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Abstract

Scholarly work on the relationship between heritagd memory has largely neglected
living memory (that is ‘everyday’ memories of livexkperience). There is a common
assumption that heritage fosters or maintains loacbllective’ memories (often

referred to as social, public or cultural memoriesa linear sense, after living memory
has lapsed. However, given the range of complexemmalisations of ‘memory’ itself,

there are inevitably multiple ways in which memayd heritage interact. This thesis
argues that where heritage displays represent ¢hent past, the picture is more
complex; that heritage narratives play a promirreid in the tussle between different

layers of memory.

Empirically, the research focuses on two promimairting heritage sites; Big Pit coal
mine in south Wales and Geevor tin mine in Cornwatiustrial heritage sites are one
of the few sorts of public historical representatiwwhere heritage narratives exist so
closely alongside living memories of the social exgnces they represent. The study
more clearly models the relationship between hggitand memory by analysing three
key components in relation to these sites; thegqa®cheritagisation’, living memories

and broader cultural memory.

It is argued that heritagisation ipeocessn which dominant narratives of the past are
socially constructed and reliant upon particuladitigal, cultural and economic
circumstances. In these cases, heritage discoumpesed particular senses of value in
relation to the mining past, emphasising the mastadt past and the inherent *historic’
value of the industry. Through oral history, théatienship between autobiographical
memories and these dominant heritage narrativireers explored. The study finds that
living memory provides a more complex, nuanced actmf the past which both
challenges and goes beyond fixed heritage represmmé. As such, the meeting of
heritagisation and living memory creates a numbepants of contest. However,
heritagisation directly influences the constructioh dominant cultural memory,
suggesting that heritage narratives activaystructnew ways of ‘remembering’ the
past. In turn, while living memories are not ‘fotggm’, they are gradually bleached out,

diluted or even subsumed by dominant cultural memor
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Introduction

The turn to heritage is a contemporary charactert post-industrial Britain. It is
particularly visible in former mining communitieach as the South Wales Valleys and
Cornwall where the industrial past dominated localture, lifestyles and economic
wellbeing. These histories are increasingly beigresented in heritage displays and
initiatives of different sorts. The transformatiohformer industrial areas into heritage
attractions has been particularly controversiathwieritage tourism provoking some

bitter criticism. Prominent Welsh historian, Gwyif Williams noted:

We are living through a somewhat desperate hunddoiown past, a time of old
militants religiously recorded on tape, of quarrasl pits turned into tourist
museums. This recovered tradition is increasingbgrating in terms of a
Celebration of a Heroic Past which seems rarelyo@¢obrought to bear on
vulgarly contemporary problems except in terms aherely rhetorical style
which absolves its fortunate possessors from thegsity of thought. This is not
to encapsulate a past, it is to sterilise it. Itn® to cultivate an historical
consciousness; it is to eliminaté it.

Williams was writing in the mid-1980s when the migiindustry in Wales was in the
throes of its final period of decline. Simultanelguplans were in place to promote the
South Wales Valleys as a tourist destination. Whédtage planners and local councils
were promoting heritage tourism as regenerativenersi and local people were
attempting to keep their jobs and come to termb wie decline of their communities.
As the above quote implies, this was not only daocis development, but one which
glossed over, or even eliminated a valued cultpast. This was not simply a rejection
of tourism on an economic basis, there somethingerhmmdamental at work. The past,

which was so prominent in living memory, was beiegresented as heritage.

Moves to preserve mining heritage have been past wiuch broader trend in the so-
called ‘heritage obsession’ in BritéinThe past, it seems, is all around us. It is
represented, commodified and consumed in a widétyaof ways; in films, on

television, in books, museums and heritage sites. a¢ witnessing what has been

! Gwyn A. Williams,When Was Wales: A History of the WeBkenguin Books, 1991), p. 300.
2 Ben Cowell,The Heritage Obsession: The Battle for England’st®Bhe History Press Ltd, 2008).
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described as an ‘audible explosion of popular priesions of the pasf.As a result,
phrases such as ‘memory boom’ and ‘heritage boameHecome commonplace in
academic discourse in order to describe this irsongéy pervasive public engagement
with the pasf. A concern with preserving heritage is particulgshpminent in British
life, and there is an extensive institutional stioe which deals with the protection and
presentation of material heritage (including lagyganisations such as the National
Trust, Heritage Lottery Fund and English Heritage).

Historians have been somewhat reluctant to engaitethese trends. In fact, heritage
and memory have both been controversial conceptsinvacademic history, to the
extent that most critical work defining the termedaheir interrelationships has come
from other disciplines such as geography, sociokgropology and heritage studies.
Historians’ scepticism of both heritage and memismargely based on familiar critique
which is underpinned by epistemological assumptiainsut the relationship between
the past and the present, or rather, what thatioe&hip shouldbe. So the argument
goes, heritage (as a popular representation ofptds) and memory (as the way
individuals or groups ‘remember’ and make meannognfthe past) are both inherently
subjective ways of evoking history, which defy mdobjective’ analysis. In these
terms, they are shaped by their present functiodsda not measure up to the so-called
‘testable truth’ which academic history provide®f course, the postmodern challenge
raised fundamental questions about these notiorgruth’, though arguably having

little impact on the historical mainstream.

This is not true of the discipline as a whole, hegre Oral historians have long been
concerned with the relationship we have with owstgavhat we remember and how we
construct a sense of meaning from the past in tegept. More recently, the sub-field
of public history has emerged (drawing on developisién American scholarship but
more recently finding its feet in British institatis) which seeks to more closely engage

with the way the past is represented, consumedcanstructs meaning in the presént.

3 Jill Liddington, ‘What Is Public History? Publiesxd Their Pasts, Meanings and Practio®sa|

History, 30 (2002), 83-93.

4 Andreas Huyssefwilight Memories: Marking Time in a Culture of Aesia(Routledge, 1995), p. 5;
Cowell.

® David LowenthalThe Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of Hist@wambridge University Press, 1998),
p. 120.

® For an introduction to public history, see Liddimg; Oral History and Public Memoriegd. by Paula
Hamilton and Linda Shopes (Temple University Pr2e§8); Michael FrischA Shared Authority:
Essays on the Craft and Meaning of Oral and PuHigtory (SUNY Press, 1989). There are two
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Public historians have recognised that there andistjap between the ways historians
and the public conceptualise and use the pastgestigg that we need to more closely
engage with the ways in which history is understoatside of the acaderyin these
terms, we cannot dismiss heritage as ‘bogus historgr can we see it as an
‘unproblematic good® Rather than simplistically characterising heritageone sort of
phenomenon or another, we need to understand tinpler value systems involved

with preserving certain cultural pasts.

There is an increasing awareness of a more dyn#owcof knowledge and meaning
between the past, present and future which neetle tmore fully understood. In this
vein, the concept of ‘historical consciousness’ hasome more widely used as a way
of reconceptualising the past-present relationsmspoutlined above. Emanating from a
German intellectual tradition, Bernard Eric Jenkas advocated the use of historical
consciousness (Geschichtsbewusstsein), arguing‘hlsabry and history making as
they occur in our ‘life-world’ should be considertite more basic forms of history.’
He continues, ‘history is defined as a constitutieature of the ongoing lives of
ordinary people’® These ideas are reminiscent of Raphael Samuelimslthat the
study of the past should inform our understandifthe present, or what he called a
sense of our own ‘historicity* By using historical consciousness as a framework,
Jensen attempted to move beyond an approach thateel‘history’ and ‘the past’
preferring to interpret the past, present and &utas inextricably linketf In these
terms, the past is not a distant ‘foreign coun{yavid Lowenthal’s famous phrase),
rather, it is an active, dynamic construct whick heeaning for people and plays a role

in the negotiation of present values and identittes

Through maintaining a critical perspective, the ptexity of the past-present

relationship in these contexts can be considerkanithating rather than merely

dedicated journals to public history; The Amerigaumrnal The Public Historianestablished in 197&nd
its Australian counterpaRublic History Reviewestablished in 1992). For a detailed discussigoubfic
history and its relevance to this research, septeh8.

