within the groups and facilitated each participant to explore their own individual opinions while having a constructive dynamic with others. 
While it is accepted that focus groups will not capture the same level of depth on an individual level as one-to-one interviews, they can still put a spotlight on the experiences and conceptualisations of individuals (Macnaghten and Myers, 2004). It is for this reason that the number of participants in each focus group was at the lower end of the range for focus groups. The small size of the focus groups allowed participants to trace both the contextual contents and associated meanings that allow them to perceive memorials in various ways. Each focus group had a particular focus on one or more of the selected memorial site categories (Oaks, Huskar, and War), which in turn facilitated analysis and comparison of people’s conceptualizations of memorials both between and within the sites. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093596]4.6.1. Participant recruitment
Participants were recruited through a mixture of purposive selection and snowball sampling for both the one-to-one and focus groups (Noy, 2008). Initially, the purposive method of selection was used to recruit authority figures who had considerable experience in organizing and constructing memorial events. Such individuals included the Vicars and Secretaries of churches, local councillors, and individuals who have a role in planning and exhibitions for the council. The rationale behind this form of recruitment was to have a core group of participants who met the standard of having constructed memorials or memorial events. These participants provided the opportunity to map the influence that specific individuals have in determining what the roles of memorials are for others. The involvement that such participants have with the memorialization process makes them valuable for the abstracting the factors which shape memorialisation. 
Snowball sampling was also used to recruit participants for the group interviews, and to a lesser extent for the one-to-one interviews. Several participants who were recruited purposively provided the contact information of those provided assistive roles in the construction of war and coal mining memorials in across the target sites. Though these participants recruited using the snowball method may have had little authority over the content of memorial events, they have experience in helping build a commemorative event. This makes such individuals well-placed to share their experiences of attending and contributing to memorial events with others. 
[bookmark: _Hlk62487613]Sharing their experiences provides the opportunity to monitor patterns of convergence and divergence that emerge in relation to their experiences of memorial events. By paying attention to instances where participants’ conceptualizations of memorials overlap, the constituent parts of memorialization can be separated from the contingent. Therefore, these participants provided information that is valuable for two reasons. The first is that their experience of being on-the-ground at memorial events enables a detailed account to be built up of what it is to experience a memorial event. The second is that the articulation of these experiences could relate to scholarly theories on memorialisation which, when studied, could lead to potential shaping factors of memorialisation being identified. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093597]4.6.2. Interviews: Primary form of data collection
Due to COVID-19 restrictions, both primary and supplementary forms of data collection were conducted over the telephone or video conference (Zoom). Each participant provided written (signed) informed consent before taking part in their interview. One-to-one interviews were the primary form of data collection for the project and were selected to meet the aim of representing and interrogating people’s experiences of constructing memorials and memorial events (Bullock, 2016). Interviews were semi-structured and involved the use of an interview guide to prompt insights from participants about the roles they perceive memorials to have for communities in Barnsley. A qualitative interview can be thought of as a conversation with a purpose, which is to capture people’s experiences and views on the topic of interest (Burgess, 1984).  
Research interviews are a collaborative, explanatory and long form effort between the interviewer and interviewee to capture experiences, interpretations and views about a phenomenon or topic of interest (Goldie and Pritchard, 1981). The capturing of these experiences enables the researcher to build up a view of how people think about, understand and interpret a phenomenon (Colaizzi, 1978). Furthermore, this capturing of experience enables the researcher to note patterns in meaning and develop themes, which can be related to broader literature and theories on the topic to see if new lessons can be learnt about it and to probe for factors which potentially mould the phenomenon (Fletcher, 2017).
Pre-interview chats were held with each participant that consented to being interviewed, acting as a bridge between the recruitment and data collection stages. Due to restrictions around COVID-19, these chats were held over email, the telephone, or video conference. The content of the chats included an informal talk about the participant’s interest in memorials, their personal backstory, what led them to being interested in memorials, a rough outline of the structure of the upcoming interview and answering any questions that the participant may have about the interview. As Ellis et al. (2011) argue, “when interviewers can be fully present to participants and the stories they are hearing, a genuine connection, compassion, or human solidarity is more possible” (p. 71). 
In this spirit, the aim of the pre-interview chats was to create a genuine connection and rapport with participants, which would help them to feel more comfortable in opening up about their experiences during their interviews. Both Ellis et al. (2011) and Macris (2012) have noted the benefits that pre-interview activities have in enabling the researcher to encourage participants to delve into their stories in greater depth, and in turn open more layers of interpretation. In line with this, it is my subjective view that these chats led to a rapport with participants already being established at the point of interviews taking place, helping with the flow of conversation and participants’ explorations of their experiences during the interviews. 
The one-to-one interviews were semi-structured and aimed to draw on the strengths of both structured and open interviews. During the interviews, the topics that were covered were pre-determined, along with some of the questions that were asked. Drawing on the strength of closed interviews, this enabled a level of comparison (and legible structure) to be had across the different interviews (Dörnyei, 2007). At the same time, flexibility was afforded to interviewees who brought up unexpected but relevant points, and thus participants were allowed to lead the way like in an open interview (Rapley, 2001). To combine the best aspects of both structured and open interviews, the structure of each interview was informed by an interview guide. This guide included the topics that were crucial to addressing the research questions, such as the topics of collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting. However, the key to this guide was that it was not exhaustive: participants were welcome to elaborate on topics outside of the guide. 
This is ultimately the strength of a semi-structured interview: the interviewer ensures that pertinent topics are discussed, but in a way that allows the participant to expand sufficiently on their thoughts (Balushi, 2016). Put another way, a semi-structured interview is successful when the researcher feels their predetermined topics have been covered, and the participant feels that they have not simply replied to questions. Instead, the respondent feels like the conversation has developed naturally, and that the researcher has allowed them to elaborate on their ideas in ways that are novel and unique to them (Petrescu et al., 2017). When these criteria have been met, interviews provide insights that no other form of data collection can, which are insights into the beliefs, perceptions and motivations of those experiencing a particular phenomenon (Harvey-Jordan, 2001). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093598]4.6.3. Focus groups: Supplementary form of data collection
By running focus groups with individuals who have significant experience of attending and assisting with the construction of memorial events, the aim of identifying the factors which potentially shape memorialisation can hopefully be effectively met. By asking key questions around collective memory, counter-memory and forgetting dynamics which shape memorial landscapes to experienced and carefully selected participants, the overall goal to produce descriptive statements about the themes which inform people’s experiences of memorials. This is because the concepts which comprise peoples’ experiences are the building blocks of social phenomena like memorialisation (Maxwell, 2012). In this regard, focus groups are a well-placed method for bringing descriptions of these conceptions to the foreground of the inquiry since participants often enjoy communicating in an authentic and collaborative environment which can bring a range of perspectives together regarding a phenomenon of interest (Krueger and Casey, 2000). 
As such, the strength of the focus group is that it facilitates an inclusive and vibrant group discussion that enables participants who have experiences in common to examine in detail a subject or phenomenon of interest. In the context of this study, this meant that the focus groups lent themselves to the effective gathering of knowledge from different perspectives on memorialisation, and specifically on different operations of memory (Lune and Berg, 2016). These different memory operations of collective memory, counter-memory, forgetting, and the dynamics of war and coal mining memorialisation comprise the areas of interest and research questions behind the project. Thus, by bringing the beliefs, attitudes and perceptions of key stakeholders around these issues to the fore, a thorough investigation of these experiences and the phenomena they condition could be actualised (Kitzinger, 1994).  
[bookmark: _Toc216093599]4.6.4. Preparing data for analysis (transcription)
A manual transcription approach was applied to the data, meaning that each of the 28 one-to-one interviews and four focus groups were transcribed verbatim by the researcher without the use of any assistive auto-transcription software. A clear disadvantage of this approach was the increased amount of time that it would take for the transcription process to be undertaken. Offsetting this, however, was the depth of conceptual and theoretical understanding afforded by the manual approach (Halcomb and Davidson, 2006). As will be seen in the sub-section below, a key part of the method of analysis used in this project is utilising the novel insights of participants to update underlying theories about the topic of interest. 
This also allows the process of identifying shaping factors in relation to the phenomenon of interest. By transcribing participants’ interviews manually, the researcher can build up an in-depth understanding of participants’ views and then compare these with the relevant scholarly literature (Hecker and Kalpokas, 2024). This process of layering one’s understanding of the topic at hand by creating a conceptual dialectic between participants’ views and underlying literature should not be underestimated as a means of building theoretical understanding and in applying rigorous qualitative analysis (Stutchbury, 2021). In supporting the researcher’s ability to produce codes, themes, and apply thought inferences that are informed by a thorough grasp of participants’ views, the manual approach, though time-consuming, proves its worth.
[bookmark: _Toc216093600]4.6.5. How the GQR approach enables the project’s research questions and aims to be addressed
The aim of this project is twofold: to provide deep descriptive summaries of people’s experiences of memorials in Barnsley and identify factors which potentially shape memorialisation more broadly. The GQR approach taken in this study allows the descriptive aim to be met in Phase 1 and the explanatory aim (of identifying shaping factors) to be met in Phase 2. By following the parts associated with these phases, the influence that collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting have over the memorialisation of war and coal mining in Barnsley can be considered as concepts which potentially underscore the factors which shape memorialisation more broadly. This process of pinpointing the shaping forces which condition memorialisation- as a phenomenon of the social world- in the town marks a break with received knowledge of how social research is conducted because it takes inspiration from the theory of local causality pushed by critical realists (Maxwell, 2012). 
The form of causal theory which underpins the majority of scientific enquiry is the empiricist variation, in which cause and effect are regarded as independent of each other. Owing to this separation, empiricists can claim that, when external variables are removed, a specific cause will always be proceeded by a specific effect (Maxwell, 2004). In scientific experiments, researchers create controlled conditions through removing these external variables, which allows them to discover whether a cause has a predicted effect (Danermark et al., 2002). If the cause is (repeatedly) observed to bring about a specific effect, the researcher makes a law-like statement (for example, ‘whenever x then y’) (Light et al., 1990, pp. 5-6). The weakness of the empiricist variation of causality is that it cannot be applied to the social world. 
This is due to hermeneutics; social science involves a double hermeneutic, as the objects of the research (humans) have the same capacity to conceptualize and create meaning as the researcher (Eatough and Smith, 2017). Because the ‘objects’ of social science are conscious, interpreting subjects, they can act of their interpretations to exert influence over what has ‘caused’ the social phenomena which they create and relate to (Moules, 2002. P. 2; Husserl, 2001). This further reinforces the point that social scientists should not hold other people’s interpretations outside of the scientific study of society. It is necessary to understand the meaning that people assign to their actions to understand the actions themselves. This is especially pertinent because people’s actions mediate everyday underlying social structures and relations, which are constitutive of the society being studied (Collier, 1994).
As such, in the social world, cause and effect are not discrete categories and generalizable laws (like those which define the natural sciences) cannot be produced (Ekström, 1992). Addressing this problem, the GQR approach taken in this study centres around the notion of local causality, which means providing explanations through understanding the specific context-dependent processes that led to a specific outcome (Miles and Huberman, 1984; Maxwell, 2004, p. 245). According to this variation of causal theory, causality (in relation to the social world) does not consist of regularities, but causal mechanisms. The key question which drives this is therefore ‘how did x cause y?’. 
[bookmark: _Int_1EaL1YQa]Given that social phenomena are concept dependent, the researcher should address this ‘how’ question by, firstly, studying the concept dependent features which populate participants’ lifeworld (Bhaskar, 1997). Phase 1 of the GQR applied in this study provides the researcher with the capacity to do this by allowing the themes and concepts which underpin participants’ experiences of the phenomenon of interest to be identified and scrutinised. This phase provides the scope for a detailed summation of how the key mnemonic themes of collective memory, counter-memory, forgetting, and coal/war dynamics inform participants’ experiences of memorialisation in Barnsley and thus enable them to relate to the phenomenon. Proceeding this, Phase 2 enables the logically rigorous identification of the relations which shape memorialisation as a phenomenon. This involves breaking down the mnemonic themes outlined above into their sub-relations and then judging, through abductive and retroductive reasoning which of these potentially shape the phenomenon. It is these relations, or ‘local causalities’, which mould memorialisation. Though terms like ‘local causalities’ and ‘fundamental relations’ are used in the critical realist literature, these have been replaced by the phrase ‘shaping factors’ (‘forces’) in this study to avoid association with positivistic terminology which is divorced from human experience and conceptions.  
[bookmark: _Toc216093601]4.7. Ethical approval and data management 
Ethical approval for this project was provided by the University of Sheffield. It was accepted as part of this application that data would exist in audio and written forms, and that written data would take the form of transcriptions that would be stored as Word documents. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, data collection had to take place remotely, and recordings of interviews were stored as either Audio Notetaker files or Zoom files. All raw data were stored on the researcher’s personal password protected laptop. The raw data has been retained for the duration of the study and destroyed at the end of the study. Informed consent was gained from all participants. Confidential information, which formed part of participants' consent forms, was only available to the researcher himself and was stored securely in password protected files. To protect the identity of participants, all data were pseudonymised after collection (during the transcription process). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093602]Chapter V: Study Sites 
This chapter provides a brief summary for each of the memorials that are the focus of this PhD and the events that they memorialise. The chapter is organised into three sections: the Huskar Disaster memorials, the Oaks Disaster memorials, and Barnsley’s war memorials. Timelines provide the key dates associated with each set of memorials and maps are used to help locate each memorial, their context and in the case of the mining memorials their relationship to the site of the disaster. Each summary also includes a photograph of the memorial, along with details of the year of opening, funding, materials they were constructed from, design, and location. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093603]5.1. The Huskar Pit Disaster and its memorials
On  a humid and warm summer day on Wednesday the 4th of July 1838, 300 feet underground, a total of 50 children and 33 coal getters were mining coal. The children and coal getters were eager to make up time and money following spending four days on unpaid holiday for Queen Victoria’s coronation (The Penistone History Archive, 2022). Huskar Pit was owned by the Clarke family of Noblethorpe, Silkstone. A thunderstorm which began at around 2pm caused Steward William Lamb, in charge of the pit workers, to prepare for evacuation, but the engine and boiler yard had already been flooded (The Penistone History Archive, 2022). The result of this was that the fire in the furnace, which powered the winder engine to the shaft, was extinguished, meaning that workers would have to be lifted out manually. Lamb instructed his workers to stay together at the bottom of the pit. After spending nine hours underground, 40 of the children, aged between 7 and 17, ignored Lamb’s instructions and climbed 15 metres to reach the day hole opening. During their ascent, a torrent of water trapped 26 children against the ventilation door, drowning them (Mine Accidents and Disasters, 2022). After the flooding had subsided, the remaining miners and coal getters, and the bodies of the dead children, were brought to the surface. The dead children were taken to Throstle Hall Farm before they were transported in a cart to their homes across the villages of Silkstone, Dodworth and Thurgoland. An inquest was held at the Red Lion pub where a jury inspected the bodies of the children. A unanimous verdict of accidental death by drowning was delivered by the jury. Funerals were held on Saturday the 7th of July 1838 and were attended by thousands of people. The bodies of the children were placed in seven graves; 15 boys were buried in four graves, and 11 girls were buried in three graves (The Penistone History Archive, 2022).
The Huskar Pit Disaster is recorded by two memorials. The first memorial, provided by the Clarke family, was erected in Silkstone Churchyard in 1841 and is an imposing structure constructed from local grit stone and located near the boundary wall of the graveyard (Figure 12). 
This first memorial is defined by three rectangular pedestals which form the memorial’s base, while a large cuboid face lists the names of the dead and a triangular sculpture sits atop the obelisk. The memorial was funded by Richard Clarke, who was the owner of Huskar Pit. The disaster occurred 1.4 miles south of Silkstone Churchyard in the neighbouring village of Silkstone Common (The Penistone History Archive, 2022). The second memorial was unveiled on July 4th, 1988, marking the 150th anniversary of the disaster. The memorial is located at the site of the disaster, on Moorend Lane, Silkstone Common, in an area owned by the Woodland Trust. The second memorial, which was funded by the people of Silkstone Parish, takes the form of a stone wall, below which are two stone statues of life-size children [bookmark: _Toc206617255][bookmark: _Toc206616140]Figure 12: Huskar Pit Disaster Memorial, Silkstone Churchyard (Author, 2022)






[bookmark: _Toc206617256][bookmark: _Toc206616142]Figure 13: Huskar Pit Disaster Memorial, Nabs Wood, 1988 (Author, 2022)


Both the first and second memorials commemorate the deaths of the 26 children who drowned in the disaster. The map associated with the Huskar Pit Disaster is provided below in Figure 14.
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Huskar Pit Disaster Memorial, Silkstone Churchyard (1838)
Huskar Pit disaster site and Nabs Wood Memorial (1988)
[bookmark: _Toc206616144][bookmark: _Toc206617257]Figure 14: Map of Huskar Pit and Memorials
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[bookmark: _Toc216093604]5.2. The Oaks Disaster and its memorials
The Oaks Colliery Disaster is England’s most significant colliery disaster. At 1.30pm on 12th December 1866, a large explosion of methane occurred when 340 men and boys were working at the site, destroying both pit cages. In total, 361 people died, including 27 rescuers who were killed in a second explosion (Portlock, 2017). The mine was on fire continuously after a third explosion, and 15 more explosions were heard before the fires were extinguished (Northern Mine Research Society, 2022). 
The Oaks Disaster is marked by four memorials. The first memorial was erected in 1879 in the grounds of Christ Church, Ardsley, 1.7 miles south of the Oaks Disaster site.  The memorial is made from stone, has two rectangular pedestals as a base, a cuboid mid-section, and a triangular top (Figure 15). The cuboid centre commemorates “the deaths of 354 men and boys”, although this figure is incorrect. (The Yorkshire Post, 2016) [bookmark: _Toc206617258][bookmark: _Toc206616145]Figure 15: Oaks Disaster Memorial, Christ Church, Ardsley (Author, 2022)




The second memorial was installed in 1913 and unveiled in February 1914 on Doncaster Road, Kendray, 1.8 miles south-east of the disaster site. The memorial was privately funded by Samuel Joseph Cooper, a local businessman, and was installed to commemorate the rescuers who died in the disaster specifically.  The stone memorial is situated on a high pedestal of two abutting squares with deep plinths (Figure 16) (Art UK, 2024). 
A tall obelisk occupies the memorial’s rear square, and a bronze statue of Marius Jean Antonin Mercie’s Gloria Victis (Glory to the Vanquished) stands on the frontal section. The pedestal is placed upon a two-stepped podium and is enclosed inside rectangular iron railings. Stonemason Peter Dalby assembled the memorial’s materials, while architectural practice Wade and Turner provided the design.  [bookmark: _Toc206617259][bookmark: _Toc206616147]Figure 16: Oaks Disaster Memorial, Kendray (Author, 2022)






The third memorial to the Oaks Disaster is the Grade 2 listed Barnsley Main Colliery, which, located on Oaks Lane, Hoyle Mill, is the site at which the disaster occurred. Since its closure in 1991, Barnsley Main Colliery has functioned as a memorial to mining. This is due to efforts of groups such as The Barnsley Main Heritage Group (BMHG) and the Dearne Valley Landscape Partnership (DVLP), who aim to use Grade 2 listed buildings like Barnsley Main Colliery to educate the current generation about the role that coal mining played in the history of Barnsley (Barnsley LiveWell, 2025). The structure itself is defined by its graffiti-covered brickwork and motionless winding gear which stand atop its wooded hill (Figure 17) (Historic England, 2025). [bookmark: _Toc206617260][bookmark: _Toc206616149]Figure 17: Barnsley Main Colliery- site of the disaster (Author, 2022)






The fourth Oaks memorial was funded entirely by public donations, and is located on Church Street, 2 miles away from the disaster site. Unveiled on May 7th, 2017, the bronze memorial depicts a woman, carrying a child, rushing toward Oaks Colliery upon hearing the first explosion (Figure 18). Coal flows down the woman’s back. The cascading coal lands above a miner, who is laid on his side with a pick. Atop the monument is a large circle which represents a winding wheel from a coal mine, while the stone block on which the woman stands reads, “Oaks Colliery Disaster 1866” (BBC News, 2017). 
[bookmark: _Toc206617261][bookmark: _Toc206616151]Figure 18: Oaks Disaster Memorial, Church Street (Author, 2021)








The map associated with the Oaks Disaster (and its memorials) is provided in Figure 19.1 Mile
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[bookmark: _Toc206617262][bookmark: _Toc206616153]Figure 19: Map of Oaks Pit and Memorials






















[bookmark: _Toc216093605]5.3. War memorial selection
Five war memorials have been selected to capture some of the diverse features within Barnsley’s war memorial landscape. They are presented in the sequence in which they were constructed. 
The Memorial Windows and Plaque in Holy Trinity Church Elsecar was installed in April 1920 to commemorate parishioners that were killed in the First World War. The stain glass windows were designed by Morris and Co of London and funding was raised by local parishioners. All four windows depict Biblical stories (Figure 20 below). The left window depicts a saint in white armour, alongside David slaying Goliath (Barnsley War Memorials, 2014). The window to the right shows Christ in crimson robes and a panel underneath this shows the raising of Lazarus. The third window shows St Sebastian being pierced with arrows and St George slaying a dragon (War Memorials Online, 2014). The final window depicts St Michael trampling over Satan and a panel beneath this shows dead warriors being raised from the dead. Situated between the second and third windows, the commemorative plaque takes the form of a stone tablet which is bordered by brown marble. On the plaque, 31 names of parishioners from the village who died in WWI are listed in alphabetical order [image: A group of stained glass windows

Description automatically generated](Imperial War Museums, 2025). 
