" Roy Rosenzweig and David Theldie Presence of the Past: Popular Uses of Historrherican
Life (Columbia University Press, 1998).

8 patrick Wright,On Living in an Old Country: The National Past im@emporary Britain(Oxford
University Press, 2009).

® Bernard Eric Jensen, ‘Usable Pasts: Comparing dgares to Popular and Public History’ Aeople
and their pasts: public history toddiPalgrave Macmillan, 2009), p. 48.

19 Jensen, p. 50.

! Raphael SamueTheatres of MemorgVerso, 1994).

12 Jensen.

3 David LowenthalThe Past Is a Foreign Count(€ambridge University Press, 1999).
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restrictive, allowing us to move beyond the prokdéimparadox of making use of the
past in the present and notions of historical ‘agcy. This thesis departs from this
theoretical perspective, attempting to make sehfgeacomplex process of constructing
narratives of the past in the present while findiagm for meaning in the way people

relate to the past on a day-to-day basis.

Memory has been a key concept in the investigabibthe past-present relationship,
with research in memory studies posing similar tjaes to those raised by public
historians. The historical study of memory has ef$aky been concerned with the
social dynamics of the past-present relationstop only asking ‘what happened then?’
but ‘why is that important now and to whom?’ In $belerms, we can interpret heritage
and memory as two alternative (but interlinked) e®df constructing historical
understanding, or rather, two ways in which thet pasecontextualised in the present.
Memory is also closely linked to heritage in puldliscourse, where heritage practices
are often bound up with the rhetoric of rememberligritage sites claim to remember
or memorialise the past, we celebrate Remembraraye 8nd we are urged not to
‘forget’ the darker moments of history. Howeverer is little clarity when it comes to
establishing what sort of ‘memory’ these commortesteents refer to. It is unclear
whether we really remember these pasts (and in sérae), or whether we are merely

remindedof them.

It is widely accepted that memory functions at anbar of levels, and these are
articulated through a wide range of terminologyh®ars have distinguished between
autobiographical memory (individual memory based experience) and public or
cultural memory (where memory is assumed to bdécbVe’ in some senses, rather
than autobiographical; which can incorporate eveméyond lived experiencé.
Nonetheless, academic studies of the relationshtvden heritage and memory are
surprisingly limited. Museums and heritage are Wigssumed to ‘house’ or ‘produce’
memory in a broad metaphorical sefisén this model, it is assumed that preserving
material heritage has a mnemonic function for swse that heritage displays foster
‘collective’ memory, beyond the realm of individuakperience. However, given the

range of complex conceptualisations of memory, weld expect there to be multiple

4 Maurice HalbwachsHalbwachs/Coser: On Collective Memdfyniversity of Chicago Press, 1992);
Jan Assmann and John Czaplicka, ‘Collective Menaony Cultural Identity’New German Critique
1995, 125-133.

' Susan A. Cranévluseums and Memoftanford University Press, 2000), p. 2; Hamiltonl Shopes,
p. 3.
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ways in which memory and heritage interact. Indgg@een the theoretical rigour which
has grown from the study of heritage and memorysegarate entities, there is
surprisingly little critical work which engages Wwithe inevitably multi-faceted nature

of their interrelationship.

Of course, many heritage sites or displays reptakerdistant past, meaning that living
memory is not necessarily a consideration in thepresentation of the past or its
reception. However, more diverse practices of puede®n have resulted in an
increased focus on preserving the recent past dsde Industrial heritage and war
memorials are two examples of this, where livedegigmce is ‘heritagised’, resulting in
‘official’ narratives existing alongside (and pddgi in conflict with) unofficial
memories. As | have suggested, where heritagetivesaand living memory co-exist,
the relationship between heritage and memory ®lliko be much more complex in
ways we don't yet fully understand. As such, tieiserarch aimed to investigate a largely
under-researched questionpw does heritagisation interact with different ¢ay of

memory?

In order to answer this broad theoretical questibis, study synthesises wide-ranging
conceptual and theoretical perspectives on heriéagememory while providing some
empirical depth and specificity by analysing theywa which different notions of
memory and heritage intersect in particular costeimpirically, the research focuses
on two prominent mining heritage sites; Big Pitlcogne in south Wales and Geevor
tin mine in Cornwall. Both sites made a rapid tiaos to heritage after their closure as
working mines (1980 and 1993 respectively), mearilmaf heritage narratives exist
very closely alongside living memory. Both Big Bitd Geevor now operate as heritage
attractions where visitors can ‘experience’ thetdas taking an underground tour

guided by ex-miners, as well as viewing more traddl museum displays.

The study focuses on three key components in itdysis; ‘heritagisation’, living
memory and cultural memory. These are reflected the chapter structure.
Heritagisation focuses on the need to interpreitdggr as a process which needs to be
situated within complex and politicised contexts aminstruction. How and why are
certain pasts preserved and represented as hériW@hech narratives of the past are

preserved and who decides? The study then draws wide range of oral history

13



interviews in order to investigate two different{lzlosely related) ‘layers’ of memory;
living memory and cultural memory. Oral history piles a means to investigate
autobiographical memories and their relationshigdminant cultural narratives and to
evaluate heritagisation in these contexts, to #skahow it may be problematic as well
as why it is valued. Does living memory challenge@nforce heritage narratives? Is
there a dominant cultural memory? What is the i@tahip between living memory and
cultural memory in these cases? In addressing tnesstions, this thesis contributes to
existing research on heritage and memory by mararlgl modelling the relationship
between heritage and different conceptualisatidnm@mory, focusing particularly on

the relevance of living memory to the process oitagisation.

Chapter 1 reviews the wide range of existing thicakperspectives on heritage and
memory, which have both been contested concepésademic literature. It lays the
groundwork for the empirical sections that follow kefining key concepts and
identifying the theoretical framework which will lag@plied throughout the remainder of
the thesis. Chapter 2 builds on this, outlining niiethodological approach taken in this
research. This forms a bridge between the theafetind empirical sections of the
thesis, first outlining the various establishedrapphes which informed this work, then
progressing to a more specific explanation of teearch process (identifying research
questions and outlining methods of data collecaod analysis). Chapter 3 describes
Big Pit and Geevor in detail, placing them in thastorical and local contexts. Firstly,
it reviews the histories of mining in Wales and @mall and their points of
comparison/contrast, which are relevant in settipgpotentially different contexts for
the transition to heritage in each case. Secontdintroduces Geevor and Big Pit in
general terms, describing the histories of the $ites and situating them in their local

community contexts.