 



[bookmark: _Toc206617264][bookmark: _Toc206616155]Figure 20: WWI Memorial Windows and Plaque, Holy Trinity Church, Elsecar (Author, 2022)
















The Combined War Memorial, inside St Mary’s Church and located on Church Street, was unveiled on October 22nd, 1922, in a ceremony that was attended by Bishop Frodsham, the Vicar of Halifax at the time. The memorial was designed by architect Mr F.C. Eden, of Gray’s Inn Square, London (War Memorials Online 2020). The memorial is situated in the centre of the chapel and takes the form of a hexagonal timber column which has been richly coloured with red, white, black, and dark green paint (see Figure 21 below). On the column are six panels, inscribed on which are the names of parishioners who died in WWI. After suffering from water damage, the memorial was restored in 2020 through fundraising efforts to ensure that the names which occupy the six panels are readable (Imperial War Museums, 2025). 
The third and arguably most prominent memorial is the Barnsley War Memorial, standing 8 metres tall, is located directly in front of Barnsley’s Town Hall on Church Street, and was unveiled on October 11th, 1925. The Grade II listed memorial is defined by a 2.4-metre-tall statue of a soldier, armed with a rifle, wearing a steel helmet and in greatcoat attire, standing atop a sandstone pylon. Designed by architect William Thomas Curtis and sculpture John Tweed, the memorial stands on a large rectangular base which is raised by three steps on the forecourt of the Town Hall (see Figure 22 below). John Robinson and George Haigh, the memorial’s builders, charged £5500 for the memorial’s construction, and the memorial was unveiled by the Dean of York, Reverend Dr Foxley Norris. Inscriptions dedicated to the soldiers of the Great War are found on the front face, right side, and left side of the memorial, while a carved wreath connects the pylon to the capstone. The Barnsley War Memorial commemorates all those servicemen and women from Barnsley who died during the First and Second World Wars. Furthermore, the memorial commemorates every man from the borough who served in the 5th, 13th, 14th and 15th Battalions of the York and Lancaster Regiment (Imperial War Museums, 2025).[bookmark: _Toc206617265][bookmark: _Toc206616157]Figure 21: Combined War Memorial, St Mary’s Church (Author, 2019)




[bookmark: _Toc206617266][bookmark: _Toc206616159]Figure 22: The Barnsley War Memorial, Remembrance Day (Author, 2021)







 
The fourth memorial, ‘Light Lines’, is a piece of public artwork that was commissioned by Barnsley Council in 2016 to commemorate the centenary of the soldiers from Barnsley who fought and died at the Battle of the Somme. The artwork was designed as a temporary structure and was unveiled on July 1st, 2016, in front of the Barnsley War Memorial on Church Street. Light Lines was subsequently put on permanent display in Churchfield Peace Gardens, on October 28th, 2017, with the unveiling service being delivered by representatives from the Royal British Legion and St Mary’s Church. The memorial artwork takes the form of a series of small glass panels, each with a photograph (if available) and the name of a soldier who died the Battle of the Somme and with an accompanying poppy (Figure 23) (Experience Barnsley Museum & Discovery Centre, 2025). [bookmark: _Toc206617267][bookmark: _Toc206616161]Figure 23: Light Lines memorial artwork (Author, 2022)






Finally, one of the most recent war memorials to be constructed in Barnsley is the Elsecar Poppy Trail was a project that ran from October 19th-December 5th, 2018. The project was delivered and funded by a collection of local community groups, charities and educational bodies and commemorated the 72 local men from the village who died in the Great War. The memorials comprised a series of giant poppies, sewn by Holy Trinity Church volunteers, being displayed on lampposts alongside photographs and information sheets on WWI soldiers from the village (Figure 24). The soldier’s photographs and information sheets were attached to the lamppost closest to the soldier’s residence before WWI. The historical research needed to create the information sheets was conducted by parishioner in conjunction with the Elsecar Family History Group. Gemma Nemer, textile artist, designed and created the giant poppies, which could be found on 16 different streets around the village (Friends of Hemingfield Colliery, 2018). [bookmark: _Toc206617268][bookmark: _Toc206616163]Figure 24: Elsecar Poppy Trail (Friends of Hemingfield Colliery, 2018)







A Poppy Quilt, which displayed the names of the fallen, occupied a position in Holy Trinity Church (Figure 25). The quilt’s design and completion were led by community volunteers and involved the embroidering of the soldier’s names.  [bookmark: _Toc206617269][bookmark: _Toc206616165]Figure 25: The Elsecar Poppy Quilt (Author, 2019)







 
Maps associated with the war memorials covered in this project are provided in Figures 26 and 27.
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[bookmark: _Toc206617270][bookmark: _Toc206616167]Figure 26: Map of Barnsley Town Centre War Memorials
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WWI Memorials, Holy Trinity Church, Elsecar (1920)
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[bookmark: _Toc206616169][bookmark: _Toc206617271]Figure 27: Map of Elsecar War Memorial and Poppy Trail
















[bookmark: _Toc216093606]Chapter VI: Findings 
These findings are presented in the form of five distinct themes, which have been arrived at through following Phase 1 of the GQR approach. Each theme captures a pattern within the dataset which is directly relevant to participants’ experiences of memorialisation. Chapter VI is descriptive, outlining the themes that participants related to when discussing memorialisation. Evidence for these themes is provided in the form of verbatim quotes. This chapter closes with a comprehensive description of participants’ experiences of memorialisation, which represents a summary of the themes which participants used to understand the phenomenon. Discussions of why participants utilised these themes, and what the implications of this are for memorialisation as a phenomenon, are provided in Chapter VII: Discussion. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093607]6.1. Theme 1: Shared Conceptualisations of memorials
Participants shared not only understandings of the roles that memorials have, but also exhibited common motivations, or drivers for memorialising. These shared understandings and drivers formed shared conceptualisations of memorials amongst participants, and participants demonstrated this through referencing similar concepts when speaking about memorials. A key factor that informed the shared conceptualisations theme was how participants viewed memorials as either embodying or prompting their awareness of histories that they share with others. More specifically, participants found that their interactions with memorials raised their awareness of and heightened their connectedness with pasts that are uniquely place-specific to Barnsley. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093608]6.1.1. How Barnsley’s memorials raised awareness of shared conceptions of the past and facilitated participants’ discovery of place-specific features.  
The coding of participants’ accounts showed clearly that memorials influence how people access and understand shared histories relating to Barnsley. This can be seen in the response of Deborah.
“My connection to Elsecar church was that, when I was a child living in Elsecar, I lived on Church Street, and I was in the choir at Elsecar church. I used to teach Sunday School down there. I got back to Elsecar when they did a big memorial for the anniversary of the First World War. I had a personal interest down there (because) I had an uncle who was killed in the First World War: Bert Stanforth”.
Robert alluded to a similar connection as Deborah.
“I was approached by the NUM, and they gave me the full story of the Oaks Disaster. And I vaguely knew about it, but I didn’t realize the impact it had on the community that I live in and I’m very much a part of which is Barnsley. And when I researched it, I found out that I’ve got a great-great uncle, George, who actually died in that disaster”.
Deborah and Robert’s personal connections to the sites of the memorials facilitated their wider engagement with the community. For Deborah, she shared a memory of Elsecar village with other members of the Poppy Trail group, and she attended the church as a child as part of the choir group. This, combined with the fact that her uncle was killed in WWI and was commemorated as part of the Poppy Trail, compelled her wider engagement with the community. Similarly, having lived in Barnsley for most of his life and had ancestors work (and die) in Barnsley coal mines, Robert shared a place-based connection with other residents who raised funds to erect the 2017 Oaks Memorial. Therefore, a shared conceptualisation of what it means to be from Barnsley, and to be a part of its war history (in relation to Elsecar) and unique coal mining disaster history, emerged from the relationship between the histories that people shared around Barnsley and the ability of memorials to engage people around these histories.
[bookmark: _Hlk155774992]Another key part of building the theme of shared conceptualisations was recognising the ways in which participants engaged with memorials as an expression of the histories, stories, and people that they value. Stephen, for example, discussed the importance of encouraging the current generation to understand the contribution made by 19th century miners through memorialising Silkstone’s Huskar Disaster.
“There’s a link to Huskar inside the museum at Barnsley, we deliberately, we created a [mine] you might crawl inside. And basically, you can crawl inside it, it’s dark but you get to a roadway, and you can stick your head through some timbers, and it’s basically what we describe to be a never-ending coal mine because it’s got mirrors at both ends of it. We went to local schools around Barnsley, and we used the Commission Reports after the Huskar disaster and got school kids to record the words told by the Barnsley kids back in 1840. So basically, people can crawl into that coal mine and hear the words of what it was like for Barnsley kids to work in, you know, to work underground around Huskar”. 
Apparent in Stephen’s response is how much value he places on mining history and the importance of conveying that value to younger generations. While the simulated mining environment which Stephen has created may not be immediately legible as a memorial to some, it certainly fits the definition. A memorial is a structure or event that is created with the intention of remembering a person or past. Clearly, Stephen has created a simulated memorialised environment which enables a new generation to appreciate working conditions in mines and the valuable contribution of mining to Barnsley’s history. By implementing and concretising his designs, Stephen has enabled younger generations, in a manner that is not readily available in contemporary society, to embody (sensorially) a unique period in Barnsley’s history in which children were sent to work in mines. This fact has added experiential potency given that it is the Huskar Disaster which led to legal reform on the utilisation of young children in mines. 
Perhaps the most important part of the shared conceptualisation theme was the view that memorials embed shared understandings of the past within place. The inscriptions and symbols of a memorial function as keys which can unlock these understandings and connect a person to the history of the place that the memorial inhabits. William spoke of how the memorials around his church, including the Combined War Memorial, helped him connect to this shared understanding. 
“Because I am an outsider, I’m not a Barnsley born and bred person, the memorials have served a very important purpose because, whilst not everybody in the community will visit their memorials regularly, new visitors and newcomers generally do. And it’s through that that you learn about the, if I can call it this, the DNA within a community”. 
Joanne spoke of the importance of the shared understandings which underpin memorialisation when discussing various Remembrance Day ceremonies that she has attended at the Barnsley War Memorial. 
“As much as it [Remembrance Day] is about Britishness or patriotism or, you know, standing up for your country and fighting for it, of course it brings to mind those ideas, it is actually, you know, a collective experience across Europe and the world”.  
On a similar note, David described the shared understanding that Remembrance Day connects him and other members of the community to in the following extract. 
“I think they [memorials] are important in the sense that when we’re stood there for memorial events and on Remembrance Sunday, we do so as part of the rest of the country who are also stood in front of their own memorials in their local town or city”.
In these extracts, the various ways that memorials can connect people to the shared understandings, and in turn the conceptualisations, which define certain communities are shown. William’s point about using memorials to educate himself on the “DNA” of Barnsley is illuminative. This point demonstrates how memorials capture something distinctive about the communities in which they are situated. As such, for an outsider, visiting a community’s memorials enables one to access the conceptualisations which define the place which houses the memorial. Joanne and David’s statements demonstrate how Barnsley’s memorials also connect people to shared understandings beyond the town itself. Specifically, these extracts highlight how memorials like the Barnsley War Memorial can allow people to appreciate “collective experience(s)” which apply cross-culturally, such as experiences of loss. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093609]6.1.2. Fighting against the tide: A unique coal mining history that is dissipating from the landscape. 
While it is clear that Barnsley’s memorials facilitated participants’ connections with the unique aspects of Barnsley’s history, there was an asymmetry between connections to war and coal mining history. When participants referenced war memorials, they spoke of the clarity of the connections that these structures would bring to Barnsley’s 20th century history. In contrast, participants alluded to memorials dedicated to Barnsley’s coal mining history lacking legibility and distinction which, despite their prevalence in the landscape, has led to a faded connection to Barnsley’s history. This lack of clear (and direct) connection led to those engaged with Barnsley’s mining memorial scene to build a more abstract, nostalgic, and exclusionary connection to this aspect of the town’s past. This abstract side of the shared conceptualisation theme deals with pasts which are outside of lived memory. Arguably regulating participants’ relationships with these abstract pasts was how some participants’ nostalgic yearnings interacted with and shaped various memorials and people’s experiences around them. 
Evidence of participants building a shared conceptualisation around Barnsley’s identity through drawing on abstract history and nostalgia was found in several extracts from Tony, who outlined how his attempt to convince ex-miners that there was already a memorial to the Oaks Disaster in Christ Church Ardsley was met with a cold reception. The past which Tony references in the following extract, the Oaks Disaster, is an example of abstract history because no person alive today was present at the event (the event is not within living memory).  
“It became so important to them and that emotional and feeling like there was a social injustice being done to these guys being killed that it, yeah, it didn’t matter. It didn’t matter anymore, you know, and yeah so, they just kind of steamrolled over that kind of aspect of the history on a huge mission to get this memorial [the 2017 Oaks Memorial] up”. 
This quote succinctly demonstrates the relationship between abstract history and nostalgia, and the role that these concepts have in shaping people’s shared conceptualisations of identity. Clear from these extracts is that peoples’ understandings of abstract pasts, like the those around the Oaks Disaster, can manifest as patterns of inclusion and exclusion. This process begins with nostalgia around a past, in this case the Oaks Disaster, which has not been lived through by the people relating to it. Tony reflected on the influence of nostalgia in the following extract.
“I think there’s a kind of a nostalgia and a yearning to go back to something that could potentially and can be a barrier to people kind of moving on”. 
The second part of the process of exclusion is relating the abstract past to the present in an unrealistic way. This involved ex-miners and fundraisers claiming that there was no memorial to commemorate the miners who died in the Oaks Disaster. The final part of the exclusion process is stigmatising those who point out the flawed rationale which underpins the nostalgic claim. This process was evidenced by how Tony felt unpopular and outcast from the group.  
“I at times didn’t make myself the most popular in certain groups, but I couldn’t kind of ignore the facts I suppose”. 
Significantly, the ex-miners’ partial exclusion of Tony from the decision making (or deliberation) process can be viewed as a symptom of the lack of legibility and clear connection between mining memorials and Barnsley’s townsfolk. Evidencing this is how the ex-miners who were planning the erection of the 2017 Oaks Memorial were completely unaware of the fact that there are two existing memorials in Barnsley to the victims of the Oaks Disaster. Having spent time and resources and hinged their identities as commemorators and members of the community, to the notion that they were erecting the first Oaks Memorial, they excluded Tony and continued their future memorial operations (fundraising and campaigning) on their initial (disproved) presupposition. This finding was reiterated across participants accounts and speaks to the jadedness of Barnsley’s coal memorial landscape, which seems unable to create a connection between people and the history of the landscape. The result is a dissipation of memory; a disconnect between the town’s history (and by extension identity) and its current landscape (as people experience it).
[bookmark: _Toc216093610]6.2. Theme 2: Repeated triggering
The theme repeated triggering captures how, when a memorial is fixed in an accessible public place for many generations, it can trigger engagement with the past it symbolises consistently across time. When this process is repeated across different groups and generations, a memorial, and the past it refers to, can maintain relevance in perpetuity. The ability of memorials to stay relevant across time by virtue of their fixity and ability to repeatedly trigger engagement was outlined by Kathleen. 
“By stumbling across them, then you go and have a look at the lives of them and it gives you like a broader outline of the area, of the people, of the times. So, it’s richer than just the list of names and it’s made me more aware of my life and the impact in my community”.
Aaron affirmed Kathleen’s assertion.
“It is very important that we encounter memorials randomly. It would be very easy to archive these pasts and archive the history and then to forget about it, particularly for groups in society who aren’t particularly engaged in heritage. It puts a barrier between them and their understanding. So, for me personally, I found it very important, I find it very emotive. I think it’s a story worth telling again”.  
Apparent in these extracts is the understanding that the fixity of a memorial can lead to repeated triggering around the past that the memorial commemorates. For participants, this repeated triggering process keeps not only the memorial, but the commemorated past or person, relevant over time and ensures that the place which the memorial inhabits remains invested with meaning. As such, the repeated triggering process ensures that a place’s unique history and stories continue to be transmitted over time and this triggering process therefore reifies people’s understanding “of the area, of the people, of the times”. To use Kathleen’s terminology, memorials connect memory with place and therefore with identity, and in turn “shape my [your] community”. Aaron also clearly draws on this understanding of repeated triggering when he comments that to remove memorials is to “put a barrier between them (the public) and their understanding”. Through continuously triggering interest and knowledge of a place’s history, a memorial allows the public to possess an “understanding” of a place, and their role in that place. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093611]6.2.1. Understanding differences in war and coal mining memorialisation by consulting concepts of place and non-place.
[bookmark: _Hlk113357941]The repeated triggering theme could also, at least partially, be conceptualised as a regulator of processes of placing and non-placing. The roles that memorials play in determining landscapes that get ‘placed’ and ‘non-placed’ was referenced by Joe.
“The plan really that the Tories had was a punitive one. They were going to hit the mining communities so hard that there was never going to be a chance of another resurgence. They took down all the headstocks, they didn’t for a long time invest in any museums or anything like that. They were basically clearing the sites. And the attack was an attack on people’s memories and what people’s future memories were going to be. We have these things to remind people of certain dimensions of their history. [So] there was another deeper, darker cultural agenda that was running there and is still running and has not finished yet”. 
Insight into the impact that this non-placing has had on the younger generation’s awareness of the mining industry was provided by Roger.
“There’s only one or two kids who will know what coal is, because their grandparents have still got an open-fire coal fire”. 
Joe’s comments demonstrate the value that memorials have to the state as a means of promoting, or marginalising, certain pasts. The assumption which underpins Joe’s response, therefore, is that memorials can trigger awareness of pasts which have shaped communities, and in so doing, they instantiate a vision and a narrative within place. Joe claims that the state understands that memorials hold this power, which is why they remove memorials whose narratives contradict the state’s vision of society. This process of ‘non-placing’ is referenced when Joe argues that Conservative governments have removed remnants of the mining industry to guide the community toward disidentifying with its history. This knock-on effect of disidentification is referenced by Roger when he observes that very few children in the town know what coal is. While Joe and Roger’s responses provide insight into how memorials can be utilized as tools by powerful groups to produce place and non-place, they do not provide a comprehensive and balanced picture of the relationship between memorials and non-place. This is because their conceptualisation emphasises the leverage the power that certain groups hold over the (non)placemaking process and how memorials function as cogs in these power plays over place. 
What these responses lack is awareness of the power that memorials themselves can wield over placemaking. As participants like Kathleen laid out, memorials, with recognizable symbols and inscriptions, can function as triggers which pique interest in a place’s history and help to deepen one’s understanding of a place’s history. This triggering process is a form of placemaking. As discussed, some ex-miners were unaware of the existence of two Oaks Memorials in Barnsley. Therefore, the process of non-placing which Joe identifies is not only produced because of power plays, but also due to mining memorials not possessing the triggering ability to gain interest in this part of Barnsley’s history. What will be demonstrated later in this sub-chapter is that war memorials, owing to a combination of legibility of symbols and rituals, do possess this ability to produce triggering in Barnsley. 
[bookmark: _Hlk155778083]Furthermore, the agency that individuals have in relation to processes of placemaking should not be underestimated. To consider placemaking as a process solely at the disposal of powerful groups is a misstep. The relationship between those who impose non-place, and those who are subjected to non-placing, is not entirely asymmetrical. Opposition movements to non-placing can develop if the community in question identifies strongly enough with the past that is being attacked. Joe is again helpful in elucidating how this process, which could be termed ‘counter-placing’, applies to Barnsley’s mining memorials.
“They were clearing the sites of the history, of anything that might remind people of the history, which I think is one reason why more recently there’s been the push for more and more memorials to reassert that identity that the Tories tried to wipe out”. 
Albert echoed a similar sentiment.
[bookmark: _Hlk74150327]“I mean we obviously go around schools and talk to kids about coal mining and try and get them to understand what it was like. It’s… people, obviously we are a dying breed, miners, we’re disappearing fast every day and people do need to be made aware and to remember, you know, what’s gone off. I always have a sense of pride [when a memorial is unveiled]”. 
What Joe and Albert’s contributions demonstrate is that, for some members of the community, the 2017 Oaks Memorial represented a reassertion of Barnsley’s coal mining identity. This is evident from the way Albert describes his sense of pride when he unveils a new mining memorial. Joe provides further evidence for this point when he argues that the renewed interest in erecting mining memorials amongst his peers is best understood as a way of counteracting the Conservatives’ “clearing” agenda. What these responses convey, therefore, is that some members of the community in Barnsley used counter-placing to perpetuate stories about the past that they felt were being attacked (non-placed) by dominant forces. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093612]6.2.2. War memorials: Maintaining triggering ability and relevance across time.
More than any other theme, repeated triggering highlighted how memorialisation can be understood as an interplay between symbols and the senses. Through triggering the senses, symbols, and the rituals constructed around them, influence the stories that are told about the past, and which people draw on in mediating their relationships with place and manifesting their identities. A contributing factor to this process is fixity. A memorial’s fixity enables people’s senses to be repeatedly triggered by its symbols. What became clear across participants’ accounts was that it is Barnsley’s war memorials, in relation to people’s conceptualisations of them, which maximally utilise this interplay between sense and symbols to maintain relevance. Barnsley’s coal mining memorials, with their general lack of legibility (in terms of symbols and iconography) and engagement of the senses (through well-established rituals) do not maximise this interplay and in turn lack relevance. The first stage of maximizing this interplay is a memorial being fixed in place over time. William emphasized the importance of a memorial’s fixity by describing how a tree (close to where he lives) became a temporary memorial after a young couple crashed their car into it and died.  
“I think we all identify with the tragedy. But has it [the temporary memorial] made any difference to the life of the town in the long run? I really don’t know, because we just get back to our day-to-day lives”. 
William then compared this form of memorialisation to events which take place around fixed, national memorials. 
“When we gather around a national memorial, yes, I do genuinely believe that we think, and I do genuinely believe that we reflect upon our identity (…) And maybe the impact isn’t immediate. But if we do those things regularly, it might have a cumulative effect on us”.
The ability of memorials to repeatedly trigger engagement with and investment in certain pasts is reliant on the memorial hosting a symbol. In relation to memorials, symbols signify the past in a clear way that imparts a message onto the memorialiser. The role which memorials have as symbols of the past, or as signifiers of the existence of communities and histories, was recognised by several participants. Robert discussed how the design of this memorial was meant to evoke a very specific past in the mind of the memorialiser.
“I put a large, four-foot stainless steel circle [onto the memorial], not only to symbolize the kind of circle of life but also for this pit head winding wheel”.
Ryan also remarked about the symbolic nature of memorials. 
“They [memorials] convey a story (…). So, such as the Oaks Disaster stuff and the Huskar Pit things, they had high child mortality rates because they had child labour (…). It’s highlighting the issues of the time”. 
Given that the 2017 Oaks Memorial has only recently been erected (in comparison with other mining memorials and war memorials), it remains to be seen whether the memorial will be able to trigger interest and impart its story reliably over time. Nevertheless, these extracts help to convey how the triggering ability of memorials relies on an underlying symbology. Specifically, in relation to people’s interpretations, a memorial’s symbols possess meanings that are not immediately obvious, but which are key to conveying a message to the memorialiser and therefore triggering engagement. The ability of memorials to trigger engagement through their symbolic content is reliant on the symbol engaging the senses in some way. The most effective memorials can, using rituals, engage multiple senses simultaneously. Across different accounts, participants remarked how the utilisation of rituals around Barnsley’s memorials maximized their interest in war history over time and led to a reliable, embedded sense of engagement with this history across the community. This level of engagement and interest, in relation to rituals, was not found in accounts which covered people’s experiences of coal mining memorials. 
Remembrance Day centres around a memorial (a Cenotaph or war memorial) with striking visual quality, but also builds a ritual around this symbolic structure which engages one’s sense of hearing. This point is affirmed by Mandy.
“The Last Post, you know, it heralds the event, doesn’t it? It brings a sense of what it all is, the solemnity of it (…) But you know, the Last Post is such a simple piece. The whole thing is based on three notes. You can’t get any simpler than that”. 
Tanya similarly described the emotional response that the Last Post evokes for her. 
“The sound of the Last Post after the 2-minute silence is particularly poignant (…) I feel sad now and I’m just telling you about it. It makes me share their feeling of loss for their comrades”.  
The series of sounds which define Remembrance Day help to establish the ritual as a highly symbolic and important event for Mandy. This point is demonstrated by Mandy’s argument that the sonic elements of Remembrance Day, and specifically the Last Post, enable her to grasp what the event is about. For both Mandy and Tanya, the simple melody that defines the Last Post enables Remembrance Day to mark a breakage from the normal routines of life. This integrates the memorialiser into the event through creating the historically informed and symbolic sonic structure required for solemn reflection to take place. Therefore, memorials which can repeatedly trigger engagement with the pasts they symbolise are those which are able to engage multiple senses in a way that evokes reflection and emotional investment. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093613]6.3. Theme 3: Direct contact
Direct contact captures patterns within the dataset which reference the more tangible and lived practices which memorialisation entails. This theme, therefore, understands memorialisation as a process involving several acts, which are performed, rather than being a static form of observation. Sophia highlighted the importance of performance during remembrance events. 
“When we were planning this memorial service in 2018, I just thought to myself, ‘I wonder if we ought to ask Barbara [a German resident] if she’d like to say the Lord’s prayer in German as well’, because everyone had said, we’d all said, ‘We must remember, and we want to remember also, the German soldiers’ (…). And they suffered as much as our lads, and she was a link of friendship, of healing, somehow”. 
Edward also implied that memorialisation is a series of performances. 
[bookmark: _Hlk74153385]“Someone came in [to the church], he was actually from Canada…and he saw ‘H. Kay.’ on the memorial (…). We were able to sort of conclude, going back down his mother’s line [that he was] was not a close relative but a reasonably distant relative”.
These quotes from Sophia and Edward highlight two different types of performance which memorialisation can manifest as. Sophia explores how memorialisation can manifest as ritual. Through creating a structured sequence of remembrance, those attending the memorial service which Sophia references became a group of memorialisers. This was evidenced by Sophia’s point that Barbara’s performance of the Lord’s Prayer transformed her into a peer through the ritual establishing “a link of friendship, of healing”. Edward’s extract usefully demonstrates how memorialisation can be understood as a more gradual series of performances which involve genealogical research and a process of discovery, which brought Edward closer to his community. 
Crucially, memorials provide a space for individuals to perform confrontations of the past which facilitate their understanding of a community. This conceptualisation of memorials was espoused by Vivienne.
“I can perceive how important that is… to have a place to go and sort of use that physical thing to make that connection and to be a place of remembrance. But to me it seems like the collective purpose is the paramount one”. 
Rose echoed Vivienne’s point regarding the function of war memorials. 
“It brings to life historical events or things that have happened that, you know, that your general knowledge wouldn’t have, unless it was personal to you, and you were aware of it”.
Tony applied the same argument to the context of school children handling mining artefacts.
“I did a talk in front of ninety children one day. And what we do, we let the kids come up and they handle the artefacts. And then at the end of it all, we have some overalls and cloth caps and that. They have a dressing up session and believe you me they go to town. They talk about it, they see me in the street years after and say, ‘I can remember you coming into our school and telling us about mining”.  
Despite Rose having no conception of the events which the memorial in question refers to, she still claims that the memorial brings these events to life for her. The only explanation for this is that the symbols and inscriptions associated with the memorial triggers Rose’s imagination to create mental images which give memorialisers like Rose a sense of relating to the past. Similarly, Tony describes a process by which, by handling artefacts of the mining industry, school children were able to feel a direct connection with a past which they in fact have no direct memory of. What becomes apparent from studying these responses, therefore, is that memorials can be understood as physical structures which people direct their attention toward to gain a sense of direct contact with the past. 
This appears to involve a two-way, reciprocal dynamic between the memorialiser’s need to perform their mourning of a person or group and the memorial’s ability to trigger one’s realisation of this need. Vivienne references the person-driven side of this dynamic when she argues that war memorials were created so that people could “use that physical thing to make that connection and to be a place of remembrance”. This gives a clear explanation as to what drives memorialisation: people need a place to remember, and so they create places of remembrance. Rose highlights the memorial-driven side of memorialisation through arguing that a memorial “brings to life historical events”. 
This ability of memorials, and events which surround them, to ‘bring to life’ pasts which are often outside of living memory seems crucial to creating a sense of connection between the memorialiser and the past that the memorial captures. It is not a coincidence that participants spoke of war memorials, which have well-known and high-profile rituals like Remembrance Day surrounding them, as bringing to life historical events, and embedding a sense of the past in their consciousness. Mining memorials were unanimously regarded by participants as not bringing to life historical events in the same dynamic and imaginative way as war memorials. This finding was attributable to several factors, including the lack of well-established rituals around mining memorials, the obscure and unengaging iconography associated with these memorials, and their relatively secluded locations. These factors coalesced to ensure that, in the conceptions of participants, mining memorials did not spark their imaginations and grip them to create a sense of connectedness and unity with the past. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093614]6.4. Theme 4: Structured Group Memorialisation 
Structured Group Memorialisation captures how many participants understood memorialisation as an organised and structured group activity. This theme, therefore, is best conceptualised as a dialectic between individual and collective memory. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093615]6.4.1. A fixture of war related memorials.
Most participants associated structured group memorialisation activities with events which take place around war memorials owing to the prevalence of war related rituals like Remembrance Day in Barnsley. This was reflected in the response of Tim.
“I’ve met people at the memorial in Barnsley who I haven’t seen for years, and they come together of course on the 11th of November for the big memorial [event]. It’s that connection with the wider community”.
Philip made a similar comment regarding how war memorials help him to feel an affinity to a wider group.
“So that is partly about the armed forces and the process of remembrance that we observe in November, but also in terms of memorials [to those] who’ve lost their lives underground. I think they’ve got a really important role to play in terms of ensuring that communities (…) have the opportunity to come together collectively. And I think that is an incredibly important part of our culture and our heritage”. 
In their responses, both Philip and Tim refer to Remembrance Day, which is a structured memorial event because it takes place at a set time, in a set location, and in the same sequence or order, every year. Tim and Philip highlight two purposes that such structured forms of memorialisation serve. These are (1) strengthening one’s ties with their social or national group and (2) keeping a community’s vision of their history and identity relevant across time. On the first point, Tim points out how Remembrance Day provides him with the chance of seeing people that he has not spoken to in a long time. This point is reinforced when Philip states that memorials serve as a bridge between generations. These responses make clear that structured memorial events provide people with an activity and common goal to bond around.  
Two key findings can shed light on the differences in how war and the coal industry are commemorated differently in Barnsley. These are how structured group memorialisation can serve as bridges across generations and (related to the first point) how they enable disparate individuals to bond around a common goal. As a societally embedded and nationally observed form of structured group memorialisation, Remembrance Day possesses a power in terms of creating and maintaining social cohesion that is unmatched by mining related memorial activities and events. This was reflected across participant accounts, with only one participant identifying a mining memorial event in Barnsley which built a meaningful sense of social cohesion. 
As is implicit in Tim and Philip’s responses, structured group memorial events like Remembrance Day keep selected (war related) pasts relevant within a community and project the significance of these shared pasts. This point is reflected in Philip’s comment that these structured memorialisation events are “an incredibly important part of our culture and our heritage”. Tim’s comment that such events provide “connection with the wider community” buttresses this point. These quotes demonstrate how structured group memorial events like Remembrance Day have become synonymous with local and national identity. Engagement with these group events assimilates the individual into a broader group and in doing so keeps the history upon which the group identity is founded relevant across time. Participant responses acknowledged that this transmission of group identity across time is a hallmark of war related rituals like Remembrance Day in Barnsley. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093616]6.4.2. A comforting means of confronting tragedy amongst peers
A key component of structured group memorialisation is the mixing of people from different backgrounds. Derrick noted the ability of structured group memorial events to bring together distinct people by comparing his role at a Remembrance Day ceremony with that of a soldier.  
“More often than not I’m standing behind the microphone, leading people in the [Remembrance Day] service. And right next to me, a man of peace, is a soldier guarding a war memorial with his gun. And the two figures, the priest and the soldier, are a few metres from each other, and it is quite an incongruous sight. But I imagine the soldier himself yearns for peace as much as I do”. 
Joanne, a volunteer who helped with the Elsecar Poppy Project, commented on how organised group meetings (surrounding the project) enabled her to meet people she would have otherwise been unaware of.
“At the project group meetings, I became acquainted with Katy who, like me, had lost a relative in the war…this made our connection quite special. And then, we were installing all the poppies on the lampposts (…) and the people along the way stopped to talk to us (…) and I think it inspired them to go on the trail through the village and read all about the soldiers. So, in this sense, I was connected to the wider community of Elsecar through the project”.
These responses reveal how, when used as the foundation of a structured group event or activity, the shared history which memorials symbolise can strengthen the social bonds within a community. Part of the reason why structured group memorial events can do this is that they highlight what people have in common and the histories that they share. The memorial event then provides those participating in the event with a shared sequence of activities to take part, which allow participants to embody their shared histories. This point is demonstrated when Derrick comments that “the soldier yearns for peace as much as I do”. What proves to Derrick that the soldier “yearns for peace” is the soldier’s participation in the ceremony. Similarly, Joanne’s participation in the Poppy Project made strangers realise that they shared interests and values with her. Joanne demonstrates this by commenting that “it [the Poppy Project] inspired them to go on the trail through the village and read all about the soldiers”. Therefore, structured group memorialisation not only highlights the pasts that people share but provides people with a way of embodying and performing their recognition of these commonalities. 
Participants also spoke of how structured memorialisation enables them to confront a range of issues, from celebrations to more sensitive topics like mortality through organised memorial behaviours like reading out (and honouring) the names of victims of coal mining disasters. Fran, for example, commented the following.
“And I think about the Oaks Memorial, you know on the day of the memorial [being unveiled] I know there was an event up at the site (…) we did on the day at the time of the first explosion, we had a reading. We’d printed out the names of all those that we’d known had died and people read them in batches of five names. It was one of the most profound experiences of my life. Interacting with the memorial helped us encounter the people that we were remembering in a way”. 
Also speaking of the ability of structured memorialisation to help one to ‘encounter’ people from the past, Harold spoke of visiting relatives’ graves on anniversaries. 
“So, I’m not a big one for visiting, for example, my parents’ graves and things like that. I might only go on a (…) birthday or a special anniversary (…). Most of my family are buried in the same cemetery in Lancashire. I can kind of go and visit them, in the sense, almost like I used to visit them when they were alive. I would go and see my parents first, and then my grandfather’s sister, and then I’d go over and see my grandparents. So, there’s a sense of making that connection”. 
Fran and Harold explore how structured forms of remembrance serve a purpose in terms of aiding their confrontations of sensitive issues and in deepening their relationships with and sense of the past. Structured memorialisation has enabled Fran and Harold’s confrontation of sensitive issues by providing them with a level of control over how these confrontations are managed. This is revealed when Fran and Harold highlight how a structure, order or routine associated with their respective acts of memorialisation allows them to make a connection with people from the past. Fran reflects this point when she claims that the reading of the names of those who perished in the Oaks Disaster allowed her to “encounter the people that we were remembering”. As such, the structured memorialisation that Fran engaged with enabled her to become more conscious of the unique history of Barnsley’s coal mining industry and how this industry had real and lifechanging implications for the community. Harold makes a similar point when he remarks that, when visiting the graves of his relatives, he does so “almost like I used to visit them when they were alive” to give him a sense of “making that connection”. 
For Harold, structure was imposed on his memorialisation by the order in which he visits his relatives, while for Fran, the reading of the names of the Oaks Disaster victims brought this structure. These forms of structure allowed Harold and Fran to exercise a level of control over how they confronted sensitive issues. Through interacting with memorials in this way, Harold and Fran were able to reflect on the individuals which these memorials represent, hence why they described having a sense of encountering the commemorated individuals. By being part of these ‘encounters’, participants also buttressed their connection and understanding not only with the history of their immediate family, but with the history of Barnsley’s mining industry and the catastrophic events that the town’s communities faced. Therefore, through engaging in structured memorialisation, Fran and Harold created the illusion of presence in relation to the memorials that they interacted with. During these instances of structured memorialisation, a memorial allows the individual to deepen their relationship with the past, including with individuals from the past, through the creation of this sense of presence. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093617]6.5. Theme 5: Sustained Interest
Sustained interest refers to the ways that a memorial remains in the public’s consciousness over the course of generations. This theme is best understood as a combination of factors, some specific to memorialisers, and others specific to memorials. Factors relating to memorialisers included the will of some individuals to keep certain pasts alive in the public’s consciousness and a resistance from many participants to the notion of active and aggressive forgetting. Spatial and design features specific to the memorial, including its location, accessibility, and the clarity of its inscriptions, were also deciding factors which influenced whether a memorial received sustained interest from members of the public. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093618]6.5.1. Resistance to active forgetting 
One of the key reasons why some of the memorials which are covered in this study received sustained interest from the public is participants’ unwillingness to forget the past. One of the strongest patterns within the dataset was how resistant participants were to the notions of active forgetting. This resistance emerged strongly when participants reacted to the Black Lives Matter (BLM) protests which took place around the Edward Colston and Winston Churchill memorials in June 2020. Katy, for example, provided her reaction to BLM’s toppling of the Colston memorial and protest of the Churchill memorial.
“When that Colston statue was pulled down in Bristol, and it was rolled through the streets and thrown into the river, that really, really upset me. They [the protesters] have got a grievance to a point, but that’s not the way to show it and that is not the way to go (…) and then Churchill’s got to be [taken down], and it just all blew up, didn’t it? But at the end of the day, it is history. It’s our history and we can’t just sweep it under the carpet.”.  
Debbie provided a similar comment in reaction to the BLM protests around the Colston and Churchill memorials. 
“It is history. It’s our history and we can’t just sweep it under the carpet. It’s what it is, it’s what we are all made of”. 
This extract is representative of a view held by many participants that tearing down statues was not the correct course of action. This was the case even amongst participants, like Katy and Debbie, who were sympathetic to the protesters’ grievances. The resistance to active forgetting was not only present when participants spoke about the June 2020 protests of the Churchill and Colston memorials. Joe’s resistance to what he conceptualised as the efforts of past Conservative governments to non-place Barnsley’s coal mining history, for example, can be understood as a manifestation of this movement against active forgetting (Ch. 6, p. 208).  
[bookmark: _Toc216093619]6.5.2. Driving the erasure of coal mining identity: Passive forgetting
Though active forgetting was generally decried by participants, passive forms of forgetting, in which people forget the past unwillingly, was welcomed and seen as a healthy process by most, though not all, participants. The rationale behind this viewpoint is an understanding that no individual can possibly remember everything, and because of this, trying to do so can lead to an unhealthy obsession with past events. Sophia provided evidence that she supports this passive form of forgetting.
“For me it’s a double-edged sword this looking back [at the past]. It can do more harm than good. There are things that we don’t like to look back at and we don’t really want to remember but I think we’ve to cool it down, tame it and look forward. Looking back can cause a lot of trouble”. 
Leanne provided a similar answer to Sophia when asked about her views on passive forgetting.
“I think that there can be a point where you have to accept that that happened and reflect on it and then move on. Because you can’t change the past, can you? You can only try and learn from it and, you know, see that similar mistakes aren’t made in the future”.
What separates Leanne and Sophia’s descriptions of the forgetting process from Katy’s is that they centre around the passive form of forgetting. Rather than conceptualising forgetting as an act or action, this view understands forgetting as a lack of action or remembering. Therefore, rather than promoting the act of forgetting, then, this view promotes an act of redirection of attention toward a past that is more conducive to creating harmony in the present. 
Leanne and Sophia’s comments could suggest that one’s ability to passively forget the past is mediated at the level of the individual, who redirects their attention away from the past. This, however, is not entirely the case, as the availability of spatial signifiers, like memorials, within public space, influences the pasts which are passively forgotten. Fran’s account of how the Oaks Disaster has been commemorated in different ways over the last 150 years substantiates this. 
“So, there were three memorials to that [the Oaks Disaster] in Barnsley and they’re all very different and they’re all in very different locations. So, the original memorial that is for everybody that was in the disaster that was put up by the survivors is actually a very simple, very plain memorial. It’s in the church yard, so it’s in the Parish churchyard outside the Parish Church. So that would have been at a time when people were far more likely to go past it on their way in and out of their Parish Church. And you’ve got the very kind of ostentatious, very kind of big memorial on Kendray Hill, which was put in by one of the local businessmen for the rescuers. Now that’s really flamboyant. It’s on the brow of the hill so it’s surrounded by houses now, so it loses some of its impact, I suspect. There’s another new one at the…you know, the wonderful sculpture that was done right in the town centre, maybe not in front of the Town Hall but nevertheless in the town centre and that draws you in”. 
Fran’s comment neatly captures the relationship between the location of a memorial and its interactive potentiality. These two factors interact to determine, at least in part, the extent to which the memorial remains within the public’s consciousness. For example, Fran points out how the original Oaks Memorial, erected in 1879, is placed in “the Parish Churchyard”. Organised religion has declined substantially in the UK in the last 40 years. For example, the percentage of the population which describes itself as non-religious has risen from 31.4% in 1983 to 50.6% in 2013 (Humanists UK, 2022). Furthermore, the Church of England’s membership has dropped from 40.3% of the population in 1883 to 16.3% in 2014 (Humanists UK, 2022). 
As organised religion has declined in the UK and churches have moved away from being the social hub for communities, the original Oaks Memorial has gone from being in a prime location to being in a sub-optimal location. The memorial’s compromised location has reduced its interactive potentiality, which stands for the extent to which the memorial can be interacted with by members of the public. This point is affirmed by Tony’s earlier comment on how many of his colleagues on the 2017 Oaks Memorial project did not realize that the original Oaks Memorial even existed (Ch. 6, p. 205). Another aspect of memorialisation which influences sustained interest, and which could relate to the lack of interest in mining memorials, is triggering potentiality. This term describes the ability of a memorial, through its design and symbology/iconography, to impart a clear message onto the memorialiser and in turn trigger interest and investment in the past it captures. 
Fran neatly captures how many mining memorials, including the 1913 Oaks Memorial, are not clear in the messages that they impart. With their “flamboyant” designs, often including sculptures of angels and other religious iconography, it is unclear what their message is, and when combined with being situated in secluded locations, they ‘lose their impact’. As such, it can be seen how a mixture of being situated in sub-optimal locations and hosting confusing or unclear iconography has influenced a passiveness regarding preserving Barnsley’s coal mining history that was not found when participants spoke about war memorials. These factors, combined with the fact that few well established, and mass observed rituals in association with coal mining history, means that the potential for meanings attached to Barnsley’s coal mining history to transmit and flourish over time are severely compromised.  
[bookmark: _Toc216093620]6.6. A summary of participants’ experiences 
For participants in this study, the following five themes informed their experiences on memorialisation.
Shared conceptualisations of memorials. Participants drew on similar understandings not only of the past but of why they memorialise. 
Repeated triggering events. A process of repeatedly being prompted into engaging with the past by memorials. 
A sense of direct contact with the past. Through connecting with memorials in an embodied way, participants gained a sense of being directly connected to the past.
Structured group memorialisation events. Ritualistic memorial events, with a set time, place, and sequence, informed participants’ experiences of memorialisation. 
Sustained interest in the past. A combination of triggering ability of certain memorials and their capacity to be interacted with regenerated participants’ engagement with certain pasts.
[bookmark: _Toc216093621]6.7. What to expect in Chapter VII: Discussion
In Chapter VII: Discussion, the themes which have been identified in Findings will be related to the broader scholarly literature on memorialisation. Specifically, these themes will be related to academic understandings of collective memory, counter-memory, active forgetting, and how post-industrial communities understand and relate to their industrial pasts. 