Chapters 4, 5 and 6 form the second, analyticaicseof the thesis. Chapter 4 analyses
the process of heritagisation in detail, unpickihg institutional heritage discourses
present at Big Pit and Geevor at the time of thainsitions to heritage (and beyond).
This is done with a view to establishing how and/witining came to be re-framed and
re-presented as heritage and the sorts of valuehwere constructed in the process.
These are then compared with living memories inp@#a5, which draws on oral

history interviews with ex-miners and staff at theritage sites. This analysis is

undertaken in order to understand the complex apbns of representing the mining
14



past at Geevor and Big Pit and, ultimately, whabdesms when heritage and living
memory meet. Chapter 6 then takes a broader pérspanoving beyond the notion of
living memory to evaluate the impact of heritagmaton the construction of cultural
memory. This final analytical chapter draws on dnétory data from a range of
interviewees with different levels of attachmenthe mining past in order to establish
the specific sort of cultural memory which is cudtied through heritage
representations; namely, which elements of thesmriest are preserved and
‘remembered’, both in the present and for the Ritinally, the Conclusion draws
together the existing lines of argument to ansWwerduestion posed at the outset of the
study. It first summarises the complex interrelasioips between heritage and memory
found in this research, then establishes the braheeretical implications of the work

more generally.
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Chapter 1

Literature Review: Heritage and Memory

1.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews the wide range of existingptbgcal perspectives on heritage and
memory, which have both been contested conceptademic literature. Firstly, it
outlines the different ways in which ‘heritage’ he@me to be understood, both as a
concept and a cultural practice. It traces the ldgweent of the ‘heritage debate’,
outlining the central arguments and their broadeplications. It then discusses the
ways in which theorists have sought to move beybede somewhat polemical debates
to promote a more nuanced understanding of herpagetices. It will be argued that
commodifying the past as heritage ipracesswhich needs to be understood in specific
social and political and economic contexts in trespnt. Secondly, the chapter explores
the many different theoretical approaches to memg@pth ‘individual’ and
‘collective’), unpicking the wide range of termiogly which has been used.
Interpretations of both heritage and memory havevadofrom more singular
interpretations (where heritage is seen as a ntbiwlcategory and memory as an
individual faculty), to being viewed as complex acohstructed phenomena (where
heritage is socially constructed and hence pdiidj and memory has both individual

and ‘collective’ dimensions).

Finally, it will be suggested that heritage and rogyhave thus far largely been linked
in rather abstract terms (relying on broad concasations of ‘collective’ memory),
and that the relationship between heritage dvidg memory has been relatively
neglected. As such, the chapter outlines the thtieateperspectives which will be
applied to the empirical analysis which followsgang that we need to take a more
nuanced view of the way heritage and memory ovextapimpact on each other.

17



1.2 Heritage

Heritage is both a slippery concept and a compldtu@l practice. At its most basic
level heritage can mean simply ‘what is inherite&dpresenting a personal, internal
sense of the past. More broadly, the term ‘herithge come to incorporate almost any

reference to or representation of the past in thegnt.

Indeed, heritage has become a very visible presen@itish life. There is a well-
developed institutional structure, with promineational organisations which deal with
heritage preservation, funding and promotion, sashthe National Trust, English
Heritage and the Heritage Lottery FuhBeyond this, there are a host of regional and
local bodies focused on historic preservation a@dtdge tourism. Interest in material
heritage has been an increasingly prominent fateBridish culture, and this has
extended into other forms of publicly accessiblstdry; televisions shows, books,
websites eté. We are, as one critic describes, engaged in atager obsessiort.
Academic debates surrounding heritage tend to fooumore institutionalised forms of
heritage, which are naturally more accessible fygople’s personal sense of their own
inheritance. The term, in its most common usagéhasefore most closely associated
with organised ways in which people access the pash as museums, monuments and

more recently heritage centres.

The United Nations Social and Cultural Organisati®dNESCO) suggests that
‘Heritage is our legacy from the past, what we li¢h today, and what we pass on to
future generations''Similarly, English Heritage (a government fundetviaory body)
claim to be ‘making the past part of our futut&hese phrases reflect the central notion
of heritage as a present reformulation of histant) the suggestion that the past has an
inherent and continuing relevance to society whitdtys an important role in the

formulation of identity, whether individual or ‘dettive’.

! Seehttp://www.nationaltrust.org.ykttp://www.hlf.org.uk/Pages/Home.asptp://www.english-
heritage.org.uk/accessed 13/11/2012.

2 For example, the BBC's influential series ‘Who Bou Think You Are?’
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b007t5Bmon Schama'’s ‘History of Britain’
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b008gpzn

% Ben Cowell,The Heritage Obsession: The Battle for England’stiP8he History Press Ltd, 2008).
* The United Nations Educational Social and Cult@eganisation (responsible for reconising World
Heritage)http://whc.unesco.org/en/aboattcessed 20/11/2009.

® http://www.english-heritage.org.ukkcessed 31/11/2009.
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Intellectual and ideological debates about the wadleheritage in society have been
driven by an increasingly public appetite for tha&stpin the last thirty years or so.
Lowenthal referred to a ‘growth, exponential in @and global in sweep, of current
obsessions with the pa&tSimilarly, Huyssen has noted the expansion of mmuseand
points of historical interest to the public as #phle ‘museal sensibility’ in everyday
culture in Europe, suggesting that this is not anlgritish phenomenon, but there is a
European and even global context to these debates.

Why have we seen this more urgent sense of thetoaetiain or remember the past? It
has been attributed to many factors including tapidr pace of change in recent
decades, the need to preserve local and commuhéytiiies in the face of rapid

globalisation and the creation of a new industrghvai regenerative function in the post-
industrial erd The media has also been influential in populagigine past, and in a

more general sense, the past has become a compalditg with many other aspects
of culture which can be ‘packaged’ for consumpfioBultural tourism has also

developed significantly, though possibly an effeather than a cause of these broad
changes. These general explanations for the shifetitage only go so far; nonetheless,
it is apparent that there has been a notable &g&riboom’ in both academic and public

discourse.

1.2.1 The Heritage Debate: the use and abuse giaké®

Along with these developments, academic reseatochtlie many facets of heritage has
become more prevalent and the study of heritageakas on a strong interdisciplinary
identity. Contributions to these debates have cdrom geography, anthropology,
archaeology as well as the emergence of a deditiatddf ‘heritage studies’. As such,
there is a vast literature attempting to reconcase heritage, both as a theory and a

practice. Heritage has been the central conceamimmber of recent collective works in

® David Lowenthal;The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of Hist@wambridge University Press, 1998),
p. iX.

" Andreas Huyssefwilight Memories: Marking Time in a Culture of Aesia(Routledge, 1995).

8 Robert Lumley, ‘The Debate on Heritage Reviewetlssues in Heritage, Museums and Galleries: An
Introductory Readered. by Gerard Corsane (Routledge, 2005), pp.3.5-2

° Brian J. Graham and Peter HowaFtie Ashgate Research Companion to Heritage anditden
(Ashgate Publishing, Ltd., 2008).

19 A phrase commonly borrowed from Friedrich WilhelietzscheThe Use and Abuse of History
(Prentice Hall, 1957).
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attempts to bring cohesion to a wide range of cotuze and empirical materiat.
Perhaps somewhat ironically, historians have noénb&o influential in these
discussions, proving the persistence of the ‘trawt’ heritage critique among

academic historians.

The starting point for any theoretical review ofitege in academic writing is the often-
cited ‘heritage debate’. This wide-ranging (andepftfiercely contested) exchange
between scholars began in the 1980s, when a nuafbgitics sought to debunk the
nation’s heritage ‘obsession’, and expose the #eecdheritage industry’ as being
commercially-motivated, promoting a self-indulgeartd nostalgic view of the past
which had little concern for historical accurdéyln many ways these ideas have
endured, despite more moderate counter-criticigmd,the heritage debate is in some
senses still ongoing. Robert Lumley has usefullytisgsised the heritage debate into
three key elements; the origins of the debate éenciimtext of economic decline in the
1980s, the connection between heritage and erderpnd the problem of interpreting
history through the idea of heritaffeDrawing on Lumley’s approach, the section
below discusses two central (and overlapping) featof the heritage debate - ‘heritage
versus history’ and ‘the present functions of lagrg — and then moves to discussing

how more recent approaches have attempted to nepanl these positions.