[bookmark: _Toc216093622][bookmark: _Hlk113368026]Chapter VII: Discussion 
Chapter VII relates the themes covered in Chapter VI to the concepts which underpin them through discussing the broader literature on memorialisation. The aim of this is to enable a discussion of how themes, drawn from participants’ understandings and experiences of memorialisation, relate to the broader literature. More than this, the way this chapter draws on broader literature facilitates discussions of the aspects of memorialisation that present academic understandings of the phenomenon do not account for. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093623]7.1. How abstract history, nostalgia and archetypes build shared conceptualisations of memorialisation in Barnsley.
In section 6.1.2, Tony evidenced how abstract history and nostalgia informed and defined peoples’ relationships with the Oaks Disaster and its memorials. Tony spoke of how, among the group of ex-miners who organised the installation of the 2017 Oaks Memorial, he made himself unpopular due to pointing out how there was already a memorial to the victims of the Oaks Disaster in the grounds of Christ Church, Ardsley (Ch. 6, p. 206). Tony described how the group chose to ignore this new information and instead press on with efforts to create the 2017 Oaks Memorial as a way of recognising the victims ‘for the first time’. Tony’s experience succinctly conveys the relationship between abstract history and nostalgia, and the role that these concepts have in shaping memorialisation as a practice.
A piece of history is abstract when an individual has not lived through it and has not received second hand knowledge of the event from another individual (Olick et al., 2011). Hence an abstract history is an event that is located outside of living memory. Given their position outside of lived memory, abstract histories are subjected to imaginative recreations on behalf of those who relate to them since no tangible (concrete) relation exists (Lalli, 1989). As Crang (1994) states, “the past is not an immutable or independent object. Rather, it is endlessly revised from our present positions. History cannot be known save from the always transitional present” (p. 341). Given that any individual’s relationship with a piece of abstract history is an imaginative endeavour, the issue which must be addressed is what drives these imaginings. One key driver of imaginative relations with the past is nostalgia. Nostalgia is defined as a sentimental longing (algia) for home (nostos) and is associated with feelings of loss and romanticization (of the past) (Legg, 2004, p. 100).
Of relevance for Barnsley’s coal memorial landscape is ‘restorative’ nostalgia, which is the act of attempting to reconstruct the lost past, and this action is commonly performed in line with a political, religious, or nationalist movement which has harnessed shared feelings of wistfulness (Boym, 2001). One way to achieve this reconstruction is through the creation of lieux de mémoire, or sites of memory, such as memorials, which are invested with cultural memories in the (collective) consciousness of the community in which the site is located (Nora, 1989). Crucially, the creation of a site of memory is a statement of identity: the act of creation highlights the pasts, or ‘lost homes’ (in the parlance of nostalgia scholars), that the creator conceptualises as valuable (Niemeyer, 2014; Niemeyer and Wentz, 2014). 
Lieux de mémoire, therefore, imbue space with historically grounded meaning and in doing so collapse three orienting forces for individuals- place, identity, and meaning- into a singular spatial signifier (Nora, 1989). Therefore, when the signifier is attacked or questioned, those who support it perceive that the orienting forces which structure their understanding of their place in the world is under threat (Land, 2023). Consequently, disputes around lieux de mémoire have the proclivity to manifest as ‘othering’. A concept introduced by De Beauvoir (1949/1997), ‘other’, or ‘the other’, refers to a construction that opposes ‘the self’. ‘Othering’ therefore refers to the simultaneous construction of the self or in-group associated with the self, and ‘the other’ or out-group (Crang, 1998). 
The other is positioned in unequal opposition to the self/in-group through the identification of an attribute that the self/in-group has, and the other/out-group does not (Brons, 2015). This can be seen with the example of Kosovo’s National Flag Day. This involves relating two unrelated figures, Adem Jashari and Skanderbeg, and linking them to attributes such as heroism and sacrifice to claim inherent superiority over Kosovo’s out-groups (Ermolin, 2014). Regarding Barnsley’s Oaks Memorials, this process involved connecting the in-group/out-group identification to one’s willingness to regard the 2017 Oaks Memorial as a novel memorial which was commemorating the Oaks Disaster for the first time. Tony, who pointed the flaws in this viewpoint, was therefore out-grouped or ‘Othered’ by his peers.
The concept of archetypes was alluded to most readily when participants spoke about ceremonies which are observed on national and international scales. For example, David and Joanne both conceptualised Remembrance Day as putting the people of Barnsley in touch with a deeper collective reality which connects them to distant places in Europe and beyond (Ch. 6, p. 204). In his interview, for example, David alludes to how features which are inherent to the nature of living, such as loss and grief, represent powerful agents which can mobilise people to connect their lived experiences with those of others. This connects to Jung’s (1936) concept of the collective unconscious, which is a feature of the unconscious mind that is genetically inherited and does not “owe its existence to personal experience and consequently is not a personal acquisition” (p. 99). 
According to Jung (1936), the collective unconscious is populated by archetypes, which are inherited mental images or primordial motifs which emerge regardless of cultural differences (Hunt, 2012). In his work, Jung (1936) makes it clear that archetypes are not accessible directly, but instead they emerge during relevant corresponding situations (Lindenfeld, 2009, p. 222). As Jung (1959/2011) himself put it, “there are as many archetypes as there are typical situations” (par. 99). What Jung (1959/2011) means by this is that for each situation or experience that occurs in one’s life, there is an inherited and fundamental pattern of meaning, or a “primordial image”, which all people share, and which drives and frames the experience (par. 155; Lindenfeld, 2009). Indeed, it is in relation to an experience, which is often shared amongst people, that the underlying pattern becomes clear. As Jung (1959/2011) puts it, “a primordial image is determined as to its contents only when it has become conscious and is therefore filled out with the material of conscious experience” (par. 155).
Grief, associated with either personal or widespread loss of life, would appear to be a fundamental pattern of meaning around which shared experiences, such as memorialisation and rituals, form around. This is the case because grief “is a natural part of the human experience that we all must face” (Claney, 2023, p. 1). Acknowledgement of this shared reality can lead to shared meaning making and the conveyance of intense emotions and spirituality (Walsh, 2007, p. 210). Memorial rituals and commemorations have a key role to play in this process, as they provide a socially acceptable, prescribed location in which the realization of these shared realities and patterns of meaning can occur (Nora, 2005). 
This could be seen with the June 2004 commemoration of the murders of civil rights workers in 1964 in Philadelphia, Mississippi. In this case, motifs of grief, loss, and collective denial on the part of white residents brought the community together in an unprecedented way (Whitlinger, 2015, pp. 663-664). David and Joanne identify with this process of realization of shared realities. These interviewees do this when they describe how Barnsley’s Remembrance Day, which centres around the Barnsley War Memorial, taps into a collective experience that every person shares, and which provides an opportunity to connect to others on national and international scales.  
[bookmark: _Toc216093624]7.1.1. The role of lived memory and critiques of negative conceptualisations of abstract history.
It would be inaccurate to state that participants unanimously shared conceptualisations that were built on understandings of pasts which reside outside of their lived memory. Many participants used memorials as a means of raising awareness of pasts that they had come to value through their lived experiences. This was reflected by Stephen, who provided a rationale as to why, as part of his work with Barnsley Museums, he created a structure that simulated a mine, and which visitors were encouraged to crawl inside of. In Stephen’s view, this feature allowed visitors to incorporate some of the realities of what it feels like to be in a mine into their lived experience, thus forming a type of ‘living’ or ‘embodied’ memorial (Ch.6, pp. 202-203).
A term coined by Allen and Brown (2011), a ‘living memorial’ has the body as its focal point, which “makes the space for meaning-making and reflection possible through its capacity to affectively connect with other elements” of the memorial (p. 314). The key word in this definition is ‘affectively’, as living memorials can be seen as structures which rely on embodied participation in the memorialisation process to prioritize the evocation of affective states such as excitement, passion, and appreciation (Allen and Brown, 2011, p. 316; Hardt and Negri, 2004, p. 108). This view recognises that experiences through memorialisation are not the mechanized enactment of a cultural norm but are the embodied participation of a collective activity which has sensation and emotion at its core (Massumi, 2002). Indeed, as Thurlow and Jaworski (2014) argue, it is embodied activities that produce spaces, which “emerge in the ways we move through them, interact in them- and interact with them” (p. 464). 
This is true on a very intuitive level and can be demonstrated by the example of public silence. As Massumi (2002) argues, it is organized, embodied activities which enable the past to be invoked in different ways during remembrance events. Regarding a two-minute silence, commonly observed at a range of remembrance events, it is the organization of a mass of bodies into a silent collective that allows for a formal commemorative event to take place. On an individual, embodied level, this entails the memorialiser exerting control over the cues they emit from their body, in particular regarding their face and gaze. As meeting the gaze of another person is to engage in a form of interaction, memorialisers observing a two-minute silence adopt a bowed head as to nullify the possibility of unsolicited interaction (Brown, 2012). What Stephen observed in relation to creating a living memorial in the form of an embodied mining environment, therefore, is that the experiencing, feeling body is productive of memorialized space (McDowell and Braniff, 2014). 
Furthermore, participants did not universally regard abstract histories as misrepresentations of the past. Many participants argued that abstract pasts contain within them traces of meaning that can inform the public about how their identities were formed and that memorials have a key role to play in facilitating this connection. William referenced this process. New to Barnsley when he took up his position as Vicar of St Mary’s Church, William explained how the town’s memorials have helped him to uncover the core histories of the town (Ch. 6, pp. 203-204). William’s contribution highlights the liminal character which defines memorials (Viejo-Rose, 2011, p. 466). Memorials exist on the threshold between past, present and future, and between emotions (affect) and identity; each of these categories coalesce to communicate meaning to the memorialiser (Santino, 1992). This was reflected in the account of William, who, by engaging with several of Barnsley’s war and coal mining memorials, gained a better understanding of the town’s past, which affects how he will comport himself in relation to the town in the present and in the future. 
This is not to argue that abstract histories cannot be harnessed for malevolent nation-building purposes. Memorials can be subjected to the power plays of states and other powerful groups, and as such they can be used to legitimize power and construct mythologies around despotic regimes (Tapia, 2006). Such memorials, which Nora (1989; 1996) terms ‘dominant sites’, have a clearly demarcated function from their inception, and they are usually built around a historical, heroic figure to evoke national symbolism or superiority. While these ‘dominant sites’ are powerful mnemonic devises that mobilise abstract histories for political and ideological purposes, this only represents one half of the relationship between abstract histories and memorialisers (Viejo-Rose, 2011). The other half are ‘dominated sites’ which, according to Nora (1989), are those memorial sites whose purpose and function becomes defined spontaneously (rather than in a prescribed way) as a result of the way the site is used by memorialisers. 
With his contribution, William captures this facet of memorialisation by showing how, through spontaneously encountering memorial sites in Barnsley which refer to abstract histories like mining disasters and World War I, he came to have a deeper understanding of the community. Underpinning this process of spontaneous discovery and connection to place is ‘spatial anchoring’ (Tivyaeva, 2023, p. 40). This term describes mnemonic experiences, like those that William describes, are defined by a locale dynamic, where the personal memories which are attached to a specific place are encoded within memorials for purposes of posterity and honour (Ringas and Christopoulou, 2013). It follows, therefore, that when memorialisers, like William, unlock these encoded meanings through interacting with a memorial’s signs (design features, inscriptions, etc.), their connection with the specific place that the code relates to becomes stronger (Lewicka, 2008).  
[bookmark: _Toc216093625]7.2. Repeated triggering: An interaction between placing, the senses, and symbols 
This sub-chapter will focus on how placemaking activities, in combination with elements of the senses (such as sight, sounds, and touch) and the use of symbols can enable individuals to have their interest (in memorials and the histories that they signify) triggered and re-triggered across time. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093626]7.2.1. Placing, non-placing, and counter-placing 
Issues of place and non-place manifested strongly in conversations surrounding Barnsley’s mining history. Joe, for example, argued that the state (the 1980s Conservative government, specifically) attempted to disconnect mining from Barnsley’s identity by not preserving remnants of the industry (Ch. 6, p. 210). This argument relies on the assumption that memorials trigger awareness of pasts and are a crucial form of apparatus for state powers who wish to marginalise the histories of certain communities. As Massey (1995) observed, ‘places’ are produced by the stories which are told of them. Given this fact, it follows that states aim to seize the means by which these stories are told (Mitchell, 2003). What memorials, through their triggering ability, offer the state, is the opportunity to embed their vision of society into place and make these visions synonymous with place (Osborne, 2001).  
The counterpoint to this is that, given their power and resources over the built environment, the state can remove memorials which run contrary to their vision of society (Belcheva, et al., 2017). This process of non-placing was observed with the Franco regime’s treatment of the Carabanchel district of Madrid (González-Ruibal, 2016). In this context, a ‘non-place’ is a space which cannot be defined as relational, historical, or concerned with identity but is “formed in relation to certain ends (transport, transit, commerce, leisure)” (Augé, 1995, p. 35). An anthropological space, or a milieux de memoire, whose proponents are citizens, visitors, residents, and members of the public who move through and connect with each other within the space, are considered ‘ends’ within themselves (Nora, 1989). 
There is no ‘end-goal’ associated with these places, such as to transit through to catch a flight on time or reach a connection. Rather, these places are, in a sense, their own purpose- they convey meaning to those who inhabit them (Forest and Johnson, 2002). The anthropological place, by virtue of its spatial signifiers and cultural markers which convey identity and historically informed meaning (memorials, historical buildings, etc.) influence (or leave a mark on) those who inhabit them (however temporary) (Massey, 1995). In contrast, a non-place, whose proponents are “moral entities or institutions”, do not convey identity or meaning, are meant to be moved through a quickly as possible (they are outwardly transitory) and reduce the identity of those who move through them to a single category (airline passenger, prisoner, etc.) (Augé, 1995, p. 35). 
This description applies to Francoist prisons like Carabanchel in which prisoners were clearly reduced to the category of enemies of the state (González-Ruibal, 2016). By stripping Carabanchel of all symbols of its heritage and disavowing its sites of memory and history, Franco aimed to make Carabanchel a non-place (Hepworth, 2015). A range of participants, including Joe, Roger, and Albert, drew on this process of non-placing when referencing the cultural agenda of the 1980s Conservative government, who they claim attacked the memories that people in Barnsley have of the mining industry. The ‘end-goal’ of this form of non-placing is to extinguish a marginalised community’s resurgence of resistance by alienating people from their own history. 
Despite its power, non-placing can lead to strong opposition movements. This can manifest in memorial landscapes if the targeted marginalised group insulates and reasserts their identity (a process which could be termed ‘counter-placing’). Joe and Albert elucidated how this process applies to Barnsley’s mining memorials when speaking of how they conceptualised contemporary mining memorials like the 2017 Oaks Memorial as a reassertion of identity (Ch. 6, p. 210). From these extracts, it becomes clear that the 2017 Oaks Memorial was intended to be a counter-monument by the people who raised the funds for its installation. While this may be the intention behind the memorial, its capacity to perform as a counter-monument is hamstrung by its literal re-creation of the Oaks Disaster and its largely inaccessible location surrounded by roads and little pavement space. 
This subdues the interactive and interpretative functions which counter-monuments that are maximized in their capacity can perform (Young, 1992). Nevertheless, the creation of unwelcome sites of memory, which counter-monuments (in relation to the state) are, is a way that marginalised groups challenge the state’s vision of society (Young, 1992). Underpinning this anti-establishment view of counter-placing and counter-monumentality is what Braidotti (2002, p. 1) terms “nomadic subjectivity”, which describes how proponents or actors of counter-memory resist assimilation into normative mnemonic codes and mainstream historical narratives that are promulgated by powerful groups (Tello, 2022, p. 393). 
‘Contemporaneity’ is a related and equally important concept which provides a rationale for participants’ arguments around the need for Barnsley’s memorial landscape to acknowledge its coal mining heritage. As Tello (2022) argues, ‘contemporaneity’ means “to be contempus, that is to be with time and of one’s time” (p. 394). Being ‘with time’ means recognising the different, multifarious, and even incommensurable pasts that have contributed to the present and future (Smith, 2009, p. 197-198). In this sense, counter-memory and counter-placing are place-based applications of contemporaneity, since they apply the underlying philosophy of contemporaneity (the promotion of multiple narratives occurring in one time together) to a demarcated memorialised place (Osborne, 2013, p. 22). As such, counter-memorials, which are mobilised by the process of counter-placing, rely on montage- they enable memorialisers to affectively juxtapose multiple and competing temporalities and to process movements of resistance and domination (Legg, 2005; Tello, 2022).  
[bookmark: _Toc216093627]7.2.2. Senses
The importance of the senses, and specifically sound, to remembrance events was highlighted by several participants. Mandy, for example, argued that the Last Post’s simple melody heralds and defines Remembrance Day events, while Tanya claimed that the melody raises her awareness of the sense of loss and tragedy (Ch. 6, p. 213). These extracts elucidate the importance of sound in defining a memorial event like Remembrance Day. As Marshall (2004) remarks, these sounds create the ritual’s sonic boundaries, and in doing so define the physical boundary of the war memorial as a sacred and deeply symbolic space in the minds of those observing. This is not merely a momentary phenomenon. Between memory and place exists a crucial relationship: memories, on an individual or collective scale, are formed in place (one must be somewhere in the world when a memory is formed) (Hoelscher and Alderman, 2004). 
The sonic element of remembrance events can thus tie one’s memory to a specific place (Borch, 2015). Memory, sound, and place can form a mnemonic triumvirate which harness the power to bind communities (Birtwistle, 2010). As Attali (1985) argues, “any organization of sound is a tool for the creation or consolidation of a community… it is what links a power center to its subjects” (p. 6). Sloterdijk (2008) provides an analysis of this phenomenon in relation to the Fête de la Fédération, a one-year anniversary carnival, or celebration, of the French Revolution which occurred at the Champs De Mars, Paris, on July 14th, 1790. This was a crowd event involved 400,000 which was carefully orchestrated to facilitate a feeling of collective unity and heightened emotional and psychological investment in the new order (Sloterdijk, 2008). The mass collective that assembled at this event produced jubilatory, carnival-like wall of noise that emanated from, and in turn was fed back to, each individual (Birdsall, 2016). Through sonic mimesis, where the shout of one became the shouts of others, a realization of rox populi, or ‘voice of the people’, could be engendered (Canetti, 1984). 
This process, where individual and collective identity are collapsed into one unitary, commonly experienced orienting force, is akin to the process that participants identified with when experiencing the Last Post melody. The simplicity and distinctiveness of the Last Post melody signifies a break from the normal rhythms of life (Bushaway, 1992). This break entails a suspension of conflict between individuals, and in turn an ascension to a more transcendent collective headspace which engenders reverence (Connor, 2004). In this sense, the interplay of sound, place, and memory in a ritualised fashion unifies the memorialiser’s experience of the self, belonging and identity in one melodic transition (Born, 2011; Bull, 2000). As Thrift (2004) and Sumartojo (2016) contend, therefore, affect can be engineered by orchestrating the ways that sound, place, and people interact, and participants clearly affirm this argument by providing their experiential account of the Last Post. 
[bookmark: _Hlk113359799]On the touch dimension of sensory experience, Albert, an ex-miner, described how he takes mining artefacts into primary schools to help children understand their mining heritage (Ch. 6, p. 210). This tangible connection enabled children to remember their lessons about mining history years later. As Wasserman (1998) argues, the touching of memorial artefacts not only facilitates engagement in community activity but enables the memorialiser to become “an active participant in the experience of memory” (p. 43). By touching a memorial artefact, the memorialiser is transformed from a passive, static observer to an engaged participant who is actively contributing to the production and reproduction of memory (De Turk, 2017). It makes sense that touch can be such a powerful agent in relation to practices of memorialisation. 
After all, as a sense, touch allows us to gather information about the world around us in an intimate way, but also allows others to gather information about us (Jenkins and Lumpkin, 2017). And so, there is an inherent paralysis-discovery dynamic associated with touch; “there is nothing that man fears more than the touch of the unknown” (Canetti, 1984, p. 15). The flipside of this fear of the unknown is the ability that touch provides to discover the unknown, and in relation to understand previously unknown pasts (Golańska, 2015). The emotive power of touch in relation to the experience of memorials cannot be underestimated. For example, as Sturken (1991) argues, the emotive power of the Vietnam Veterans Memorial, Washington DC, is derived from the effect that the 58,132 names inscribed into the memorial’s walls produces. 
Each of these names evoke an individual, tragic history, “replete with personal stakes”; they convey the irrevocable and life-altering reality of war (Sturken, 1991, p. 126). But it is the touching of these names that truly summons the emotional weight associated with them (Wanger-Pacifi and Schwartz, 1991, p. 403). This is confirmed by Maya Lin, who designed the memorial, “When I visited [the memorial], I searched out the name of a friend’s father. I touched it and I cried. I was another visitor, and I was reacting as I had designed it” (Sturken, 1991, p. 140). Touching engravings can therefore enable people to forge a connection not only with the object which they are experiencing, but with the history and weight of emotion that the object represents (Abramson, 1996). 
Marshall (2004) has identified a similar tactile process in relation to British remembrance events, outlining how dressing formally and polishing and pinning on medal helps memorialisers’ recollections of and emotional connectedness to the stories behind the artefacts. This process clearly applies to the way Albert describes the haptic elements of memorialisation incorporating children into a living tradition of remembering (Nora, 1989). What should be established by this point, then, it that touch affords instances of memorialisation with affective gusto; “touch is the sense of nearness, intimacy, and affection… the eye surveys… whereas touch approaches and caresses” (Pallasmaa, 2005, p. 46).
[bookmark: _Toc216093628]7.2.3. Symbols
The role which memorials have as symbols of the past was recognised by many participants. Robert and Ryan, for example, discussed how the Oaks and Huskar Memorials have multiple layers of symbolism (Ch. 6, p. 212). Robert demonstrates this point in his analysis of the stainless-steel circle which is part of the 2017 Oaks Memorial. This feature was included to symbolize the “circle of life” and to evoke the image of a “pit head winding wheel”. This point is echoed by Ryan, who states that the memorials which commemorate the Huskar and Oaks Disasters make him think of the disasters themselves but also of broader political and societal issues like “child mortality” and “child labour”.
These extracts demonstrate how memorials, as aesthetic productions, are continuously negotiated by designers and memorialisers or interpreters (Lotman, 1990). Robert’s extract conveys the fact that designers of memorials can have a clear idea of the socially and politically charged meanings they want their design to convey (Eco, 1990). This will undeniably affect how the memorial is encountered and who is triggered by its associated symbols; “texts always refer to specific readerships, anticipating certain interpretations while resisting others” (Bellentani and Panico, 2016, p. 31). While this demonstrates that the interpretations and meanings that are associated with memorials are influenced by designers, they are determined by them (Panofsky, 1955). 
The interpretation of the designer of the memorial is rendered meaningful through mediation at the social level, for the designer’s individual memory is the product of social interaction and symbolic framing on a collective scale (Buckley-Zistel and Schäfer, 2014, p. 4). Therefore, even the designer’s interpretation is not truly theirs, and thus it is not possible for it to exclusively frame the meanings drawn from the memorial by others (Bellentani and Panico, 2016). As such, with memorials, designers and memorialisers continuously negotiate and renew their interpretations; the designer seeks to control memorialisers’ interpretations on the one hand, and memorialisers interpret the memorial according to their needs on the other (Eco, 1994, p. 3). In this sense, memorials are “dynamic sites of meaning” which can elicit varied emotional responses, and these do not necessarily correspond with the original intention of the designer (Osborne, 1998, p. 453). 
The example of the Vittoriano, a giant monument in Rome which commemorates the first King of united Italy, and which has been mocked throughout its history, makes clear memorials are dynamic and mutating spaces (Atkinson and Cosgrove, 1998). This could be related to Ryan’s point around the Huskar and Oaks Disaster memorial prompting him to contemplate political issues which were relevant at the time, such as child labour. Though the designers of the memorials which were erected in the aftermath of the disaster were most likely aiming to convey and honour the scale of human loss, over time, new (political, historical, and social) interpretations have been superimposed onto these memorials (Eco, 1994). Therefore, memorials exist within a social and political context, where a range of factors, including class, power, religion, gender, and culture will influence how the memorial is interpreted (Benton-Short, 2006, p. 300). These factors, which determine memorials to be socially constructed objects which carry codified traces of meaning, means that they are inherently contested and symbolically loaded structures (Atkinson and Cosgrove, 1998).  
[bookmark: _Toc216093629]7.3. How the interplay of lived memory and performance creates a sense of direct contact with the past. 
The theme ‘direct contact’, which entails the memorialiser feeling the past is tangible, can be understood as an interaction between lived memory and performance. For example, Sophia commented on how a speech delivered by a German woman named Barbara at a WWI memorial service united attendees around a shared past (Ch. 6, p. 214). Barbara’s performance of the Lord’s Prayer allowed her and other members of the congregation to remember German soldiers. In Barbara’s case, she performed a service which conveys forgiveness and healing- the Lord’s Prayer- and this was related to peoples’ lived memories of the generation that served in the World Wars. In doing so, Barbara provided attendees with a sense of direct contact with the past through her performance and she was in turn accepted as part of the broader community. Therefore, Barbara’s performative act of memorialization brought memorialisers who attended the ceremony into contact with a lived reality of suffering which defined experiences of war not only in Britain, but around the world.
As McDowell and Braniff (2014) claim, the ways that commemoration is realized through speeches, music, and arrangements in place demonstrates that it is a performance rather than a static form of public signage. To call commemorations surrounding memorials forms of ‘performance’ is not to imply that they are artificial or staged in the same sense as a theatrical piece (Spangler, 2009, p. 102). Far from this, performance is an embodied behaviour that prioritises body over speech (Plate and Smelik, 2013, p. 9). Action and gesture in a performative setting can signify and speak, imbuing space with affective, emotional, and narrative dimensions (Peck and Stroud, 2015; Goh, 2018). The power of commemorations (or ‘living memorials’) lies in the ways they can honour the deceased through an assemblage of bodies and narratives which are arranged in a complex network of performed activities (Allen and Brown, 2011, p. 313). 
An example of this is White Armband Day, which takes place on the 31st of May every year to remember the campaign of ethnic cleaning which occurred in Prijedor, Bosnia-Herzegovina. After taking over the municipal government by force, authorities acting on behalf of the new Bosnian Serb regime issued a decree on local radio which ordered non-Serb citizens to mark their houses with white flags and to wear white armbands when in public space (Kosatica, 2021). Soon after this, a campaign of extermination of non-Serb populations commenced in Prijedor, which resulted in the cleansing of 94% of the Bosnian Muslim and Bosnian Croat population in Prijedor and the deaths of 3,173 people (Remembering Srebrenica, 2021). Local authorities in Prijedor have since refused to permit the construction of a memorial for the victims killed in the concentration camp at Omarska. In lieu of this, some citizens of Prijedor wear a white armband on the 31st of May to mark their solidarity with the victims of the ethnic cleansing campaign. 
On August 5th, 2012 (the 20th anniversary of the Omarska camp’s exposure), several local associations organised a peaceful walk throughout Prijedor. Those who participated carried empty school backpacks to commemorate the 102 children who died in the ethnic cleansing campaign. Then, using these backpacks, participants wrote the word ‘GENOCIDE’ on the main square. The following year, dozens of people peacefully stood in the city’s square and stood above 256 white body bags with the names of the women and girls that were killed. (Kosatica, 2021, p. 744-745). As Walter (2001) argues, the type of commemorative performance seen in Prijedor provides participants with a re-embodiment, or reaffirmation of life, in the face of death and tragedy (p. 495). 
As with Barbara’s commemorative performance in honour of German soldiers, central to the Prijedor commemoration is the arrangement of bodies in space. As Connerton (1989) contends, “memory is sedimented or amassed in the body”, and embodied performative practices which convey these memories enable individuals to connect around the meanings that have been imbued in the shared space (p. 39). This connects to Merleau-Ponty’s (1962) argument that the body is not an object in the world, but the means by which we perceived all aspects of the world, including space and place. As Merleau-Ponty (1962) argues, “But the system of experience is not arrayed before me as if I were God, it is lived by me from a certain point of view; I am not a spectator, I am involved, and it is my involvement in a point of view which makes possible both the finiteness of my perception and its opening out upon the world as a horizon of every perception” (p. 354). 
What performative commemorations like those present at the service delivered by Barbara do, therefore, is allow those in attendance to share the same ‘point of view’ in relation to the past. These embodied activities thus create a shared commemorative space within which participants bond around relating to the same pasts (Hopkins and Orr, 2011). Participants such as Edward, who engaged in genealogical activities which helped him to discover his familial links to Elsecar village and strengthened his connection to other villagers, also affirmed this point (Ch. 6, p. 214). This ties in with Thurlow and Jaworski’s (2014) claim that spaces “emerge in the ways we move through them, interact in them- and interact with them” (p. 464). Therefore, though lieux de mémoire may be material remains, they are activated by the embodied activities (performances) of visitors of the site; it is through this performative activation that a “limited repertoire of what might need to be recalled” opens up (Nora, 1989, p. 13).  
[bookmark: _Toc216093630]7.4. Ritual: Ordered experience that creates the impression of group cohesion and control over the unknown. 
The theme ‘Structured Group Memorialisation’ (SGM) can be seen as a synonym of ritual, for rituals are “socially stipulated group conventions” (Watson-Jones and Legare, 2016, p. 42). Ergo, from hereon, SGMs will be referred to as rituals. Rituals are composed of several key elements which appeared to inform participants’ responses. These elements included controlled temporality or spatiality, a person-group dialectic, and an emphasis being placed on anniversaries or ‘special’ occasions (Turner, 1969). Controlled temporality or spatiality describes how participants of rituals exercise spatial and temporal control over their immediate surroundings (Kluckhohn, 1942, p. 68). For example, David spoke of how the structure of Remembrance Day, including its set time, place, and sequence, enables the nation’s identity to be carried in the minds of individuals across time (Ch. 6, p. 204). On a scholarly level, attention has been paid to the procedural and behavioural focuses which rituals share, and which appear to be connected to their functionality as carriers of group identity and social cohesion (Wulf et al., 2010, pp. 156-165). 
For instance, Watson-Jones and Legare (2016) comment, “when engaging in ritual, the focus of the behaviour is on the process or procedure rather than the product or outcome. The combination of causal opacity and social stipulation inhibits individual-level innovation and makes rituals ideally suited to high-fidelity cultural transmission over time” (p. 42). It is for this reason that Durkheim (1912/1995) emphasised rituals as being one of the key components, or elementary forms, of religion and other forms of group cohesion which centre around a central, anchoring belief (Stein et al., 2021). The transcendence of the individual through this procedure, or ordered form of behaviour, accounts for patterns within the dataset. Specifically, it accounts for why participants who have very different lived experiences claimed that they felt an affiliation to a broader, common collective during rituals such as Remembrance Day. 
While the end-product of rituals like Remembrance Day is the transmission of relatively stable group identities across time, rituals grow outward from individuals to form groups (Lobato and Sainz, 2020). As Whitehouse (2018) contends, the identity fusion process that defines the social cohesion which proceeds rituals results from an individual’s perception of a ‘shared essence’ with other individuals. The fusion of personal and group (or social) identity occurs when individuals share a transformative perception or experience which makes it likely for previously disparate individuals to perceive others as ‘psychological relatives’ (Jong et al., 2015). Therefore, though repetition is a feature of rituals, it is not a driver or a cause of them. Repetition does not ensure the persistence of a habit of behaviour; if this were the case “no myths and rituals would ever have become extinct except when a whole society died out” (Kluckhohn, 1942, p. 69). 
In turn, it is necessary to understand why rituals and other group behaviour occur from the inside. That is, why do individuals want to partake in them? Human beings can be motivated by needs or pressures that are currently felt or by the anticipation of such pressures. Under this framework, rituals are remediating agents which reduce the acuity of anticipated pressures (Mowrer, 1939). Though no living person has died, they have seen others die and know of the potential threat (Kluckhohn, 1942). Rituals offer individuals with the ingroup experience of having something in common- namely, the fear of a potential threat (Aron and Aron, 2001). Building on this, rituals provide individuals with a way of dealing with these pressures- through ‘mechanical solidarity’, or the repetition of actions unique to the ritual, they alleviate dread and promote psychological kinship and identity fusion (Durkheim, 1964; Whitehouse and Lanman, 2014). 
Far from being a form of cultural norm or institution, rituals are the transgression of these forms of social straitjacket, with issues like tragedy and existentialism rarely being confronted or normalised in other forms of public life (Nietzsche, 1872/1993). Rituals, contrary to these norms, are a “crucial component of the process of affirming life in the fact of its ultimately tragic nature” (Gibson, 1991, p. 2). And crucially, because this tragedy applies to everyone, it is from the individual that the ritual arises (Jong et al., 2015). This point was reflected by Fran, who described how people from across the nation descended on Christ Church, Ardsley, where the original 1879 Oaks Memorial is based, to listen as the names of the disaster’s victims were read out. Fran describes this as “one of the most profound experiences of my [her] life” (Ch. 6, p. 220). Fran’s account demonstrates how rituals are not expressions, but rather transgressions, of cultural norms. This is because they allow their participants a rare opportunity for “philosophical revelation”, in which the individual “experiences directly the creative force of nature alive within each individual” (Gibson, 1991, p. 1). 
Rituals, in turn, are most appropriately conceptualised as a two-way dynamic between person and group. As Fran’s extract conveyed, rituals converge around the will of individuals to confront the tragic aspects of existence (Nietzsche, 1872/1993). The order that is created out of these confrontations, and participants’ adherence to the form of confrontation that is performed, moulds the identity of individuals (Baringhorst, 2001). This two-way dynamic is succinctly summarised by Romanoff and Terenzio (1998), who comment, “rituals are cultural devices that facilitate the preservation of social order and provide ways to comprehend the complex and contradictory aspects of human existence” (p. 698). While Fran’s excerpt captures the will to comprehend the contradictory, tragic aspects of human existence, contributions like David’s clearly evidence the social order and identities that carry forth from such confrontations.
What cannot be underestimated in connecting the will to confront tragedy and the moulding of identity across time is the role that memorials play in this process (Rowlands and Tilley, 2006). Oftentimes, definitions of rituals, like Romanoff and Terenzio’s (1998), speak of a social order which enables a confrontation of some kind. What such definitions eschew is what binds these social orders together. Durkheim (1912/1995) explored these binding forces as part of his argument that rituals, which he called “tangible intermediaries”, give rise to belief (“collective representations”) (p. 232). There was strong reason for Durkheim (1912/1995) to claim this. As Falasca-Zamponi (2014) argues, “once collective representations [beliefs] were placed at the heart of society, Durkheim (1912/1995) realized that one could not explain their centrality without delving into the dynamic relationships between group and individual” (p. 48). Durkheim (1912/1995) astutely observed that rituals, as tangible intermediaries, shape belief through connecting the person to the group. What has gone largely unnoticed, though, is that memorials are themselves a form of tangible intermediary. 
This is demonstrated by how memorials, and the events that are organised around them, can host a collection of individuals with different lived experiences and influence their beliefs about each other (Mayo, 1988). Joanne affirmed this point when she spoke of how “people along the way stopped to talk to us” and “connected [them] to the wider community of Elsecar” (Ch. 6, p. 219). It is through their roles as tangible intermediaries that memorials, in combination with the rituals (which centre around them), can carry collective identities, or effervesces, across generations (Stein et al., 2021). As tangible intermediaries, memorials are not mere expressions of belief but “contribute to its making” (Durkheim, 1912/1995, p. 232).
While the literature on rituals tends to favour discussion of group activities which perpetuate broad concepts like group identity and nationhood, there is an individualistic dynamic to rituals (Whitehouse, 2018). For example, Harold spoke of how he visits the graves of his parents and other family members on birthdays and anniversaries that are relevant to the deceased (Ch. 6, p. 220). When Harold visits the graves of his parents and family members, he does so in the same order that he visited them when they were alive to have a “sense of making that connection with [those] people”. The order of Harold’s visit is connected to his sense of control over the unknown, as rituals provide “structure and order at times of chaos and disorder”, which is a product of how their “prescribed nature eases feelings of anxiety” (Romanoff and Terenzio, 1998, p. 696). 
On an individual level, rituals enable the memorialiser to mediate the deceased’s transition from life to death. Memorials are key to this mediation because they are a form of “linking object” (Volkan, 1972, p. 215). Linking objects are a crucial part of the process of memorialisation because they provide a point of focus in which the self-representation of the mourner coalesces with that of the deceased (Volkan, 1972, p. 215). In Harold’s case, his own self-representation has become merged with the deceased because he visits them in the same ordered, routinised way that he did when they were living (Turner, 1969; Rando, 1985). This process enables the bereaved to continue to produce meaning in relation to the deceased and in turn exercise some level of control over the entropic features inherent to the human condition (Nietzsche, 1872/1993).
[bookmark: _Toc216093631]7.5. The fight against forgetting.
The theme ‘Sustained Interest’ (SI) is best viewed as an interaction between different forms of forgetting, which were resisted and accepted to varying degrees by participants. A substantial part of the SI theme was the pronounced resistance that participants had to the concept of active forgetting. Arguably, active forgetting, both as a concept and a process, centres around reference points. A reference point is a point in the past to which people refer to provide comparison to and cast judgement about the present (Turner, 2019, p. 48). As both Derrida (1998) and Nora (1989) observed, reference points can become problematic when they are no longer related to lived memory. When no one living today has lived through the reference point in question, the past is no longer related to through experience but rather through “its exterior scaffolding and outward signs” (Nora, 1989, p. 25). 
These signs, which include memorials, shape people’s views of the past (Legg, 2004). The slippage of lived memory which enables the flourishing of these signs provides fertile ground for nostalgia to grow (Hamber, 2012). No longer tangible, the past can function as an ideal which can never be reached, and in turn, the more time elapses and moves society away from the ideal, the worse society gets (Young, 1992; Pickering and Keightley, 2006). This rationale underpinned the actions of many fundraisers for the Oaks Memorial, who were arguably attempting to recapture Barnsley’s days as a town at the heart of Britain’s industrial enterprise (Turner, 2019). Crucially, nostalgia is a tribalizing force. This is because it, by definition, splits society into two groups: those that are committed to upholding the ideal past, and those who are not (Margalit, 2011, p. 279). 
Those who do not commit to the nostalgia are ‘Othered’ by those who are committed to it, as was demonstrated by how Tony became unpopular among fundraisers and ex-miners (Ch. 6, p. 206; Cordaro, 2011). In Nietzsche’s (1997) mind, active forgetting represents an antidote to this type of warping effect. Active forgetting enables society to become disentangled from reference points which precipitate nostalgia and division (Freud, 1968). This in turn allows new understandings of identity, which are founded on people’s lived experiences of the past, to emerge (Acampora, 2006). While the rationale behind active forgetting is clear, it was roundly rejected by almost all participants. The most common objection to active forgetting was that it represents an attempt to erase history. 
There are two dynamics which appear to inform participants’ resistance to active forgetting. The first is the relationship between memory and identity (Huyssen, 1995). Active forgetting requires individuals to consciously consign an aspect of their conceptualisation of the past to a space of permanent erasure (Nietzsche, 1997; Congdon, 1973). Identity is historically informed, and this process is mediated by the relationships that people form with sites of memory (Massey, 1995). Given this, it follows that participants perceive a rejection of certain memorials as a dismissal of who they are, hence Debbie’s comment, “it’s our history” (Ch. 6, p. 222). The other dynamic which informed participants’ rejection of active forgetting was the distinction between an act and an anti-act (Hardt et al., 2013). 
Participants could not bring themselves to think of forgetting as an instantiation of an action. This is clear from how Debbie used verbs which imply action like “sweep under the carpet” in a negative light. In contrast, when forgetting was understood as a (passive) lack of remembering or an absence of action (what could be called an ‘anti-action’), it was construed as a positive force (Costanzi et al., 2021). It is this form of passive forgetting where the influence of memorials is most profound. This is because memorials, through their ability to convey historically and symbolically informed meaning, can keep pasts alive in the public’s consciousness (Rowlands and Tilley, 2006; Nora, 1989). Memorials which do not convey clear meaning, either by virtue of their secluded location (interactive potentiality) or their lack of clear symbols (triggering potentiality), get passively forgotten over time (Buchli and Lucas, 2002).
This point around the ability of memorials to transmit meaning across time by virtue of their interactive and triggering potentialities is what separated war memorials from coal mining memorials in the minds of participants. As Coutu (2016) argues, memorials are defined by ‘paradoxical dialectics’; they must impart a sense of permanence yet be malleable enough to be moulded by the state, the individual, and the collective if they are to survive in the public’s memory (p. 68). Memorials require a medium, such as a site, text, object, or ritual that affords the memorialiser a tangible structure on which to encode their experiences of the memorial into social memory (Assmann and Assmann, 1994, p. 114). 
A fixed structure, which allows memorialiser to impart ‘successive presents’, or new conceptualisations of the memorial across time, is key to this process (Nora, 1996; Foucault, 1998). It is for this reason that William argued that temporary memorials, such as flowers which are laid at the sites of accidents, do not have “a cumulative effect on us” because they are not fixed in place over extended periods of time (Ch. 6, p. 211; Samuel, 1994). In this sense, memorials which allow us, as a society, to think about “how we wish to take our identity forward” are those which are fixed in place and can be repeatedly interacted with (Huyssen, 2003). 
As such, a memorial can only succeed in its purpose to transmit the importance of a specific past over time if it engages (or ‘triggers’) its audience; there must be a dialogic component, and this is held within the monument’s design (Coutu, 2016). When participants spoke of becoming engaged with the war heritage of villages like Elsecar through experiences of war memorials, they refer to this dialogic (triggering) process (Ch. 6, p. 201). Equally, a lack of this triggering component was present when Fran explained how the 1914 Oaks Memorial loses its impact due to being situated near residential houses (Ch. 6, p. 224). Because it is surrounded by taller, larger residential structures, the 1914 Oaks Memorial has lost some of its triggering potentiality, as its symbolism is absorbed within the residential landscape (Harrison, 2013). 
Furthermore, monuments depend on factors outside of their physicality to remain relevant (Nora, 1996). A location that is accessible and frequented by the public is crucial, as is ritual, which keep interest centred around the locus of the memorial on a regular (usually annual) basis (Coutu, 2016, p. 69). Again, when participants such as David and Joanne describe how the local community turns out for Remembrance Day at the Barnsley War Memorial each year, they are highlighting the importance of these factors (Ch. 6, p. 204). By the same token, Fran alluded to how the 1879 Oaks Memorial has lost its interactive potentiality. Owing to the decline of organised religion in the UK, and the memorial’s secluded location behind the church’s walled surround, the memorial is not readily accessible (Assmann and Assmann, 1994). This, combined with the fact that the memorial is not visually distinct compared to the gravestones that inhabit the churchyard, means that its prominence in the public’s consciousness has faded (Buchli and Lucas, 2002). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093632]7.6. The difference between war and coal mining memorialisation in Barnsley 
This sub-chapter will identify and analyse the differences in how coal mining and war are memorialised in Barnsley. Specifically, much focus will be given to how these different types of memorials appear to have their meaning and affect transmitted to varying success across time. It is important to acknowledge that there is much overlap in how participants related to coal mining and war memorials. With both forms of memorials, collective memory and counter-memory quite clearly informed the reification of group identity and confrontations of traumatic pasts in both memorials typologies. However, there was a stark difference in the overall legibility and in turn transmission of meaning and affect across time between the memorial types. There was consensus amongst participants that several coal mining memorials, and especially the 1879 and 1913 Oaks Memorials, are not in positions (locations) to be noticed by the public and are not clear enough in their iconography to impart a clear message on the public. 
This was in stark contrast to Barnsley’s war memorials, and particularly the Barnsley War Memorial, which was seen as being in the perfect location to bring people together around its clear purpose (to commemorate war dead) and associated rituals. This point was brought home strongly when it became apparent that several participants who took a deep interest in mining history, who were ex-miners, and had relatives who died in the Oaks Disaster, were unaware of the existence of the 1879 and 1913 Oaks Memorials (Ch. 6, p. 206). This point speaks to a dissonance between Barnsley’s landscape, which no longer communicates tangible and legible meanings around coal (mining) reliably, and the town’s history. What is worthy of investigation, therefore, is why these memories appear to be repressed and buried (whether wilfully or not), and how it is the case that the same fate has not befell Barnsley’s war memorials. 
There are several potential reasons for these observed differences in the ways Barnsley’s coal mining history is memorialised in comparison to its war history. Perhaps most importantly, there is a culture of remembering built around war history in Barnsley and across the United Kingdom and parts of the world more broadly through rituals like Armistice Day and Remembrance Day (Macleod and Inall, 2020). This was demonstrated by Haight et al’s (2019) ‘Remembrance in Schools’ project, a study which investigates war related commemoration in primary and secondary schools across three counties in the south of England. In this study, 92% of the primary and secondary schools surveyed in 2016 reporting that they include periods of silence of Remembrance Day, while 80% included special assemblies or events to mark Remembrance Day. 
Furthermore, the most commonly used concepts which arose in response to free-text questions, as a supplement to the surveys, were (1) Conflict, (2) Poppy, (3) Died, (4) Lost their lives, and (5) World War One. As such, the ritual of public remembrance associated with Remembrance Day is embedded within society in the UK to the extent that an overwhelming majority of primary and secondary school aged children are exposed to the ritual (across successive years) (Haight, 2019, p. 14). This sort of embedded public remembrance is not present for coal history in Barnsley, which was reflected by the novelty with which some interviewees described visiting schools for the first time to educate children around coal history. 
This lack of ritual and embedded public remembrance around coal mining has a bearing over the transmission of memory and knowledge of mining in Barnsley and in turn relates to people’s lack of recognition of coal mining memorials in the town. As Whitehouse (2024) claims, “the rituals we perform and pass on have had massive consequences for human cooperation over the millennia, shaping and constraining of the boundaries of the groups we belong to” (p. 116). One of the boundaries that is shaped by rituals is mnemonic boundaries, or the cultures and conversations around memories which are held between individuals and mediated by memorials. It is clear from the responses of participants that while war history sits firmly inside this mnemonic boundary, in many cases, mining history does not. 
A further issue of critical importance to war and coal mining history being memorialised and received by the public differently is sacralization. ‘Sacralization’ describes the process by which an object, such as a memorial, is invested with a level of dignity associated with the divine or that which is transcendent (Papalini, 2019, p. 1407). Because of their divine association, sacred objects are viewed as inviolable and cannot be brought into question or placed alongside the mundane in any way; they are objects of devotion, not justification (Eliade, 1973). As Marshall (2004) and Mayo (1988) argue, war memorials are held in such a regard given the issues that they symbolise, include matters of patriotism, nation, sacrifice, and moral good (or battling evil). The sacralization of war history and war memorials means that they can unify people from across different backgrounds (whether political, cultural, or social) and can in turn occupy premium locations which form the basis of rituals and group events. The same is not true of coal mining history and memorials in Barnsley or in other ex-mining towns and cities. 
Far from being too sacred to profane, mining has been a highly politicized industry for centuries and is associated with trade union and Thatcherite battles from the 1980s (Ebke, 2018). The repercussions of the dismantling of the mining industry are still being felt socially, culturally, and economically in ‘left behind’ places like Barnsley, and in turn the mining industry has continued to be a source of political tension in the town (and others like it) (Abreu and Jones, 2021). The result of this is the fact that coal mining, and in turn a significant portion of Barnsley history, sits outside of sacralization and in turn will not be unequivocally supported by cultural policymakers and made the central part of the town’s culture of remembrance. This is reflected in the fact that it is from volunteers and grassroots organisations, rather than politicians and local authorities, that support and funding for memorials like the 2017 Oaks Memorial emerged. Given that the coal industry was situated underground, the lack of a sacralised culture of remembrance is problematic because there are very few visible traces of the industry in Barnsley’s landscape, thus creating a dissonance between place and history. 
Connecting to the points surrounding rituals and sacralization, it is also the case that war memorials are (generally) funded and installed by governments and local authorities (in a top-down manner), which can help to ensure that war memorials occupy prominent public locations which facilitate congregation (Niven, 2008). These memorials also have iconographies which inspire reflection and the imparting of multiple layers of meaning across time (generations) (Abousnnouga and David Machin, 2011). This is reflected in participant responses, where there was clear consensus that the Remembrance Day ceremony at the Barnsley War Memorial has maintained relevance across generations and is arguably becoming even more meaningful and impactful with the recent marking of the First World War Centenary. As Korpela (1989) argues, monuments, and especially war monuments, not only tell people about their (national) origins but become a central part of the spaces through which they define themselves. In contrast to this, Barnsley’s coal mining memorials, which are funded and supported in a bottom-up fashion, grassroots fashion, are plagued by being situated in scattered, sub-optimal locations and defined by inherent designs. 
Memorials to the Oaks Disasters offer a perfect glimpse at this; each of the three Oaks Memorials occupy equally sub-par locations. The 1879 Oaks Memorial is located in a churchyard which is walled off from the public, and as such cannot be seen by passing traffic or pedestrians. As such, only individuals who are intent on trying to find the memorial (as part of a premeditated search) will find it. The 1913 and 2017 Oaks Memorials share the same problem in relation to their respective locations. Both memorials are situated beside a narrow pavement which is next to a main (and busy) road. This quells the opportunity for congregation and group events like those offered outside of the Barnsley War Memorial. Furthermore, the designs of coal mining memorials are equally scattered and hap-hazard. 
While war memorials tend to have designs which support their reimagination across time, remaining open to interpretation, coal mining memorials (particularly those from the 19th and 20th centuries) have more obscure designs (Marshall, 2004). Again, the 1879 Oaks Memorial is an example of this; its design is almost indistinguishable from a standard gravestone of its era, while the 1913 Oaks Memorial possesses no clear design link to mining, instead focusing on religious features like angels. These location and design problems ensure that many of Barnsley’s coal mining memorials lack the ability to spontaneously trigger interest in ‘random encounters’, where the public can randomly come to know and appreciate the history that the memorial signifies (Azaryahu, 1993). Furthermore, the sub-optimal locations of the mining memorials limit the prospects of hosting gatherings at these sites, which are vital in enabling people to impart meaning on the sites and shape their sense of self, and in turn the town’s identity, in relation to the sites. Therefore, owing to their design and location limitations, Barnsley’s mining memorials lack the ability to become enmeshed in the public’s meaning-making processes and thus become enshrined as effective lieux de memoire (Nora, 1989).
