Heritage and academic History have coexisted ulyeasid heritage as a means of
representing the past has been the subject ofad deal of academic criticism. In what
was the seminal text sparking the ‘heritage debdteé Past is a Foreign Country,

David Lowenthal articulated what he saw to be titeerent conflict between the past

and the present involved in the practice of heetade wrote:

The past is a foreign country whose features aapesthby today’s predilections,
its strangeness domesticated by our own presenvatib its vestiges.

Preservation has deepened our knowledge of thebpastampened our created
use of it...Now a foreign country with a booming tstrtrade, the past has

1 yudhishthir Raj Isar and Helmut K. Anhei@ultures and Globalization: Heritage, Memory and
Identity (SAGE Publications, 2011); Jeffrey K. Olick, Verdohitzky-Seroussi and Daniel Levyhe
Collective Memory ReadéOxford University Press, 2011); G. Faircloudhge Heritage Readdiaylor
& Francis, 2008).
2 David LowenthalThe Past Is a Foreign Countf€Cambridge University Press, 1999); Lowenthal,
David Lowenthal,The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of Hist@ambridge University Press, 1998);
Patrick Wright,On Living in an Old Country: The National Past iei@emporary BritainOxford
University Press, 2009); Cowell.
3 Lumley, p. 17.
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undergone the usual consequences of popularity.nidre it is appreciated for
its own sake, the less real or relevant it becathes.

For Lowenthal, by infusing the past with our owmg®nt concerns, we were losing its
very ‘pastness’. Fundamentally, however, Lowen#saerted that history and heritage
did not relate to the past in the same way. Histxpglores and explains pasts that are
‘foreign’, while heritage departs from the pastusing only on its consumable nature
in the present. Many critics of heritage have curgd to argue that heritage is
inherently inauthentic, that the past cannot begmesd or recreated in its original form;
rather it is mediated, even falsified history, hentis devalued. Lowenthal himself

clearly distinguished between heritage and histegcribing them as follows:

These two routes to the past are habitually confugth each other, yet they are
also defined as antithetical. Heritage is apt tdabelled false, deceitful, sleazy,
presentist, chauvinist, self-serving as it oftenBsat such charges are usually
levelled on the mistaken assumption that heritagébad history”. In fact,
heritage is not history at all; while it borrowsifin and enlivens historical study,
heritage is not an enquiry into the past but abraten of it, not an effort to
know what happened but a profession of faith irast pailored to present-day
purposes?

Lowenthal here clearly implied that ‘good histo(ilie preserve of academic historians)
had crucial differences from heritage, so the tlWwousd not be equated. His primary
concerns were with the method of constructing hisab narratives, where ‘testable
truth is history’s chief hallmark® However, the notion of ‘testable truth’ is
problematic even in academic history. We have tacede that historians inevitably
approach their study of the past from their ownspn¢ perspective. That history is
relative to historians’ perspectives is an issuéctviinas been acknowledged by some
historians since the nineteenth century. Not allsstibed to the notion that history was
about reaching objective truth. As early as thet@anth century, some historians noted
that the history they wrote was inherently relatiBarkhardt, for example, referred to
History as ‘the record of what one age finds wortiiynote in another'’ Theorists of
History subsequently picked up on this since thé0%9 E.H. Carr, for example,
famously suggested ‘The facts speak only when igterian calls on them: it is he who
decides to which facts to give the floor, and inatvbrder or context...the historian is

4 Lowenthal,The Past Is a Foreign Countrg. xvii.

!5 _owenthal,The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of Histqryx.

16| owenthal,The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of Histery120.

" See Jacob Burckhardiidgements on History and Historiafi®outledge, 2012), p.xiii; E. H. Carr,
What Is HistoryqAPenguin Group, 1961).
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necessarily selectivé® Carr goes on ‘we can only view the past througheyes of the
present Historians have been compelled to readdress ttaseerns in the light of
postmodern criticism which provoked what has bee&scdbed as an ‘extended
epistemological crisis?®> Academic history is discursive and can never resuéntific
objectivity by its very nature. As such, historyddmeritage share more common ground
than is commonly admitted. Following from thisisitimpossible to deny that heritage is
subject to present needs, but there is more torstaheling this process than dismissing

heritage as insignificant ‘bogus history.’

Not all historians were so reluctant to engage Wwéhtage. A notable exception to this
trend was Raphael Samuel, radical historian anaegio of theHistory Workshop
movement, who viewed history as a fundamentallya@henomenon. Samuel took an
entirely opposite view to the more conservativeéiagidiscussed above. He perceived
history as having a pivotal role in our identitydeem awareness of our own ‘historicity’.
Referring to what he called ‘preservation manial ame growth of heritage he claimed
that:

History is not the prerogative of the historian,r reven, as postmodernism
contends, a historian’s “invention”. It is, ratharsocial form of knowledge; the
work, in any given instance, of a thousand diffefeands’*

Samuel sought to democratise the past, promoticigser dialogue between historians
and their publics in the construction of historidalowledge’® Samuel was more

concerned with the way public historical consciasmoperated ‘from below’, seeing it
as more relevant than ‘top down’ imposition of doamt ideologies meeting specific

political agendas.

As mentioned above, the second major feature ohérggage debate was criticism of
heritage based on its present political and ecoodomctions. Hewison has been
critical of what he called ‘the heritage industiy this way. Taking what may be
considered the traditional historical perspecthasaw heritage in clear terms as ‘bogus

8 Carr, pp. 11-12.

9 carr, p. 24.

% David Harlan, ‘Intellectual History and the RetwfiLiterature’, The American Historical Review4
(1989), 581-609; Richard J. EvafhrsDefence of HistoryNew edn (Granta Books, 2001), p. 4.

! Raphael SamueTheatres of MemorgVerso, 1994), p. 8.

22 Michael FrischA Shared Authority: Essays on the Craft and Meanih@ral and Public History
(SUNY Press, 1989).
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history’?®> Here, Hewison articulated two key issues in edmsritage debates.
Historians struggled with the use of the past a®ramodity in the present, which is
what is implied in the discussion of the ‘heritagdustry’. This meant that history was
being packaged for the public consumer and asudt isuld inevitably turn into ‘bad

history’. Hewison’s critique grew from an assertithrat Britain was in a ‘climate of
decline’?® Both Hewison and Patrick Wright stressed the flaat the public obsession
with heritage represented a backward-looking spcvehich desired escapism from

Britain’s maligned present in the 1983s.

Players in the heritage debate were divided irr tieivs as to the political significance
of the heritage boom. Some have seen heritage aggs dbwn’, a tool of the
establishment, promoting a collective sense ofnthigonal past that forms some sort of
public consensus. Wright aligned the growth of tleeitage industry in Britain with
Thatcherite attempts to promote images of the ticadil ‘British’ values in the 1980s.
Insisting that Thatcher’s policies were both ‘destive of tradition and dependent on
it’, Wright derided heritage as a means of presgntind promoting an endlessly

malleable sense of national identity:

Though presented as a historically firmed legaog,itlea of ‘national heritage’
could be suffused with contemporary class assummtiomperial nostalgia. It
could be aligned with a racist perspective, or weaparound Westminster as
the epicentre of the unitary British state. It ebble invoked against a host of
vividly imagined present-day bogeys: Europe, Modam immigration,

socialism and the welfare state. In its cruder fraven then, it could serve as a
form of environmental exploitation when unleashedachistorical landscape or
town centre®®

This is a common view of the function of heritage a& tool for governments in
establishing historically-based collective idemsti associated with nation-building,
which had been previously pointed out by Hobsbawach Rangef” As Lumley notes,

David Brett built upon these notions, arguing thHaritage was a product of
modernisation, where a palpable erosion of tradftiled Britons to need to re-articulate

their sense of the pa€t.This runs contrary to the ‘bottom up’ model of atidis on

%3 Robert HewisonThe Heritage Industry: Britain in a Climate of D (Methuen London, 1987).
* Hewison.