[bookmark: _Toc216093633]Chapter VIII: The factors which potentially shape memorialisation 
This chapter applies Phase 2 of the GQR approach to identify potential factors which shape memorialisation. This addresses Objective 4 and answers Research Question 5 and allows the consideration of how the descriptive themes identified in relation to participant responses can be related to broader theories around memorialisation and put through a series of inferences to probe for potential factors which shape memorialisation beyond Barnsley’s context. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093634]8.1. Applying Phase 2 of the GQR to each theme
This section puts the themes produced in Phase 1 of the GQR through a series of logical inferences. In this chapter, each of the themes outlined in Findings are put through a process of theoretical redescription called ‘abduction’. The aim of this process is to identify potential shaping factors behind memorialisation through imposing different theoretical lenses onto the phenomenon. Following this, each theme is put through ‘retroduction’, which involves asking a series of counterfactual questions about components of memorialisation to determine whether they hold an internal relation to the phenomenon. The chapter closes with a ‘statement of shaping factors’, which summarises the factors, found in this study, which potentially shape memorialisation. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093635]8.1.1. Applying GQR to Theme 1: Shared Conceptualisations
As part of abduction, the theme ‘Shared Conceptualisations’ was theoretically redescribed to identify factors which mould memorialisation as a phenomenon. The theoretical lens which informed this abduction was Jung’s (1991) argument for the ‘collective unconscious’, or the deepest part of the unconscious mind which is genetically inherited. Populating the collective unconscious is a collection of imagery that is shared by all people regardless of cultural difference. Using the concept of the collective unconscious, it is possible to observe how individuals from different backgrounds draw on common patterns of meaning when speaking about the roles that memorials have. Participants across the project stated that memorials are symbolic: they direct and command attention; they compel engagement; they refer to places and peoples beyond their own physical forms. Therefore, it is possible to posit, as Jung (1991) alluded to, that the diverse range of ways people memorialise each is influenced by a fundamental, collectively upheld pattern of (symbolic) meaning. 
Before being used for retroduction, Jung’s (1991) idea of the collective unconscious needed to be tested for overcoded abduction. Though Jung’s belief that there is a genetically inherited basis behind certain unconscious content “holds some promise”, the idea of the collective unconscious is unfalsifiable (Neher, 1996, p. 61). In other words, it is not possible to verify whether individuals have ‘images’ imprinted onto their unconscious minds. These ‘images’ cannot be verified by individuals, as there is no way to tell whether what they are experiencing is an illusion. Furthermore, if such images are stored unconsciously, people would not be able to report their existence, as they would possess no conscious awareness of them.  Given this, the collective unconscious was replaced with the phrase ‘Shared awareness’ (SA) for Retroduction. This is because individuals undoubtedly share memories of events, experiences of people, and understandings of historical events. These shared memories, experiences, and understandings form a ‘Shared Awareness’. 
Q1: Could memorialization be what it essentially is without shared awareness? 
The answer to this question is no, meaning that shared awareness holds an internal relation with memorialization. Because memorialization refers to the preservation of memories of people or events, if someone’s awareness of that person or event is not shared, no individual would remain to preserve the memory. 
Q2: Do memorialization and shared awareness condition one another mutually?
This question is more subtle. If a hypothetical event is located within living memory, memorialization is not needed for people to have a shared awareness of the event. This is because their shared awareness is derived from their direct lived experience of the event. However, once an event slips out of lived memory, meaning that everyone who was present at the event has died, then memorialization must take place for the shared awareness to survive. There are two ways that shared awareness can propagate beyond lived memory. The first way is through oral history, or the stories about the event which are preserved through intergenerational storytelling. The second is the preservation of information in a physical form, whether a book, a memorial, or a street name. Crucially, both physical and oral methods of transmission are forms of memorialization, as they involve the preservation of information about a past event or a person. The answer to Q2, then, is yes, memorialization and shared awareness cause each other to exist, meaning that they have a symmetrical relationship.
Designation: Internal (symmetrical) relation.
[bookmark: _Toc216093636]8.1.2. Applying GQR to Theme 2: Repeated Triggering
During abduction, the ‘Repeated Triggering’ theme was theoretically redescribed through the lens of Plato’s (1995) concept of hypomnēsis, which stands for “the artificial and technical externalization of memory” (Ars Industrialis, 2022). Hypomnēsis can be understood as the re-memoration of memory. This involves persons creating an object or device, such as a monument or a song, to rearticulate a memory that they themselves have not formed or lived through. As such, hypomnēsis is referred to as an artificial form of memory because it “is external and depends on signs that belong to others” (Plato, 1995, p. 79). This is connected to the Repeated Triggering theme because, for a memorial to repeatedly trigger the interest of the public over generations, it must be continually rearticulated and reimagined.  
The influence that hypomnēsis has over modern society was captured by Nora (1989) in his analysis of the distinction between milieux and lieux de memoire. Milieux de memoire stands for real environments of memory, which Nora (1989) considered as existing within the living, embodied traditions of pre-industrial societies. Lieux de memoire, in contrast, represent artificial environments of memory, which consist of devices (forms of hypomnēsis) that exist to prompt remembrance of events that the memorialiser has not lived through. This relates to Nora’s (1989) critique of how memory works in the modern, (post)industrial era, “modern memory is, above all, archival. The less memory is experienced from the inside the more it exists only through its exterior scaffolding and outward signs” (p. 13). The process of re-memoration which defines hypomnēsis was captured across a diverse range of participant responses (Ch. 6, pp. 213-215). These extracts help to demonstrate how the objects of hypomnēsis, which are known as hypomnēmata, enable individuals to rearticulate and reimagine the past. 
Before the concept of hypomnēsis could be put through retroduction, it had to be tested for features of overcoded abduction. Ideological bias could be ruled out straightforwardly because, as a concept, hypomnēsis has been drawn on and analysed by scholars from various philosophical and academic traditions. The scholars who have been discussed in relation to hypomnēsis, such as Plato (1995), Derrida (1981), and Nora (1989), hail from very different philosophical traditions. Furthermore, hypomnēsis cannot be accused of being unscientific because it is a concept that is based on an empirically grounded observation, which is that objects exist that prompt individuals to recreate pasts which they have not lived through.   
Q1: Could memorialization be what it essentially is without hypomnēsis?
The answer to this question is no, meaning that hypomnēsis has an internal relation with memorialization. Memorialization simply means the purposeful preservation of memories. There are two ways that memories can be preserved: in physical form, such as through memorials, and through oral culture. Undoubtedly, physical representations of the past like physical memorials are forms of hypomnēsis. This is because physical memorials allow individuals who were not alive at the same time as the memorialised event or person to imagine and reimagine the past. In contrast to physical memorials, which utilise short but repeated triggering events to bring about this reimagination, an oral culture is best understood as a more widely dispersed, societally embedded, and temporally gradual form of re-memoration. But crucially, an oral culture or tradition is a form of re-memoration or rearticulation. At some point in an oral culture’s evolution, a point will be reached where the individuals who told the stories and lessons which comprise the culture, and everyone these individuals knew, are dead. At this point, no person who propagates the oral tradition is remembering the events and stories which underpin the culture; they are re-remembering or re-memorating them. As such, while the erection of physical memorials represents the exteriorization of memory into physical objects, an oral culture involves memory being exteriorized in spoken language and discourse. Memorialization cannot occur without the exteriorization or re-memoration of memory. It cannot, therefore, occur without hypomnēsis. 
Q2: Do memorialization and hypomnēsis condition one another mutually?
The answer to this question is yes, meaning that memorialization and hypomnēsis have a symmetrical relationship. As hypomnēsis refers to the exteriorization of memory, it would be impossible to achieve without memory being preserved in some way, which is what memorialization refers to. Therefore, hypomnēsis clearly depends on memorialization. The question of whether memorialization depends on hypomnēsis may appear to be more subtle. This is because memories can survive within the minds of individuals without being exteriorized in any way. Therefore, memory, as an internalized, cognitive process, does not depend on hypomnēsis. However, memorialization does. This is because memorialization refers to the purposeful preservation of memory. Memory cannot be preserved (memorialization) without being exteriorized in some way. This is because, if the memory is not exteriorized, and instead remains internalized, it will die when the individual holding the memory dies. Therefore, hypomnēsis depends on memorialization, and memorialization depends on hypomnēsis.
Designation: Internal (symmetrical) relation.
[bookmark: _Toc216093637]8.1.3. Applying GQR to Theme 3: Direct Contact
The theme ‘direct contact’ was redescribed using the concept of anamnēsis, which stands for the gaining of knowledge through the exploration living memory, or more simply, learning through reminiscence (Karo and Friedenthal, 2008). Plato (1967) neatly summarises the utility of anamnesis in the following passage, “there is no reason why we should not, by remembering but one single thing—an act which men call learning—discover everything else, if we have courage and faint not in the search; since, it would seem, research and learning are wholly recollection” (p. 81). Anamnēsis, then, is different from hypomnēsis in that it does not entail the individual exteriorizing their memory. Rather, anamnesis involves internal reflection of lived experience to produce new knowledge, and hence Derrida (1981) defined it as ‘living, knowing memory’ (p. 91) (Bouchut, 2024). 
A process of coming to know through reminiscing can be seen across a range of interview extracts (Ch. 6, p. 217-218). Not only do these extracts demonstrate the influence that reminiscing, or anamnesis, has on a person’s ability to remember and memorialise, but they also convey a connection between the exteriorization of memory (hypomnēsis) and anamnesis. Specifically, these extracts display clearly that memorials can influence how people reminiscence and who they perform reminiscences with (such as with family members and the broader community). As such, while anamnesis and hypomnēsis perform different roles as operations of memory, they are not opposing concepts, and they interact to inform the ways that people memorialise.  
Like with hypomnēsis, the process to clear anamnesis of overcoded abduction, either on ideological or unscientific grounds, is straightforward. Anamnesis is not associated with or restricted to any one ideology. As a concept and a word, anamnesis stems from ancient Greek philosophy, and specifically the work of Plato (1967). Anamnesis has been discussed by a range of scholars, ranging from theologists like Karo and Friedenthal (2008) to deconstructionists like Derrida (1981). Furthermore, the concept cannot be accused of being unscientific because, like hypomnēsis, it is empirically grounded. Specifically, the notion that individuals are capable of reminiscing and reflecting and using such reflections to shape their actions and experiences, is incontrovertible. That such reflective experiences play a role in shaping the lives of individuals and society more broadly is a founding assumption of most methodologies that are used in the social sciences. For example, the descriptive phenomenological method, discourse analysis, and interpretive phenomenological analysis all assume that individuals can reflect on their lived experiences and use such reflections to inform their future actions.  
Q1: Could memorialization be what it essentially is without anamnēsis?
The answer to this is no, meaning that anamnēsis has an internal relation with memorialization. Memorialization is a method for exteriorizing memory (hypomnēsis). Hypomnēsis depends on anamnesis. This is to say that, for a memory to be exteriorized (hypomnēsis), it must first be reflected upon (anamnesis). To exteriorize a memory, and in turn attempt to transcend the memory’s finitude by maintaining it (either in physical form or through oral culture) in perpetuity, is a value judgement. As such, to exteriorize a memory, an individual must first reflect on, and then decide, whether that the memory is worth exteriorizing (anamnesis). Secondly, memorialization not only results from anamnesis, but is also a form of anamnesis. This is the case because memorialization is not a single act, but a process through which people come to relate to the past. Therefore, memorialization is not only an act of externalization (of memory), but also a reflective activity through which individuals bestow meaning on, and come to know, the past. Because memorialization entails this process of reflection, it is a form of anamnesis.
Q2: Do memorialization and anamnesis condition one another mutually?
It is clear from Q1 that anamnesis conditions memorialisation. The reverse, however, is not the case. Memories can be reflected upon completely internally, without any attempts to purposefully preserve the memory. The fact that this internalized process of reflection can occur demonstrates that anamnesis, understood as reflecting on memory, does not depend on memorialization, or the purposeful preservation of memory. 
Designation: Internal (asymmetrical) relation.
[bookmark: _Toc216093638]8.1.4. Applying GQR to Theme 4: Structured Group Memorialisation
The theme ‘Structured Group Memorialization’ was theoretically redescribed through synthesizing distinct views on ritual, which are those of Nietzsche (1872/1993), Durkheim (1912/1995) and Doty (1986). Before considering these views of ritual, a succinct reminder of its definition is in order. Romanoff and Terenzio’s (1998) state that, “rituals are cultural devices that facilitate the preservation of social order and provide ways to comprehend the complex and contradictory aspects of human existence” (p. 698). The first half of this definition (the section before the ‘and’) captures the ‘tame’ view of what rituals are. This view, propagated by scholars like Doty (1986), Douglas (1966) and Leach (1965), holds that rituals are most appropriately understood as a societally prescribed means of strengthening social, religious, and ethical norms. This view of rituals, which makes the social reinforcement operation superordinate to other potential functionalities of rituals, was reflected when participants spoke of the connection between Remembrance Day and national pride (Ch. 6, pp. 218-220). 
The second part of Romanoff and Terenzio’s (1998) deals with what Gibson (1991) refers to as the ‘wild’ side of rituals. This view, which was first articulated by Nietzsche (1872/1993) in ‘The Birth of Tragedy’, is that rituals are the transgression of commonly held values, and the institutions that support them. Rituals often entail the participant confronting the tragic nature of life, and then affirming life in the face of tragedy, a practice which does not occur in any other domain of public life. This ‘wild’ argument can be taken a step further, however, as the case can be made that it is this temporary suspension of societal norms that builds community in the broadest sense. Tanya, for example, spoke of how the sonic elements of Remembrance Day enabled her to form a connection with people that she did not know (Ch. 6, p. 213). 
It can be seen how, through confronting issues which are central to most rituals, like loss, mortality, and service, Tanya (Ch. 6, p. 213) felt unity with other participants of the ceremony. Tanya’s interview excerpt connects to Durkheim’s (1912/1995) work on the relationship between religion and the sacred. For Durkheim (1912/1995), a religion is a “unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden” (p. 232). In this sense, it can be seen how Remembrance Day is a ritual practice that reinforces a national religion, or a “unified system of belief” that centres around specific segments (1914-18; 1939-45) of the nation’s history (Durkheim, 1912/1995, p. 232). 
This national religion is related to “sacred things” that are “set apart” (Durkheim, 1912/1995, p. 232). Such sacred things include physical objects like war memorials, sonic structures like the Last Post, and the topics they confront (mortality, duty, and service). Together, mediated through the practice of the ritual, these sacred things are held in high regard, both morally and conceptually, in the public’s consciousness. Crucially, Durkheim (1912/1995) claims that when rituals build practice around these sacred things, those participating in the practice then “unite into one single moral community” (p. 232). This can be seen in Tanya’s response, as she engages in a ritual practice (the Remembrance Day ceremony), and then relates this practice to a sacred thing (the Last Post). Through doing this, Tanya builds a moral connection with others who are participating in the same ritual, “it makes me share their feeling of loss” (Ch. 6, p. 213). 
Rituals are a well-documented, empirically grounded phenomenon which do not belong to any one tradition, religion, society, or school of thought. They have been observed in every society throughout the world, and many of them have been in place for hundreds, even thousands, of years. As such, the notion that social, cultural, and religious groups set apart certain objects or symbols as sacred and build practices around these objects to affirm commitment to their group, is not a matter of debate.
Q1: Could memorialization be what it essentially is without rituals?
The answer to this question is yes, meaning that rituals do not hold an internal relation with memorialisation and instead either hold a formal or external relation. The reason for this is that memorialization can occur on a purely random basis, without the need for a pre-planned, ordered event which has a set time, place, and order. Many instances of memorialization fall into the category of ‘random encounters’, which involve individuals accidently discovering memorials in public space and becoming interested in the histories that they signify. Given that not all instances of memorialization require a prescribed order, and that some can occur unexpectedly, rituals do not have an internal relation with memorialization.
Q2: Do rituals interact with another component of memorialization?
Rituals interact with shared awareness, which itself has an internal relation with memorialization. For example, Remembrance Day is founded on people’s shared awareness of a series of past events (both World Wars and the conflicts that followed) and is a ritual. Remembrance Day is a ritual because it occurs at the same time, place, and in the same sequence each year and involves objects, such as the Cenotaph and the Union Jack, being set apart as sacred. Since rituals do not have an internal relation with memorialization, but interact with another component of the phenomenon, they are classified as holding an external relation with memorialization.
Designation: External relation.
[bookmark: _Toc216093639]8.1.5. Applying GQR to Theme 5: Sustained Interest
The ‘Sustained Interest’ theme was theoretically redescribed using the concept of the ‘random encounter’. This term describes how the placement of sizeable public monuments in busy city locations allows them to gain “public exposure” and “attract attention to themselves and to the story they tell” (Azaryahu, 1993, p. 85). Beaumont (2004) advanced this line of thought by arguing that the Australian-American memorial, in Canberra, fell out of the public’s consciousness due to a lack of these random encounters. The memorial is not integrated into the city’s urban landscape but is instead located outside of Australia’s Department of Defence, which has a formal atmosphere and is geographically isolated. 
This lack of facility for random encounters “condemns it to be observed passively” (Beaumont, 2004, p. 86). For Beaumont (2004) and Azaryahu (1993), therefore, random encounters allow a memorial to be “re-created”. This process of recreation involves new generations investing the memorial “with new meanings, different from those of the original creators” (Beaumont, 2004, p. 69). It is important to acknowledge that this view, which places power in the psychological processes of individuals, and emphasises their ability to transform the way a memorial is perceived, is contested by some. Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983), for example, place a political emphasis on memory, claiming that the construction of a memorial is a form of “social engineering from above” (p. 13). Rather than conceptualizing individuals as having the capacity to transform and ‘re-create’ the memorial, this view argues that transformative power is held by the memorial over people. 
In contrast, memory scholars like Beaumont (2004) and Azaryahu (1993) place a more individualistic and psychological emphasis on memorialization. Such scholars argue that agency is held by people, and civil society (as a collection of people), and as such that it is people who transform how memorials are understood. In other words, the ways that the public encounters memorials determine how that memorial is understood. This point was affirmed by Fran when she outlined how the 1879 Oaks Memorial’s location in a walled-off churchyard has caused it to fall out of public’s awareness (Ch. 6, p. 224). 
Random encounters with memorials are an empirically grounded phenomenon. It is uncontroversial to state that members of the public can discover a memorial for the first time while moving through public space. This form of discovery comprised a large portion of participants’ interactions with memorials in this study.
Q1: Could memorialisation be what it essentially is without random encounters?
The answer to this is yes, meaning that random encounters do not have an internal relation with memorialisation and instead have either a formal or external relation. The reason for this is the inverse of why rituals do not have an internal relation. Just as memorialisation can occur without a set time, place, and sequence (without rituals), it can occur with these elements. Because some forms of memorialisation occur without random encounters in place, but rather with rigid structure and as a premeditated act, random encounters do not have an internal relation with memorialisation.
Q2: Do random encounters interact with another component of memorialisation?
The answer to this question is yes, meaning that random encounters have an external relation with memorialisation. The reason for this is that random encounters entail the public encountering physical memorials (which are a component of memorialisation) in public space. 
Designation: External relation.   
[bookmark: _Toc216093640]8.2. Statement of shaping factors
What follows are several statements about factors which potentially shape memorialisation. This statement was made by collecting the internal relations which are listed above.
Statement 1. Shared awareness, hypomnēsis, and anamnesis potentially shape memorialisation, helping to making it what it essentially is. 
Statement 2. Shared awareness and hypomnēsis hold a symmetrical relationship with memorialisation.
Statement 3. Anamnesis holds an asymmetrical relationship with memorialisation. 