% Wright.

% Wright, p. xi.

%" Eric J. Hobsbawm and Terence O. Rangie Invention of TraditioiCambridge University Press,
1983).

%8 David Brett, The Construction of Heritag@ork University Press, 1996).
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people’s history and heritage as driven by an ijsand broad popular historical

consciousness, argued by Raphael Samuel and dtherassed above). Indeed, while
efforts were often made to appropriate nationaitéage to support certain political

ideologies, there were of course other motivestli@ development of the heritage
industry. Heritage tourism was often promoted asemns of economic regeneration,
particularly in post-industrial areas. In this smnderitage was less about a
preoccupation with retaining (or indeed re-gainimy)jtishness but a much broader
phenomenon which recognises the value of the past aommodity with multiple

economic as well as social and cultural functionthe present. In this sense, as Lumley
notes, the emphasis on ‘Britishness’ (opposed hyisten and Wright) was seen as one
marketable feature of a larger trend; the globaettment of heritage as part of the

tourist industry.

The heritage debate reached an almost inevitaldkensate, given the focus on
characterising heritage as this or that. Samueyestgd that critics of heritage were
reacting out of a sense of self-preservation aratl@mic snobbery. Wright, however,
rationalised this, recognising the need to moveobdypolemical positions on the
‘value’ of heritage. He wrote, ‘If heritage is anproblematic good, and criticism only a
product of petty social snobbery, then we are batkhe starting point and the
investigation has yet to begiff.’Clearly, heritage cannot be judged simply as dhe a
encompassing concept or practice. There are at tleiese different sorts of hertiages
evoked in these debates which operate at diffdexas; national, local/popular and

commercial.

Indeed, the heritage boom notably involved a broaggproach to practices of
preservation. In effect, heritage gained a broadsarit, with a shift to interest in the
vernacular as well as the official, incorporatingople’s histories and accounts of
everyday lives. This reflects much earlier trendsacademic history, following the
growth of social history from the 1960s, along witimority histories and the idea of
history ‘from below’. Lumley has recognised thefstowards a more inclusive heritage
as associated with similar moves, most notablyitkkesasingly anthropological focus
of culture®® This means that heritage sites are no longer @ssociated with

aristocratic estates but shifted to include plasesociated with everyday lifestyles, such

29 \Wright, p. xvii.
0 Lumley.
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as industrial sites. As a result, it is importamtacknowledge that heritage initiatives
often have very specific local contexts which bptlomote and inhibit the popular
engagement with relevant pasts, rather than brobdlgg one sort of practice or

another.

A more subtle view of heritage has been advocayegelographer David Harvey, who
has interpreted heritage as a process rather tlfiaacaor definable ‘thing’. He argues
that heritage has evolved and has a long histoiisafwn This assertion is a simple
yet powerful one, as the recent and wide-ranging to heritage is an important
historical process in itself. In this way heritagges and displays are located within their
own specific contexts, with their own histories. \WWan assume that, contrary to the
dominant perspectives in the heritage debate,ageripractices change over time and
are not necessarily confined to a singular politfoa other) function in the present. As
such, the changing ways in which the past is vieaest part of this process, which
requires further investigation. Historians, therefeshould not be reluctant to engage
with the heritage phenomenon, as there is a naea doeater understanding as to how

and why the past comes to be recontextualisedrdadeein certain contexts.

Attempting to generalise such a wide-ranging conhdspproblematic. As | have
suggested, when heritage is conceptualised as gulain catch-all phenomenon,
assertions can naturally be made about its tendenbg appropriated politically; for
the past to be misrepresented (as ‘bogus histoagpropriated or commodified for
commercial benefit. Heritage is not merely an awstconcept but involves a diverse set
of cultural practices, each situated in particplalitical contexts (in the broadest sense).
Indeed, practices and policies of preservation hehitted significantly to include a
diverse range of interpretations of heritage. dgindiof this, it seems sensible to interpret
heritage as a multifaceted practice, the analylsighach might be much more effective

on a smaller scale.

1.2.2 Beyond the Heritage Debate: The social coiesivn of heritage

There have been a number of critical developmeatssa a number of disciplines,

initiating a move away from the polemical heritatgbate. Ashworth and others have

%1 David C. Harvey, ‘Heritage Pasts and Heritage éhss Temporality, Meaning and the Scope of
Heritage Studiesinternational Journal of Heritage Studies (2001), 319-338.
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made the simple but important point that we oughpluralise the way we interpret
heritage. They argue that by referringhteritages we can take into account the way in
which heritage is multiply sold and interpretedbtath tourist and domestic consumers;
heritage is both a cultural product and a politrealource. Importantly, Ashworth et al
argue that this continuous tension between theipfellpurposes of heritage, what they
call ‘heritage dissonance’, is inherent (even dtutste) to heritage in all its forms. In
their words, ‘Inevitably, heritage is characterigatlerently by a dissonance created
through its simultaneous multiple commodificatianaaltural and economic capitaf.’
Here Ashworth et al usefully synthesise the mualtieted nature of heritage, though this
is notably focused on heritage, particularly witlan institutional context. Of course,
heritage is engaged in a constant exercise of odoumnthese positions and balancing
the contentious aspects of representing the pdbttihwe assumed social benefits of the

same activity.

Taking these arguments into account, more recemtlypumber of authors have
recognised the stalemate of attempting to chaiaetdreritage as a ‘good’ or ‘bad’
cultural practice in the light of the continuingepalence of representations of the past
in the public domain. Instead, the focus has sthiti@ interrogating the process of
meaning-making in relation to heritage sites andpldys, and more carefully

deconstructing the relationship between the pastiam present.

Along these lines, drawing from anthropology antiural theory, the heritage debate
has developed in a more postmodern vein. KirshénBimblett has suggested that
heritage is a form of metacultural production, Imatt ‘Heritage is created through a
process of exhibition (as knowledge, as performaasemuseum display). Exhibition
endows heritage thus conceived with a secondfifen’ other words, she sees heritage
as a new mode of cultural production, meaning ageitisconstructechot merelyfound
and preserved in its existing form, despite the idamt discourse of conservation
surrounding heritage. The argument then follows theritage is a purely present
phenomenon, even though its subject-matter is th&. pA similarly ethnographic
position has been taken by Laurajane Smith whaahgised that heritage is constructed

via cultural and social processes, rather thangoaifixed collection of objects or facts,

%2G. J. Ashworth, Brian Graham and J. E. TunbridRjeralising Pasts: Heritage, Identity and Place in
Multicultural SocietiegPluto Press, 2007), p. 4.
% Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Theorizing HerigdgEthnomusicology39 (1995), 367—-380 (p. 369).
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and in this way all heritage can be consideredniitde>* Again, the process of

engagement with the past is what is importantontt the past itself. Smith writes:

If we accept that ‘heritage’ represents, and iseapression of, the cultural
values of a society, and that these values arénhetent in a heritage item or
event, it then follows that it is these values tidantify and make certain sites,
places or events ‘heritage’, not the other way dodrhere is no innate value in a
heritage item — rather each item, place or evemade meaningful because  of
the role it plays in ‘heritage’ in fostering the pegssion, negotiation and
performance of a range of cultural and social idiest All heritage is
intangible, and may usefully be viewed as a cultpracess of meaning and
value productiori®

Smith’s particular take on the socially construateture of heritage is also a politicised
one. She claims that there has been an over-enspbiagshe materiality of heritage in
Western elite values which, she suggests, grow®fatdiscourse of professionalism.
She stresses the existence of what she calls athoAmed Heritage Discourse’ in
which ‘heritage’ is not inherent to objects or @achbut is constructed as a discourse,

which is in turn defined by dominant cultural araifical institutions.