[bookmark: _Toc216093641]Chapter IX: Conclusion 
This chapter will summarise the key arguments made throughout the thesis and have a particular focus on synthesising the project’s main findings. It will be made clear how the main findings answer the project’s research questions and address the aims and objectives. The answers to these questions will be related to the project’s original contribution to knowledge and placed in the context of the key findings from other key pieces of literature. The limitations of the project will be acknowledged, and recommendations will also be made for the direction of future research and how other researchers can build on the findings of this project. The chapter will conclude with a succinct summary of the project’s key message. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093642]9.1. Addressing aims and answering research questions
The role of memorials is to perpetually rearticulate (retrigger) people’s shared awareness of the past through prompting internal reflection about the past. 
Another way to formulate this statement would be the following.
Memorials have the roles of triggering and retriggering both shared awareness of the past (between individuals) and prompting internal reflection about the past (within an individual).
Now that the overall aim of the research has been addressed, the individual research questions of the project can be answered. Research question 1 dealt with the collective memory aspect of memorialisation and was formulated as follows. 
Research question 1. To what extent do Barnsley’s war and coal mining memorials connect individuals to their social and national groups?
It is clear from analysing participant accounts through different theoretical lenses that Barnsley’s war and coal mining connect people in the town strongly to their social and national groups. In terms of connecting people with their social groups, commemorations surrounding various memorials to the Oaks Disaster demonstrated quite clearly the ways that the town’s memorials can facilitate connections within and between social groups. 
A similar process took place in relation to the unveiling of the 2017 Oaks Memorial, where individuals from different backgrounds came together, built connections and fostered appreciation for each other and the town through their engagement with the memorial. In terms of connection to one’s nation, there was clear consensus across participant accounts that various war memorials, including the Barnsley War Memorial and Elsecar’s Poppy Trail, facilitated people’s feelings of belonging to their nation and fostered feelings of cooperation on an international scale. In particular, the ritualised aspects of the Remembrance Day ceremony at the Barnsley War Memorial were brought up by multiple participants as foundational to their understandings of nation and sense of nationhood. So, to summarise, Barnsley’s war and coal-mining memorials clearly connected people to their social and national groups. 
Research question 2. To what extent do the town’s war and coal mining memorials enable people to confront traumatic pasts?
Like the answer to Research Question 1, this research question has a clear-cut answer: in this study, Barnsley’s memorials facilitated participants to confront and consider the repercussions of traumatic pasts. Perhaps the strongest example of this was participants’ responses to memorials associated with the Huskar Disaster. Ryan and Stephen, for example, both remarked how their engagement with Huskar Memorials allowed them to become aware of the appalling working conditions for children in the town in the 19th century. Furthermore, the structured, ritualistic elements of the Remembrance Day ceremony, surrounding the Barnsley War Memorial, was regarded by several participants as fostering a national sense of place through a shared confrontation of past trauma. 
Research Question 3. How important is forgetting traumatic pasts to the process of memorialization in Barnsley?
The answer to this question is more nuanced than the previous Research Questions. There was some consensus amongst participants that the passive form of forgetting, in which people do not intend to forget, but do so unconsciously, is conducive to a healthy state of affairs on an individual level (psychologically) and for mnemonic landscapes. In contrast, active and aggressive forms of forgetting, in which certain pasts are consciously and/or forcibly removed from individual and public consciousness, was not practised by almost all participants. Indeed, these forms of conscious forgetting, when taken to the extreme of memorial removal and sidelining traumatic pasts (such as war history), was viewed as akin to sacrilege by most participants. 
Research Question 4. How are coal mining and war history memorialised differently in Barnsley? 
While they both occupy a central part in Barnsley’s development as an industrial (and post-industrial) town, these histories are memorialised in very different, almost dichotomous, ways. The commemoration of war history in Barnsley has a long and heavily ritualised lineage, and as such it is an embedded in people’s relationships with the town’s memorial landscapes. More than this, participants argued strongly that the town’s war memorials are central to their conceptualisations of the town’s identity, placemaking ability and understandings of themselves. In contrast, Barnsley’s coal mining industry is memorialised in a largely inconsistent way which shows few signs of being able to transmit the importance of this heritage across time and into the minds of younger generations. Amongst participants, there were glimpses of people’s ability to mobilize Barnsley’s coal mining history (through commemorative events) and situate this heritage in relation to the town’s identity. 
The unveiling of the 2017 Oaks Memorial was one such event which brought the town’s coal history, and the significance of the 1866 Oaks Disaster, alive in the minds of community members. However, overall, coal mining proved to be fading as a source of inspiration for memorialisation. This was evidenced by the fact that the majority of participants, including those with a deep interest in the town’s mining heritage, were unaware of the existence of the 1879 and 1913 Oaks Disaster Memorials. Furthermore, some participants described coal mining memorialisation as not connecting with younger generations and those who have worked outside of mining. This was compounded by the fact that most coal mining memorials covered in the project had illegible designs and were situated in locations that preclude individuals from gathering and commemorating the industry en masse. 
Research Question 5. What can the themes identified around memorialisation in Barnsley tell us about the potential factors which shape memorialisation more broadly?
By redescribing the themes highlighted in participant accounts using abduction and retroduction, the following were identified as factors which potentially shape memorialisation: shared awareness, hypomnēsis, and anamnesis.
[bookmark: _Toc216093643] 9.2. Main findings as they relate to aims and objectives
The main finding of this project relates to the overall aim to provide a detailed account of the roles of memorials in Barnsley. This account has been provided by the claim, built on putting the statements of participants through the analytical framework of the GQR approach, that Barnsley’s memorials have three key roles. These are (1) fostering a shared awareness of the past, (2) rearticulating the past to successive generations (hypomnēsis), and (3) prompting internal reflection about the history of the town (anamnesis). While this was the main finding of the project, there are several other key findings which have been produced in response the objectives set out in Chapter I: Introduction. These findings will therefore now be presented in relation to these objectives. 
Objective 1. Gain an understanding of the extent to which operations of collective memory and counter-memory conflict, inform, and interact with each other in Barnsley’s memorial landscape. 
Perhaps more than any other theoretical framework on memorialisation, collective memory and counter-memory proved highly informative of participants’ responses to the roles that Barnsley’s memorials have. What was demonstrated clearly in participants' responses was that, far from being entirely conflicting, collective memory and counter-memory appear to co-exist and even condition one another in certain circumstances. Nearly all participants drew on the collective memory rationale when describing how Barnsley’s memorials have a prominent role in connecting them with their social and national groups and the town’s identity. Furthermore, nearly all participants also regarded the town’s memorials as having a key role to play in enabling them to confront and discuss with fellow memorialisers traumatic and emotionally upsetting issues, thus highlighting a clear counter-memory influence. As such, there is strong evidence to support that the co-existence (some may say dynamic) of collective memory and counter-memory is what defines Barnsley’s memorial landscape and people’s relationships with it. 
Objective 2. Understand how active and passive forms of forgetting inform people’s experiences of memorial landscapes in Barnsley. 
In relation to this objective, the novel finding was identified that participants are far more resistant to active forms of forgetting than the passive form. Somewhat unexpectedly, there was almost complete consensus amongst participants that active forgetting is not conducive to a healthy memorial landscape and that this framework did not inform their understandings and conceptualisations of memorialisation in relation to Barnsley’s history. Speculative explanations for why this might be the case could be that the pasts memorialised in this study are foundational to broader social and national groups and are therefore tethered quite robustly to identity and people’s understandings of who they are. The passive forms of forgetting were met with a warmer reception from participants but still did not form a key part of participants’ views of memorialisation in Barnsley like the collective memory and counter-memory rationales. As such, a major finding was that the forgetting rationale was not as strongly drawn on by people in Barnsley in comparison to the other key memory frameworks.
Objective 3. Build knowledge of the ways that war history is memorialised differently from coal mining history in Barnsley.  
An equally intriguing finding was the factors which underpin how war and coal mining history are memorialised so differently in Barnsley. In many ways, the memorialisation of war history in Barnsley reflects the power of collective memory as a force behind placemaking, identity formation and nation building. The ways that participants drew so readily on themes such as continuity, ritual, the nation (and national identity), and prominence (in terms of location and place in public consciousness) reflects the power of collective memories. Equally, memorialisation of Barnsley’s coal industry, in many ways, reflects the struggles that are associated with operationalising a counter-memory rationale. This was evidenced by how counter-cultural agents, such as ex-miners and grassroots volunteers who had issues with the Thatcher government, struggling to bring coal mining history to prominence in the town. Furthermore, the differences between how war and coal mining are memorialised in Barnsley demonstrates how the embeddedness rituals, the power of the sacred, and location and design considerations, can influence how memorials can either succeed or fail in directing public meaning making and identity formation. 
Objective 4. Infer which factors- identified in relation to the exploration of collective memory, counter-memory and forgetting in Barnsley- potentially shape memorialisation more broadly. 
A further key finding from this project was the identification of three potential factors which shape memorialisation. These elements of shared awareness, hypomnēsis, and anamnesis have not been identified in studies on the roles of memorials, or memorialisation more generally, before. A further finding which relates to this is that elements which are important to memorialisation, and which can prove extremely affective-like rituals- are not necessarily shaping forces behind memorialisation.  
[bookmark: _Toc216093644]9.3. How this study connects to wider research and contributes to the field
This sub-chapter will reflect on the gaps in existing research and make a case for how this study contributes towards addressing these gaps and thus making an original contribution to the broader field. The first research gap which the project aims to address identified a potential tension between collective memory and counter-memory rationales. 
Research gap 1. The extent to which the capacity of memorials to connect people to their collective identity groups takes precedence over them enabling people to confront traumatic pasts.
Authors who have studied community-based history, as a sub-component of collective memory, have argued that cultural policymakers in the United Kingdom privilege the foregrounding of grand narratives (Smith, 2015). which buttresses public investment in nationhood over the realities of local (industrial and post-industrial) history which paints a messier picture of deindustrialisation, government neglect, disaffection, and globalization and in socio-economic injustice (Mah, 2012; Harrison, 2012). Under this framework, the process behind the creation of ‘official heritage’ entails carefully selected objects being set apart and ‘authorised’ by the state, which in turn sacralises these sites and the histories behind them (Summerfield, 2010; Kukkonen, 2008). These ‘authorised’ sites take precedence, and sometimes forcibly displace, artefacts or objects which tell of local histories that are politically inconvenient to the state. 
This theory, which addresses an unequal interplay between collective memory and counter-memory, is, at least partially, supported by this study. War history is privileged in Barnsley, given the clear and consistent support by the local authority for its commemoration. The Remembrance Day ceremony in Barnsley helps to sacralise and ‘set apart’ war history in the public’s consciousness, while simultaneously fusing this history with people’s sense of nationhood and broader identity. This all clearly supports the argument put forth by authors like Mah (2012) and Smith (2015) in their claims of the dominance of ‘Authorised Heritage Discourse’. However, counter-memorials, which represent the ‘inconvenient’ aspects of Barnsley’s history, or those which do not buttress the state or the nation, are not completely sidelined in Barnsley. 
Through sheer effort and will, volunteers, passionate about the town’s local history and mining heritage, have subverted authorised (official) memory to create (cultural, political, monetary, and social) momentum for the erection of the 2017 Oaks Disaster Memorial. Furthermore, certain elements of Barnsley’s war history, such as that of Elsecar’s, do not fit neatly into the category of ‘authorised heritage’. This is because memorials such as the Elsecar Poppy Trail are the brainchild of volunteers, who have worked tirelessly and in a largely bottom-up fashion to ensure that their local history is represented in memorial form. As such, while collective memory does displace counter-memorials to an extent, and ‘authorised heritage’ is indeed an influential phenomenon in Barnsley, counter-memorials and bottom-up (memorial) movements still maintain a strong, active place in the town’s mnemonic landscape. 
The second research gap which this project aims to address is one which highlights the tension between counter-memory and forgetting rationales, and specifically the issue of whether traumatic pasts should be forgotten or confronted. 
Research Gap 2. The extent to which forgetting traumatic pasts forms an integral part of the process of memorialisation. 
This gap is addressed quite straightforwardly, as the notion of forgetting traumatic pasts, particularly in an active way, was almost totally resisted by participants, who much more readily embraced the counter-memory rationale of confronting these pasts. In this sense, most participants, particularly when talking about the importance of acknowledging the Oaks Disaster, embodied Young’s (1992) argument that counter-memorials, and by extension counter-memorialisers, include ‘negative heritage’, including the unhealed wounds in the collective memory of a group. This acknowledgement of trauma and ‘wounds’, arguably the central thrust of counter-memorialisation, is clearly reflected in Hepworth’s (2015) argument that pop-up (grassroots) memorials around Carabanchel Prison’s demolition site, which emerged in 2008, were findings ways to express and acknowledge trauma and allow the community to collectively heal around a tragedy that they share. This theme, of confronting trauma collectively, was clearly reflected amongst the community in Barnsley at a grassroots level in relation to the Oaks Disaster. The unveiling of the 2017 Oaks Disaster Memorial in the town centre therefore marked a shared effort to keep the cultural trauma of the former mining community in the wider community’s consciousness, thus embodying the counter-memory rationale (Stevens et al., 2018). 
The third research gap picks up on the rather untested ground of how collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting can potentially compete, co-exist, or inform each other in a memorial landscape. 
Research Gap 3. The extent to which highly diverse histories can be memorialised in the same locale, and how different memory themes (collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting) are drawn on in the memorialisation of such pasts.
This is the most holistic research gap in that it brings together different perspectives on memorialisation. In Barnsley, it has been demonstrated in this study how pasts which are very different- war and coal mining- cannot only be memorialised and co-exist, but also that they can share memorial themes which inform them, particularly collective memory and counter-memory. An analogous study could be that of Esbenshade (1995), who studied how different, and in many ways conflicting, arguments surrounding memorialisation informed the decision to open Memento Park in Budapest. With this study, it was seen how the community was torn on how to commemorate a traumatic era (the communist regime) which had abruptly come to an end. This is not entirely distinct from Barnsley’s contextual history, where the traumatic era of coal mining, associated with mass deaths, injuries, and intense political struggles, came to a sudden end under the Thatcher government. 
In both scenarios, people were struck by a case of ‘mis-memory’, unsure of whether to acknowledge these pasts (monumentally) or discard them and move on (Bandlien, 2013; Legg, 2005). In Barnsley, as in Budapest, there have been strong grassroots movements to remember these pasts, and confront the trauma associated with them. What the study of Barnsley contributes, however, is an understanding of how these confrontations of the past can manifest in active, dynamic memorial spaces and challenge, and even become merged with, collective (public) memory. This was demonstrated with the Elsecar Poppy Trail, where a grassroots, community-built initiative to acknowledge the deaths of Elsecar locals in World War I became part of a broader (collective) landscape of remembrance for the centenary of the end of World War I.  
The fourth research gap addresses the broader implications of the themes which have been identified in relation to people’s experiences of memorials in Barnsley. This research gap probes for the consideration of factors which potentially shape memorialisation more broadly than just the Barnsley context. 
Research Gap 4. Whether key memory themes- collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting- inform factors which shape memorialisation more broadly.
In relation to this gap, shared awareness was identified as the first potential factor which shapes memorialisation more broadly. Other researchers have identified shared awareness, and cognate concepts, as critical elements of memorialisation in different contexts. For example, Sumartojo (2016) studied how Australia’s annual commemorative ceremonies, such as Anzac Day, connects residents to a sense of nation. Specifically, Sumartojo (2016) explores how the affective pull of Anzac Day emerges from a combination of a shared awareness of history, memory, objects, texts, and anticipation. The combination of these factors contributes to the weaving of the material and the immaterial and the creation of atmospheres that draw on shared experiences and awareness of past events to connect people with a “national imaginary” (p. 10). 
Atkinson-Phillips (2018) uses the phrase “communities of memory” in place of the Halbwachian ‘collective memory’ to emphasize that not everyone within the community will have the exact same memory, but rather have an awareness of the same event, and this can be mediated and harnessed in different ways. In the case of events such as Anzac Day and Remembrance Day, shared awareness captures “memory that may have been initiated by individuals but that has been mediated through networks of communication, institutions of the state, and the social groupings of civil society (Rothberg, 2009, p. 15). As Rothberg (2009) argues, the creation and articulation (through rituals, networks of communication and apparatus of the state of such instances of shared awareness provide affectively laden message that have the capacity to unite groups and express people’s common ways of understanding past events. 
The second potential shaping factor identified was hypomnēsis, which can be understood as the externalization and rearticulation of memory (Ars Industrialis, 2022). An example of this would be the creation of a monument or song to a specific person or cause, which could then be reused or rearticulated by people who have no direct experience of the person or cause itself. This essentially creates an avenue through which memories can survive, and memorialisation can continue despite no direct experience to the person existing. In relation to the broader literature on memorialisation, identification of the role hypomnēsis (rememoration) in shaping memorialisation sits at the juncture between the concepts of milieux de mémoire (environments of memory) and lieux de mémoire (sites of memory) proposed by Nora (1989). Milieux de mémoire encompasses broad social, cultural and intellectual contexts, specific to a particular time, which shape how a memory is transmitted. 
Examples of this include the role of the Church in shaping people’s memory of religious figures or the role of the education system in shaping understandings of historical figures and nations. For Nora (1989), mileux de mémoire are the most ‘real’ form of memory as they do not attempt to capture or crystallize something else; they just are. In contrast, lieux de mémoire a specific places (like museums), objects (like monuments) and intangible elements (like rituals) attempt to crystallize and focalize the real environments of memory. These are considered less ‘real’ by Nora (1989) as they are actively imbued with meaning and repurposed across time for present day needs. Hypomnēsis sites at the juncture between these two forms of memory: drawing from the real environment of memory and crystallizing it in some way. 
As time passes, this rememoration becomes commemoration: instead of attempting to capture the real environment of memory, the crystallization serves present day needs (Wood, 1994). This lapse is neatly expressed by Todorov (2014), “Rememoration is to try and grasp the truth of the past. Commemoration is to adapt the past to the needs of the present” (p. 133). This process was exemplified by how memorials up and down the United Kingdom were repurposed temporarily to commemorate the death of Princess Diana and the terrorist attacks on the Twins Towers (Williams, 2014, p. 78). What should be taken from this study, then, how easily rememoration becomes commemoration. With this, a warning should be headed, which is the potential for simplifying the past and not tackling the complex messiness of history. 
While Nora (1989) understood this, and classed lieux de mémoire as not being as ‘real’ as mileux de mémoire because of it, this lapse between rememoration and commemoration can be harnessed for good. This requires a discussion amongst memory scholars of how the use of memory can be linked to continuing responsible action- grappling with complexities to provide moral guidance- in its name in the present. As Todorov (2001) puts it, “far from remaining prisoners of the past, we must put it to the service of the present, just as memory- and forgetting- should be used in the service of justice” (pp. 21-22). Therefore, as a potential shaping force behind memorialisation, rememoration should be studied in relation to its lapsed relative- commemoration- to explore how societies can more responsibly and justly rearticulate real environments of memory for the good of present-day societies (Vosloo, 2015). 
The third potential shaping factor was anamnēsis, which stands for living memory or internal reflection of events that one has experienced (Bouchut, 2024). The role that reflection on one’s experiences can have, and how this can connect to other reminiscences, has been explored by Atabay et al. (2024) in relation to reconciliation of communities in post-conflict settings. Specifically, Atabay et al. (2024) analysed memorialisation processes from Hiroshima and Nagasaki (in relation to the 1939-1945 conflict) and Beirut (in relation to the 1975-1990 conflict). The key finding was that an essential part of post-trauma recovery in these regions, and aiding reconciliation of affected communities, was the recognition of the cultural heritage of these areas that informed people’s experiences of them but was also largely destroyed in conflict. 
Crucially, this study found that, to not forget their individual reminiscences of events- especially after conflict- communities tended to spatialize their memory. This demonstrates how memory operates as a continuum between anamnēsis and hypomnēsis (Bergson, 1896/2007). While it is the internal reflection (anamnēsis) which starts this process of memorialisation, it is its spatialization and rearticulation (hypomnēsis), and placement into the realm of collective memory, that enables the memory to survive as part of the community’s continual process of memory-work (reshaping the memory across time). The sense of continuity that a community can build around a memory resides in place, which connects past, present and future generations (Shaheed, 2014). As Halbwachs (1992) argued, individual memory communicates with collective memory while remembering, and it is through this process that groups and populations are bound together, and their identities moulded, across time. Therefore, as an expression of living memory and internal reflection, anamnēsis is a crucial concept to grasp, as it sets the stage for hypomnēsis, or the exteriorization of memory, which bind memories to place and informs identity formation (Milošević, 2018). 
[bookmark: _Toc216093645]9.4. Limitations of the research 
While this project has endeavoured to address and answer the aims, objectives, research gaps, and research questions posed in Chapter I: Introduction, it must be acknowledged that certain limitations have had a bearing on what could be produced. Firstly, this project has begun from a broad theoretical base; one which takes account of three different frameworks on memorialisation. While this enabled a thorough consideration of the factors that influence memorialisation practices, it has limited the extent to which any one practice can be investigated. An entire thesis, for example, could have been produced just on how the dynamics within the counter-memory framework can influence identity formation and placemaking in Barnsley. As such, while one of the potential strengths of the project is its breadth of theoretical frameworks from which it draws, which facilitates a rare cross-sectional discussion of memorialisation, this does mean some depth of analysis has inevitably been sacrificed. 
By blending elements of methodologies inspired by critical realism and phenomenology, this project has been able to produce two different types of outputs. The first is a summary of the themes which define participants experience, while the second, is an analysis of these themes (through abduction and retroduction) to identify potential factors which shape memorialisation. The downside of this blend, in a similar vein to the broad theoretical review of memorialisation, is reduced depth. A purely phenomenological study would give far more detailed and intimate accounts of fewer participants and deeply capture their experiences. Similarly, a study inspired just by critical realism would interrogate the potential generative mechanisms behind memorialisation to a greater extent. And so, while a balanced approach has been taken, which has aimed to blend the productive elements of different traditions, purists (of the two traditions) may argue that this study does not have the depth of a more singular study.
In relation to this, some purists (of phenomenology) may argue that the GQR approach has omitted a key aspect of (some) phenomenological studies- bracketing. Bracketing is a technique used in some phenomenological studies (not all) which requires the researcher to set aside “their a priori knowledge and assumptions, with the analytic goal of attending to the participants’ accounts with an open mind” (Starks and Trinidad, 2007, p. 1376). Bracketing has not been included in this study because, in my view, it is impossible to achieve. Even Colaizzi (1978), one of the founders of the Descriptive Phenomenological Method, for example, recognized that complete bracketing is not possible (Morrow et al., 2015, p. 3). Bracketing is impossible because participants’ observations do not decide themselves that they are going to be included in the researcher’s findings. 
Rather, the researcher exercises a value judgement, using their ‘a priori knowledge and assumptions’ to decide which participant observations are worthy of inclusion (Starks & Trinidad, 2007, p. 1376; Hume, 2003). Analysis, therefore, is an exercise of interpretation on the researcher’s part. While the claim is made here that the exclusion of bracketing is justified, some phenomenological purists may argue that the study has dispensed with an important aspect of the phenomenological tradition. The point is maintained however, that this aspect of the phenomenological methods is impracticable. The exclusion of bracketing allowed the stages of abduction and retroduction to take place, as these are exercises based on interpretation and applying the researcher’s prior knowledge to identify potential shaping factors. Furthermore, as a multi-paradigmatic, pluralist approach the research, the GQR has not been used based on unquestioning appeal and adherence to one philosophy or another, or one method or another, but rather blends elements of different traditions to create a set of tools that are best placed to answer this individual project’s research questions. 
[bookmark: _Toc216093646] 9.5. Implications and recommendations for future research
With technological advancements, the development of Artificial Intelligence and the pervasiveness of the internet in modern society, there is clear scope for future research to explore the roles that digital memorials have on cultures of memorialisation and how these digital forms relate to physical memorials. Digital screens, and their accompanying effects, have been a longstanding area of scholarly interest, from highly personalised modes of using mobile devices to cultures of consuming television and online content, and this extends to screens in museums and broader memorialisation practices (Horst, 2016; Sumartojo and Graves, 2021). As Moncur and Kirk (2014) argue, memorials are bound up in cultural modes of practice, and with digital practices being so central to contemporary culture, it is bound to have an impact on how people interact with memorials and understand experiences of commemoration. 
How people orient their identities amidst the rise of such digital spaces of remembrance is a topic not only relevant to memory studies but the social sciences more broadly. Digitization and the accelerated speed, access and exchange of information, whether in relation to memorial structures or more generally, is a process wedded to global capitalism, homogenization (of culture), local disidentification and curtailed spatial differentiation (Gabrielian and Hirsch, 2018). This leads some authors to decry the erasure of cultural differences and de-particularization of contemporary society, while others admire the speed that new communities can form and the efficiency with which they can share ideas and explore their identities. How these tensions, as they relate to global capitalism, cultural homogenization, and increased access to ideas, affect the ways that people understand and interact with memorials in contemporary society is a highly engaging and novel line of enquiry that could be explored by memory scholars, cultural geographers, and social scientists more broadly.
One of the main implications of this study is that the different memory rationales have their place in the memorial landscape and people’s conceptualisations of memorials. What this means in practical terms is that, when local authorities and other ‘powers that be’ deliberate on whether to erect or remove a memorial, they should consider the arguments surrounding these different memory rationales. This does not require an in-depth knowledge of the philosophical underpinnings of these different rationales, but rather an awareness of the practical and affective (real world) influences that these rationales hold in relation to people’s understandings of their communities. 
For example, in deliberating whether to remove a memorial, a local authority practitioner or politician could consider whether this memorial plays a role in the collective memory of the town. In practical terms, this would mean posing the question: Would removing this memorial affect people’s ability in this town/city to connect to their local, social, or national groups? The same could be done for counter-memory, where considerations could be made as to whether a potential memorial would provide underrepresented groups with a means of challenging commonly held narratives about them. A potential question formulation could be: Would erecting this memorial provide under-represented groups with a means of confronting shared trauma and challenging wider power structures? 
This study could also, hopefully, inform how the designers memorials deliberate on their designs. For example, if a prospective memorial has been funded by volunteers in a bottom-up, grassroots way, then it most likely has an element of counter-monumentality to it, where a group is seeking recognition of their trauma or shared past publicly. This would mean that the designer could be aware of some of the key themes of counter-memorialisation, such as the confrontation of trauma, acknowledgment of shared history (tragedy), and inclusion of ‘negative heritage’. The designer could allow these themes to come through in their design to best communicate the intent of the group that commissioned the memorial. 
In scholarly terms, there are several directions that future research could take based on the outcomes of this project. The first is in relation to the dynamic between collective memory and counter-memory in post-industrial areas. This is both a conceptual and practical issue. Currently, not enough is known about how collective memory and counter-memory inform, react, condition, and compete with, each other. This study has demonstrated that collective memory and counter-memory can inform and have dynamics in the same memorial landscapes, but it is unknown whether this will carry over into other studies of post-industrial settings. A discussion of the philosophical and conceptual roots of these two memory frameworks, and considerations of how well they can potentially meld, would be welcome. The principles of such a discussion could then be explored empirically in other post-industrial town settings which have diverse memory landscapes (war and industry histories). 
Future research could also consider the place of active and aggressive forgetting in relation to controversial memorial landscapes, and how (and when) this form of action is justified. Considering recent events in the United Kingdom and elsewhere, where activists, and the public, are becoming increasingly sceptical of the place of problematic historical figures in memorial landscapes, there needs to be a discussion of memorial removal (Land, 2023). As a form of enforced forgetting (of the active and aggressive branches), this has proved a very unpopular method in this study. As such, future studies need to carefully deliberate on the specific conditions that justify memorials being removed and consider the repercussions this could have for other (similar) memorial sites and the general public’s ability to connect to local history and build conceptualisations of the past. Furthermore, an issue which has been raised in this study is what should be done about pasts which are becoming passively forgotten. 
Many of the specifics around Barnsley’s coal mining history have fallen into this category, and participants have had different views on whether locals have a duty to try and keep these pasts alive. Therefore, future studies could consider when it is appropriate to consider trying to mount a resurgence of pasts that are being passively forgotten. What this demonstrates, furthermore, is that there are dynamics and considerations that need to be addressed between collective memory, counter-memory, and forgetting. What would be particularly interesting to see in future projects is an analysis of the points at which these concepts intercept, what this looks like in practice, and the conditions under which one memory framework becomes subsumed by another (for example, when a counter-memory becomes a collective memory). 
A final point that could be considered by researchers is a methodological one. This study has utilised the novel methodology of the GQR approach, which layers elements of critical realist and phenomenological inspired methodologies. This aspect of the research has not been foregrounded as an original contribution (in its own right) as the methodology was made to service the aims, objectives, and (answering the) research questions of the project. However, there has undoubtedly been something gained by blending two (traditionally distinct) methodologies. This blending has enabled participants’ accounts to be summarised (through the production of codes and themes) but also related to the broader phenomenon to which they refer by considering their capacity to shape the phenomenon. This dual-purpose would not have been possible simply by using one of the methodologies which inspired the GQR approach. 
Future research could explore blending possibilities between methodologies inspired by critical realism, phenomenology, and other philosophical branches. Debates about issues like critical realism and phenomenology can quickly become philosophical, which can deter (practice-oriented) social scientists from engaging with them fully (Land, 2024). However, there is potential to apply the underlying philosophical tenets of these movements in a methodological manner, and doing so can allow researchers to tailor their methods to address the overall aims of their research. Future research could therefore critique the GQR, amend (add to or remove) its parts, and explore how different variations of blended methodologies can enable novel research questions (about memorialisation or other social phenomena) to be addressed.    
[bookmark: _Toc216093647]9.6. Key message
This project’s key message is that shared awareness hypomnēsis, and anamnesis are three factors which potentially shape memorialisation. Building from this, the themes of collective memory and counter-memory strongly inform memorialisation practices in Barnsley, and in turn affect how people in the town relate to their history, identity, and sense of place. 
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This glossary provides definitions for key terms and concepts which are drawn on throughout the thesis. By understanding these terms and concepts, one should have a greater understanding of the thesis, and the ideas that it draws from. 
Memorial. A useful and inclusive definition of ‘memorial’ is found in A Dictionary to Human Geography (2013). “[Memorials] are events, such as public holidays or parades, or structures, such as statues or buildings, created to honour and remember a person or event” (Rogers et al., 2013, p. 309). From this definition, two key points can be gathered about memorials. Firstly, a memorial can be an event or a physical structure, like a stone monument. What memorial events and structures have in common is the second key point: they, or the creators of them, intend to trigger remembrance of a specific person or past. 
Collective memory. Langenbacher and Shain (2010) provide a very detailed and well-rounded definition of collective memory. Their definition goes as follows, “[The] intersubjectively shared interpretations of a poignant common past with a high degree of affect” (p. 26). This definition of collective memory has three key components. Firstly, collective memories are intersubjectively shared interpretations, which means that they are the shared meanings, passed between members of the same group, that are constructed by people in their interactions with each other. Therefore, collective memories are interpretations of the past which are shared by more than one conscious mind. The second component of the definition is that these intersubjectively shared interpretations are about a common past. This means that more than one person directs their consciousness toward the same past or event. The third component is that collective memories have a high degree of affect. Put simply, this means that a collective memory informs or influences a group’s understanding of its identity. In other words, collective memories influence ‘who’ a group is by providing answers of ‘where’ it came from and ‘why’. 
Counter-memory. Conceptually, counter-memory was first used by French philosopher Foucault (1978), who understood memory as a discourse that is constructed within a socio-political context and relations of power. Counter-memory, for Foucault (1978), is a form of resistance used by those marginalised by power against official discourses of memory and historical continuity (Radzobe, 2019). Therefore, counter-memories are those which problematise the interpretations of the past, history, and society, or ‘regimes of truth’, pushed by those in power (Foucault, 1978).
Commemoration. An action taken to remember a person or event. A ‘call to remembrance’ in which visual elements, such as physical monuments, or haptic and ritual elements, like ceremonies, evoke memories of a specific person or event (Savage, 2007). 
Lieux de mémoire. Originally proposed by Nora (1989) and translates to ‘sites of memory’ in English. The term refers to locations which are ‘containers’ of collective memory. These can include physical sites, such as monuments and historical buildings, or intangible sites, such as rituals and traditions. These sites are consciously created by individuals to represent aspects of their past and sustain collective memory. This is in contrast to what Nora (1989) termed ‘milieux de mémoire’, which are more ‘real’ or organic environments of memory, where collective memory is sustained in an unselfconscious way by everyday practices, including established ways of performing work and other actions (from going to Church to marking the birth of a baby), social structures, and family practices. 
Forgetting (Active and passive). Almost all dictionary definitions of the word ‘forget’ run as follows: [A verb] To not remember to do something or how to do it; a failure to remember (Collins Dictionary, 2025). However, there are two types of forgetting, or at least two philosophical positions on what forgetting is. For Nietzsche (2007), forgetting is an active ability to suppress the past, rather than a lack of activity or ability to remember. Therefore, active forgetting is the wilful abandonment of the past (Turner, 2019). In contrast, passive forgetting is the unwilful or unintentional abandonment of the past. This means that forgetting is not a positive act, but rather a negative one; a lack of action or a lack of ability to remember. 
Place. The human-wrought transformation of a pre-existing, undifferentiated part of the Earth’s surface (a space) and the importation of meaning upon such space (Cresswell, 2014). Crucially, to become a place, a space must have meanings applied to it. Place is also a subjectively sensed and experienced phenomenon and is an irreducible component of human experience, without which human experience could not be constituted and interpreted. 
Non-place. A term invented by French anthropologist Augé (1995) to describe sites which are the basis of the temporary gathering of individuals and groups of people who have no bond with each other. Common examples of such non-places include airports, highways, and shopping centres. Rather than being defined by meaning importation and social bonds, like places are, it is signs and texts that guide people’s movements within non-places or direct them to other (actual) places.
Identity. Most dictionaries define identity as the condition of being oneself and not another. Other variations include the features that distinguish a person or thing from another person or thing. In either case, identity refers to an essential sameness or oneness (Coulmas, 2019). As such, identity is based upon the idea of a self-sustaining entity which possesses the capacity for conscious reason and whose internal structure or centre is essentially fixed and is therefore ‘identical’ with itself over time. 
Ritual. The practice of signifying formal actions within a set pattern or order which expresses a shared meaning through the use of symbols. The term is also used more loosely by sociologists and anthropologists to describe any regularly repeated pattern of behaviour (Watson-Jones and Legare, 2016). The defining characteristic of a ritual is that the completion of the action (or repeated pattern) conveys more than the content of what is being done. 
(Cultural and Memorial) Landscape(s). The word ‘landscape’ derives its meaning from the Dutch word ‘landschap’ and came into use in England in the 16th century. Landscape refers to both the visual appearance of land and its pictorial depiction (Rogers et al., 2013). Therefore, landscape has a two-part definition: (1) a portion of land or scenery which the eye can view at once and which (2) can be captured or pictured. Part of a landscape is the cultural landscape. A cultural landscape is a natural landscape that is modified by human action- actions which are underpinned by values and therefore reproduce dominant ideas and power structures, but which can also resist and transform these structures (Sitwell and Latham, 1979, p. 51). Crucially, memorials are part of this cultural landscape, “like all cultural landscapes, memorials have a normative power, at once reflecting and reproducing social ideas about the past and thereby shaping the future” (Dwyer and Alderman, 2008, p. 167). 
Memorial landscape. When writing about memorials inhabiting the cultural landscape, it is common to use the phrase ‘memorial landscape’. Wasserman (1998) provides a useful definition of memorial landscape which is inclusive of the different elements which comprise it. “The memorial landscape is a landscape of tremendous cultural significance. It reinserts sacred stories into public open space: stories that reveal and heal. These stories can have a positive impact on a community and can teach the lessons of history and place. The memorial landscape serves intellectual, emotional, spiritual, and communal functions, including: a) a place for memory, b) a place for mourning, c) a place for reflection and healing, d) a place for ceremony, and e) a place for collective action” (Wasserman, 1998, p. 42).   
Symbol. A symbol is that which stands for something other than itself. An example is that a flag, or an emblem, can stand for a nation or region (Marshsall, 2004). 
Social memory. The social systems and contexts which enable members of a social group to make meaning about themselves in relation to the past. The difference between this and collective memory is thus: with collective memory, individual systems of consciousness remember a similar, binding memory when exposed to the same conditions (for example, a memorial or a ritual). Collective memory is thus built from a web of interconnected individual systems of consciousness. With social memory, it is the social system, as a patterned network of schemas that are external than any one individual, that dictates the memory that the group shares (Orianne and Eustache, 2023, pp. 7-8). An interesting example of this is raised by Gaillard et al. (2008), who showed how social memory enhanced community resilience in relation to natural catastrophes. This was demonstrated through the self-evacuation of 78,000 residents of Simeulue Island, 150 kilometres off the west coast of Sumatra, Indonesia, to inland parts of the island in response to the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami. Gaillard et al. (2008) contend that this self-evacuation was done based on residual memory from a tsunami that hit the island in 1907 which killed seventy percent of its population. Residual memory of this, which became encoded through social learning processes, meant that house building was prevented in tsunami-prone coastal zones and the ‘best practice’ of self-evacuation was implemented, resulting in less than one percent of the island’s population dying during the 2004 tsunami. Therefore, as Gaillard et al. (2008) argue, if certain practices are successful over long time periods, they become encoded in social learning processes like rites, taboos, and traditions. 
Popular (cultural) memory. The images, myths, and narratives that are perpetuated through a variety of sources, including rituals and the media, which allow a group to have a shared interpretation of the past (Olick ,1999).  
Public memory. The predominant body of ideas and beliefs which allow a society to understand its past and present (Light and Young, 2015). The key difference between public memory and social memory is the focus: public memory centres around a collective understanding of the past within a larger public, like a nation or society. In contrast, social memory is specific to a social group, like a family, community, or ethnic group. Therefore, social memory is more localized, being shaped by shared experiences and interactions between members of a social group, while public memory is much broader, referring to broader societal narratives, cultural trends and corporate and political agendas (Orianne and Eustache, 2023; Olick, 1999). 
Shared memory. These are the memories that individuals share with other members of their group (Orianne and Eustache, 2023). 
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Chapter VI: Findings presents the themes which have been produced in Phase 1 of the GQR approach. So that proper contextual information is provided around how these themes were arrived at, a brief explanation, in the form of diagrams, are displayed below. These diagrams cover the creation and clustering of codes in Parts 3 and 4 of the GQR approach.
In Part 3 of the analysis, coding began with a provisional list of 10 codes which were drawn from the researcher’s theoretical understanding of memorialisation. The provisional codes which were utilised at the beginning of the coding process went as follows (the corresponding acronyms/abbreviations for each code is provided in brackets).
Abstract history/nostalgia (AH/N). Pasts which reside outside of living memory (abstract history), or which are yearned or longed for in a sentimental way (nostalgia).
Archetypes (ARC). An inherited and fundamental pattern of meaning which is present in all human civilizations and emerges regardless of cultural differences. 
Placing/non-placing (P/NP). A wilful attempt to endow a space with meaning (placing) or the wilful attempt to strip a space of its meaning (non-placing).
Signs and symbols (S&S). An object which stands for something other (and usually more abstract) than itself.
Performance (PEF). The embodied conveyance of meaning. 
Controlled temporality (CT). The act of planning for an experience to take place at a specific time. 
Lived memory (LM). An event that can be remembered by people who are alive today. 
Individual and collective memory (I&CM). The dynamic that exists between individual and collective memory. Collective memories emerge from the stories individuals tell (and re-tell) other individuals. Simultaneously, collective memories are a driving force behind individual identity and memory.
Passive forgetting (PF). The loss of information stored in one’s memory without any effort to do so.
Active and aggressive forgetting (AAF). The purposeful suppression or removal of memories which are stored either in one’s mind or in the physical environment (in the form of memorials).
As the data added to the researcher’s understanding, the provisional 10 first-cycle codes expanded to incorporate codes which were novel and not anticipated at the beginning of the coding process. The new codes which were incorporated during this process are listed below.
Shared History (SH). When two or more individuals share experience of an event.   
Shared Values (SV). When two or more individuals share similar (moral, social, political, or religious) principles or moral judgements.  
Temporal Continuity (TC). A recognizable symbol (of history, culture, identity, etc.) being fixed in the same place for a long period of time. The symbol thus becomes associated with the space it inhabits.
Reminder/Physical Marker (R/PM). A symbol embedded within a place which functions to remind those who encounter it of the history it refers to. 
Expressive and Discovering (E&D). The message a symbol expresses which enables those who engage with it to discover more about its intended meaning. 
Design: Triggering Potentiality (D:TP). The ability that a memorial’s design has to trigger interest from those who encounter it.
Genealogy/Active Role (G/AR). The research work (around topics such as genealogy and community history) undertaken by memorialisers who intend increase interest in a particular memorial. 
Anniversary/Special Day (A/SD). An event that is celebrated or commemorated at a regular interval. 
Related/Personal Connection (REL/PC). When a memorialiser feels compelled to engage in a particular form of memorialisation due to being related to (or knowing intimately) an individual who is deceased. 
Mixing of Distinct Peoples (MDP). When individuals from different social, racial, cultural, religious, or class-based backgrounds are brought together due to a common interest in a specific memorial or history. 
Location: Interactive Potentiality (L: IP). How the location at which a memorial is situated can affect the extent to which it is interacted with (e.g., being situated in a public square versus an abandoned churchyard).
Acceptance and Confrontation of the Past (A&CP). The notion that difficult or traumatic pasts should be confronted rather than repressed. 
 The first-cycle coding process is captured in its entirety in the following diagram.AH/N
ARC
P/NP
PEF
S&S
CT
LM
I&C
PF
AAF
AH/N-SH
ARC-SV
PNP-TC-R/PM
PEF-GEN/AR
S&S-E&D- D:TP
CT-A/SD
LM-REL/PC
I&C-MDP
PF-L: IP
AAF-A&CP
Provisional codes
Novel codes added