The authorized heritage discourse (AHD) focuseentitin on aesthetically
pleasing material objects, sites, places and/asleapes that current generations
‘must’ care for, protect and revere so that they ima passed to nebulous future
generations for their ‘education’, and to forgecase of common identity based
on the past®

In these terms (echoing elements of the earlieitdggr debate), the past is still
noticeably politicised; its interpretation is shdpey experts and policy-makers who
define the parameters of what heritage ‘is’. Smsitbbncept of the AHD is a rather
generalised one, which sees the materiality otdgeias somewhat inconsequential. As
others have shown, material objects can evoke nsggowhich could not exist in their
absencé’ Rather than seeing all heritage as ‘intangiblé’,isi perhaps best to
characterise ‘heritage’ as a dialogue between mhtebjects and their interpreted

meaning.

3 Laurajane SmithlJses of HeritaggTaylor & Francis, 2006).
% Laurajane SmithCultural Heritage: Critical Concepts in Media andiffural StudiegTaylor &
Francis, 2006), p. 4.
% |aurajane SmithiJses of Heritagep. 29.
3" paul Connertortiow Societies Rememb@ambridge University Press, 1989); Daniel Millehe
Comfort of ThinggPolity, 2008); Greg Urban and Benjamin Lbtstaculture: How Culture Moves
Through the WorldUniversity of Minnesota Press, 2001).
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Nonetheless, Smith’s theory (and more broadly,idlea of the social construction of
heritage) has had a significant impact on the wayemecent critical interpretations of
heritage have been couched. Harrison et al, fample have recently noted:

While archaeologists might emphasise the objecthature of heritage
assessment criteria, clearly ‘heritage’ is not sing that is self-defining; it is
defined with reference to social action that sélety commodifies and
emphasises particular places as important. It exigts through the reading
which it is given by communities and human soceiiethe presert

Heritage, then, comes to exist through a dialogte/éen artefacts and the practices of
preservation and the discourses evoked which dasigheir heritage value. Naturally,
we need to be sensitive as to how these sorts sabdises change over time. For
example, institutional discourses have also deesldgeyond ‘scientific’ archaeological
foci. As mentioned above, while heritage values evemaditionally thought to be
attached to physical objects; ancient artefactsnitg houses, ruins, industrial sites (the
‘tangible’), more recent interpretations have acideolged the importance of other
forms of ‘intangible’ heritage, including more afagtt practices, folklore and cultural
traditions such as languages, festivals and sKdlsshift now acknowledged by
UNESCO in its World Heritage listf. These orally-transmitted traditions are now part
of what is preserved and displayed in heritageaitives, to some extent representing a
more inclusive practice of preservation. It is #le more important, then, that we
contextualise heritage initiatives in their own tgadar contexts, not only their
historical context and the social and economic vatitons for preserving certain pasts,
but the generalised institutional discourses widefine heritage ‘value’ in a broad

sense.

These points raise a number of important quesfionthis research. Firstly, the notion
that heritage is in some senses socially constiudteat meanings are constructed
through discourse is a key concern, though this b@lanalysed at a much more local
level than Smith’s generalised accoffhSecondly, that those constructed meanings

have a relation to the practices of preservatiahtha power dynamics inherent in those

% Rodney Harrison and others, ‘Heritage, Memory liediernity’, in The Heritage Readeed. by G.
Fairclough (Taylor & Francis, 2008), pp. 1-30 (p. 3

% Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Intangible Heritags Metacultural Productio®¥juseum

International 56 (2004), 52—-65; also see UNESCOQO'’s approachntarigible Cultural Heritage’ at
http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/index.php?pg=0900

“0Discourse will be broadly defined as a set of nregsand practices expressed through language. For
more detail, refer to chapter 3.
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practices. In order to maintain this view of hegéaas a process of construction (rather
than a fixed entity), the term ‘heritagisation’ whe used throughout this thesis.
Somewhat awkwardly translated from French histgriaRrancois Hartog's
‘patrimonialisation’, it refers to the process thgh which the past is interpreted around
present values or needs, implying what he calkgirnes of historicity”** Heritagisation
has since been adopted into academic discourse, ahe®usly in heritage studiés.
When analysing the way in which heritage and menmugract, these sorts of political
considerations, the role of institutions and thicalation of heritage value through
discourse need to be considered, to the extentthiegt shape the way that meaning
about the past is constructed. As such, this theslis analyse how institutional
discourses construct value in relation to the ngnpast, by way of assessing how
‘heritage’ is constructed. These narratives can the compared to living memories in

order to more clearly model the relationship betweeritagisation and memory.

Importantly, a multiple interpretation of heritagows for these relationships to be
understood in their specific local and historicantexts, rather than attempting to
simplistically characterise the nature of ‘heritage‘memory’. Clearly, heritage takes
different forms, addresses different audiencesiaraften driven by motivations other
than a contribution to our knowledge of the pashilé/there has been a global shift
towards a ‘heritage culture’, each heritage initetarises within very specific local
contexts. Dicks has taken this view suggestingffécent heritage projects make
different cultural appeals, of course, and it ipartant to recognise these differences

rather than lumping all instances of heritage toget She suggests, quite rightly, that

Before we conclude that heritage “is” one kind depomenon or another, it
makes sense to assemble some knowledge aboungxXisritage sites which
can shed light on how they came into existencehawd they mediate historical
understanding®

In recognising the ways in which heritage is adyivwnstructed in the present, scholars
needed a different set of questions to interrogaeractice of heritage which was still

very much a prevalent phenomenon. With these mawes/ from traditional cultural

“! Francois Hartog, ‘Time and Heritag®luseum Internationab7 (2005), 7-18; Wright.
“2David C. Harvey, ‘Heritage Pasts and Heritage étress Temporality, Meaning and the Scope of
Heritage Studiesinternational Journal of Heritage Studieg (2001), 319-338; Anya Chapman and
Duncan Light, ‘The “heritagisation” of the Britisbeaside Resort: The Rise of the “old Penny Arcade™
Journal of Heritage Tourisp6 (2011), 209—-226; Laurajane Smithtangible HeritagegTaylor & Francis
us, 2009).
3 Bella Dicks,Heritage, Place and Communi¢yniversity of Wales Press, 2000), p. 64.
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hierarchies (i.e. what might be ‘good’ or ‘bad’ i@ge), distinctions between certain
sorts of representation of the past — ‘academicpopular’, for example — arguably
become less meaningful. As | have argued, thearsabf heritage have moved beyond
a singular approach to viewing heritage as complec multiply constructed. For the
purposes of this research, a more nuanced viewrdihge will be taken, suggesting that
there is now a need to more fully understand udetheo past in the present. More
specifically, we need to focus on the processesutiir which the past is reformulated
as heritage in the context of local social, pditi@and economic circumstances in order

to assess how this impacts on memory in its variouss.