As part of the second coding cycle, the following first cycle codes were combined to create second cycle (parent) codes.  
Abstract History/Nostalgia (AH/N) and Shared History (SH) were combined to create: Shared Understandings (SU). Understandings that individuals share around what the roles of memorials are and what it means to memorialise.
Archetypes (ARC) and Shared Values (SV) were combined to create:
Shared Drivers (SD). The shared reasons that people have for memorialising.
Placing/non-placing (P/NP) was combined with Temporal Continuity (TC) and Reminder/Physical Marker (R/PM) to create:
Fixity (FX). A memorial’s permanence of position/location.
Signs and Symbols (S&S) was combined with Expressive and Discovering (E&D) and Design: Triggering Potentiality (D:TP) to create:
Triggered Engagement (TE). The state of an individual being triggered by a memorial’s inscriptions or symbols to engage with a past that the memorial refers to. 
Performance (PEF) was combined with Genealogy (GEN) and Active Role (AR) to create:
Embodied Role (ER). The process of becoming an active participant in the research and discovery of memorialised pasts.
Controlled Temporality (CT) was combined with Anniversary/Special Day (A/SD) produce:
Ordered Experience (OE). Experiences which have temporal or spatial elements predetermined. 
Lived memory (LM) and Related/Personal connection (REL/ PC) were combined to create:
Lived Experience (LE). Events which someone has lived through or has direct relation to. 
Individual and collective memory (I&CM) was combined with Mixing of Distinct Peoples (MDP) to create: 
Person-Group Dialectic (PGD). The connection that exists between an individual, who belongs to a group, and the group itself. 
Passive forgetting (PF) was combined with Location: Interactive Potentiality (L: IP) to produce:
Accessibility (ACC). The extent to which a memorial site can be accessed and therefore interacted with by members of the public. 
Active and aggressive forgetting (AAF) was combined with Acceptance and Confrontation of the Past (A&CP) to create: 
Resisting Forgetting (RF). The will to resist forgetting elements of the past. 
This creation of second-cycle codes is summarised in the following diagram.
AH/N/SH
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Part 4 of the GQR approach then involves clustering parent codes into themes that are common across all accounts. 
As part of this process, the following codes were clustered into themes.
Shared Understandings (SU) and Shared Drivers were clustered to create:
Shared Conceptualisations (SC). Sharing the same mental concept or idea of what something is with someone else. 
Fixity (FI) was combined with Triggered Engagement (TE) to produce:
Repeated Triggering (RT). The ability (or lack of) of memorials to repeatedly trigger interest over time. 
Embodied Role (ER) was clustered with Lived Experience (LE) to create: 
Direct Contact (DC). The impression that memorial (and memorialisation practices) can create of having direct access to the past being commemorated. 
Ordered Experience (OE) was combined with Person-Group Dialectic (PGD) to produce: Structured Group Memorialisation (SGM). Memorialisation practices which have a pre-determined structure. 
Resisting Forgetting (RF) and Accessibility (ACC) were clustered to produce:
Sustained Interest (SI). The interest that a memorial can maintain over time. 
This process of clustering parent codes into themes is captured in the diagram below. 
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