1.2.3 Public History

These sorts of questions are slowly beginning taddressed by some historians in
Britain. Those associated with the field of pultlistory in particular have increasingly
been engaging with the ways in which the past irsomed, accessed or ‘made’ in the

public domair** DeGroot has suggested that:

the ‘historical’ in popular culture and contempgrasociety is multiple,
multiplying and unstable. The variety of discoursésit use history; the
complexity of interrogations, uses and responseghai history; and the
fracturing of formal, technological and generic teyss all contribute to a
dynamic and massively important phenomefton.
These ideas have only recently found a foothol@ritain, but public history is now
increasingly the subject of publications and cosriees’® Among others, Holger
Hoock has noted that there is currently no cohefiambework in terms of theory or
practice in Britair’ Public history debates have grown more complexesitheir
inception in the United States in the 1970s. Cnga#d working definition has proved
almost impossible (let alone a conceptual or medlogical framework), given the

wide range of activities now involved in public tois/ work.

“4 Ludmilla JordanovaHlistory in Practice(Bloomsbury USA, 2000); Jerome DeGraBgnsuming
History (Taylor & Francis, 2008); Jill Liddington, ‘Whas IPublic History? Publics and Their Pasts,
Meanings and Practice®©ral History, 30 (2002), 83-93.

“>DeGroot, p. 4.

¢ For example, Institute of Historical Research @oaifice ‘History and the Public’ 2006
www.history.ac.uk/resources/history-and-public-esahceaccessed 12 October 2012; Swansea
University 200http://www.swansea.ac.uk/history/publichistory/irdégm accessed 12 October 2012;
‘Public History Conference 2008 - University ofverpool’ http://www.liv.ac.uk/history/public-histgf
[accessed 21 February 2012]: Historical Associaflahlic History initiative
http://www.history.org.uk/resources/public_resous440_86.html accessed 12 October 2012.

" Holger Hoock, ‘Introduction: Professional Practia# Public History in Britain’The Public Historian
32 (2010), 7-24.
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Ludmilla Jordanova has referred to public histosy a ‘convenient umbrella term’,
reflecting its broad use and interpretatf8iPopular, accessible or amateur history can
all be considered forms of public history, but macademic context it can also relate to
the work of the historian ‘in public’. How this mimanifests itself has been the subject
of some debat&. In fact, even those within public history circlefien do not entirely
conform to a consensus of what public history id Baw the practice of public history
should progres?.

It seems that public history is interpreted as lasthdeology and a method, a study and
a practice, and a process of dissemination andlomiation. Of course, it is problematic
to generalise about a term which incorporates subhoad range of activity. Though
frustratingly vague at times, it is perhaps couyreductive trying to work towards a
narrower definition of public history given thatetmost illuminating work is project-
specific, applying these broad questions to pdedicgocial and cultural contexts.
Importantly, public historians have aligned withetimore fluid interpretation of the
past-present relationship discussed earlier, asrg Ilphenomenon which is negotiated
in the present, as a present ‘historical consciessni" As such, these debates have
resulted in a closer focus on the ‘means by whighlips develop their sense of the

past, can be appreciated more fuff§/.’

So how do public history and heritage differ? Imtg of practice, some approaches to
public history have been notably more democratromwting collaborative practice
between historians and publics, drawing on Frisaletson of ‘shared’ authority. Public
historians, have thus focused more closely on théblics’, and have sought to
incorporate narratives ‘from below’ in the constran of historical knowledge, in line

with social history ideald® On the other hand, heritage sites and displaysagably

“8 Jordanova, p. 146; For definitions, see Liddingfmro0.

“9 Some British historians have couched public hisfomly in terms of the historian disseminating
knowledge to the public in a direct give-receiviatienship. See John TosWhy History Matters
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2008); This perspective haanbaiticised by more public historians who have
pursued public history as a way of democratisirggpthst and the process of history-making. See Hilda
Kean, ‘People, Historians, and Public History: Detifying the Process of History Makingrhe Public
Historian, 32 (2010), 25-38; On the role of historians i@ plublic domain, see Justin Champion, ‘What
Are Historians For?* Historical Research81 (2008), 167-188.

0 For a more detailed discussion of public histostmdology, see Chapter 3.

*1 Bernard Eric Jensen, ‘Usable Pasts: Comparing dguires to Popular and Public History’ Faople
and their pasts: public history toddfiPalgrave Macmillan, 2009).

*2 Jordanova, p. 153; DeGroot, p. 4.

3 Kean.
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more didactic (where the past is presented to ti#iq), certainly in terms of more

traditional institutions such as the National Trust

In terms of academic approaches to heritage anticphibtory, there is an assumption
that public history is a more critical engagemeithvhe popular representation of the
past than can be found in heritage studies. Céytgmblic history boasts a broader
remit, focusing on many different formats in whittte past is presented (television,
media, online resources etc.), whereas heritagdiestuhas historically been more
concerned with material sites and structures. Tieeedso a sense that historians are in
some way reclaiming public interest in the pastilevbonsciously avoiding ‘heritage’
due to its problematic connotations within the dnistal profession. Undoubtedly, the
heritage studies which developed in the 1990s, ma#izser limited in its approach,

initially focusing on technical case studies ofitagre practices and policy debatés.

However, more recently, a more critical approac beeen mooted, taking into account
the more complex theorisations of heritage outliakdve. Laurajane Smith has been at
the forefront of promoting critical heritage stusli@ which she suggests that ‘heritage,
however we may define this phenomena, has cultpeditical and social consequences
is the starting observation of a critical heritagadies.®>> She goes on to argue that
heritage practices have political, emotional anliectual consequences in people’s
lives which need to be more widely understood.hest terms, there are significant
overlaps between heritage studies and public lyistehich are often glossed over by
public historians, possibly in a bid to avoid thappings of the heritage debate.
Liddington defined public history as ‘how we acquour sense of the past — through
memory and landscape, archives and archaeologyttemd of course, of how those
pasts are presented publiclyj.Academic public history, then, more closely engage
with the ‘public’ aspects of the use of the pasthe present. As such, a public history
approach is particularly relevant to this reseagiten the aim to go beyond how the

past is represented through heritage, to its impadiving memory.

As we have seen, both heritage and public histaryeoad categories, and perspectives

vary within them. Both public history and heritageidies engage with the concrete

** Laurajane Smith, ‘Editoriallnternational Journal of Heritage Studieb8 (2012), 533-540.
%5 Laurajane Smith, ‘Editorial’.
%% Liddington.
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contexts in which the past is constructed, comnaiagt and interpreted. However,
public history has naturally come from a more histd perspective, investigating the
social dynamics of the past-present relationstop only asking ‘what happened then?’
but ‘why is that important now and to whom?’ Indlsiense, questions are being framed
differently from those which would be posed by arentvaditional empiricist approach

to the study of history, linking public history yeclosely to memory studies.

1.3 Memory

In similar terms to heritage, a ‘memory boom’ hasi observed, both in terms of
public interest and as a frame for academic arsl{dihe study of memory has taken
different trajectories through a number of acadenfigciplines, and there has not
necessarily been coherence across these approd@mse psychologists have sought
to understand memory in scientific terms, whereadofogists, anthropologists and
more recently historians, have tended to take aensocial approach, exploring the
ways in which memory has meaning in various costeXthat does emerge is that
memory and remembering are dynamic phenomena, waiehnot fixed and are

affected by variables both internally, within thenian brain, and externally through the
social ways in which memory is shaped.

Much of the academic debate on memory has beeredheound attempts to define
memory in these terms; whether it is fundamentalty individual or ‘collective’
phenomenon. For the purposes of this thesis, batbbegraphical memory and
broader public or cultural memories will be centathe analysis of empirical data. As
such, it will be argued that (in general termsye¢hare a number of different layers of
memory which overlap and interact with each othrewhat follows, | outline the broad
theoretical developments in conceptualising menitssif, then shift to how memory

has been applied to the study of heritage andwecsa.

" Huyssen.
%8 Geoffrey CubittHistory And MemoryManchester University Press, 2007).
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1.3.1 Autobiographical or ‘everyday’ memory

Autobiographical memory, or what an individual renieers, is a natural starting point
for any consideration of memory. Even at an indraidlevel, the complex nature of
memory is already apparent, as there is an incamplederstanding of why certain
memories are retained and in what form. Draaisma ri@ed this, suggesting that
memory often seems to have a life of its oWiRemembering relies on all sorts of
variables; the time lapse from the incident, theetgf memory recalled (perhaps a skill
or an experience), our senses and even emotiomhtEmay be remembered out of
sequence, only partially, or in some cases notlafatobiographical memory is not

fixed but is a fluid process, malleable both at plwént of ‘storing’” memories and in

their recollection. Memory, though perhaps notyfulihderstood, is acknowledged to be

a central characteristic in the formation of idgntiLinde has stressed this, suggesting,

Any analysis of identity is also an examinationneémory. Identity, whether
individual or collective, is identity through timAn identity of this moment, not
related to the past and not remembered in thedphardly counts as an identity
at all. Memory is thus central to the concept eitty *°

Draaisma attaches a similar importance to memdaynag that without our memories
we cannot function as who we &feNot only is memory linked intimately with
identity, but memory inherently involves the redaiship between the past and the

present, and how individuals construct a senseéstdrical consciousness.

Historians’ interest in memory has largely ariseonf the growth of oral history. Oral
historians have been influential in accessing actowf the past that have been
neglected or even silenced. Indeed, the early dpwednt of oral history was linked
with a social agenda, aiming to democratise thé goas ‘write back in’ those who were
invisible from the historical record. Oral histarsaaimed to reassert the importance of
vernacular narratives alongside more traditiondficial’ accounts of the past As
Perks and Thompson note ‘this interest fused wigolgical commitment to “history

from below” amongst many historians from Britaindaaround the world from the

%9 Douwe DraaismaNhy Life Speeds Up As You Get Older: How Memorp&h@ur PasfCambridge
University Press, 2012).

% Charlotte LindeWorking the Past:Narrative and Institutional MemoNarrative and Institutional
Memory(Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 222.

®1 Draaisma.

%2 Oral History Readered. by Robert Perks and Alistair Thomson (Tagldtrancis, 2006).
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1960s.%® This approach was not easily accepted among madiional historians, and

a number of criticisms have been levelled at theeafsoral testimony, and in particular
the nature of memory, and its ‘inappropriate’ useaahistorical source. Memory is
personal, inherently subjective and relies on alividual’'s present perspective of the
past, making its use as a source difficult to cahpnd for the traditional empiricist
historian. In addition, as historians, we can catgess memories that are articulated,
adding another active process or layer to the ‘ateah’ of information. As Green and
Hutching have noted, brains don’t store ‘snapshthst we can recall, rather all
memory is partial and accessed through narrativasare created in the pres&hof
course, some memories may be more fixed and vinad tthers, for example so-called
‘light bulb® memories which are associated with @fie prominent events.
Nonetheless, it is apparent that remembering iresl more complex process than a
straightforward storing and recalling. As a reswdstablishing the validity of life
narratives as historical evidence has been descrisean ‘uphill battle within the

profession &

However, the nature of the study of oral historys mogressed from treating oral
narratives as another empirical source, a way tabéshing ‘fact’, to a more nuanced
engagement with the ways in which meaning is fornaed the ways in which people
relate to their past through memory. Passerinissé@ the need to see past the raw
material of oral histories to understand memorggxpressions and representations of
culture®® Alessandro Portelli, taking a narrative approaengued similarly that
‘subjectivity is as much the business of historyttas more visible “facts”. What the
informant believes is indeed a fact (that is thet fee or she believes it) just as much as

what really happened?”

The work of Passerini and Portelli initiated a lar@aove among oral historians moving
away from positivist approaches aiming to recormstibe past to seeing the inherent

subjectivity of memory as a positive element, wRaisserini has called ‘subjective

83 perks and Alistair Thomson, p. 1.

% Anna Green and Megan HutchifRemembering: Writing Oral HistorAuckland University Press,
2004).

% Anna GreenCultural History (Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), p. 64.

% Luisa Passerini, ‘Work Ideology and Consensus Uitdéan Fascism’History Workshop JournaB
(1979), 82-108.

®7 Alessandro Portelli, ‘The Peculiarities of OrakHiry’, History Workshop Journall2 (1981), 96-107
(p. 100).
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liberation’®® Frisch similarly argued that the study of histatimemory, namely how
people remember the past and use it to interpeat likkes, was more illuminating than
a search for ‘facts’. This shift has allowed higios to make inferences about
mentalities, identities and cultures, perhaps ex@phasising a different dimension to
the value of historical materi&l.In emphasising the cultural element of oral higttine
study of autobiographical memory has added anotherension to our historical
understanding. Instead of merely treating memorg historical source, there has been
a more critical engagement with different sortshitorical narratives; how they are
constructed, how they might shape or be shapedhsr existing narratives, and what

function they have for those doing the tellinghe present.

Memory, it appears, is inherently difficult to chaterise. What is clear, however, is that
memory and remembering are dynamic phenomena, ritéue fixed accounts that can
be recalled or reconstructed. As oral historiangtsnown, the process of remembering
is complex. When individuals ‘recall’ their memajetheir stories are likely to be
affected by other factors, associating with broadarrative patterns from public
discourse or even adopting other more dominantuadsf the past (as will be argued
later).”® Much like heritage, memories which are recalledotd are certain narratives
of the past which involve complex processes of ttan8on. This thesis seeks to
identify how narratives of the past are construdtaged on autobiographical memories,
and how these relate to other narratives; thosstagried through heritage discourse

and broader public or cultural memories.

1.3.2 “Collective” memory?

Some critics would question the existence of a hoidividual’ memory, hence the

prevalence of the terms ‘autobiographical’ or ‘gday’ memories. These terms are
based on the notion that there is another sortngimory’ at work; that is, there is a
‘collective’ memory as well as an ‘individual’, anthat the two cannot be easily
delineated. A great deal of academic Iliterature Hasused on this broader

conceptualisation of memory, recognising the wawyw/hich it is shaped by the social

% passerini, 82—108 (p. 54); Alessandro PortEHe Death of Luigi Trastulli, and Other Stories:r&o
and Meaning in Oral Histor¢ySUNY Press, 1991); Alessandro Portelli, ‘The Piacities of Oral
History’, History Workshop Journall2 (1981), 96-107.

% Frisch.

0 Green and Hutching.
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environment. In both academic and public discouesas such as ‘national memory’,
‘public memory’ or ‘institutional memory’ are in oanon usage. The notion that
memory can apply to a group or a whole society se@nsome ways to be incoherent.
In order to unpick this, we need to recognise tifierént uses of the term ‘memory’

itself.

Memory has taken on a role as an umbrella termrfore abstract practices such as
commemoration, memorialisation or merely refertimghe past in a general sense. This
uses ‘memory’ in a metaphorical fashion, meaninig inore malleable, allowing it to
be applied to a collective. In these terms, itasgible to refer to a ‘national memory’ or
‘public memory’. This takes ‘remembering’ beyonck timdividual, and allows for the
notion that people can ‘remember’ what they haviepeosonally experienced. The most
obvious parallel here is with Anderson’s notion‘iafagined communities’, where an
individual can belong to a group without shariny physical contact or experiente.
Kendal Phillips has argued that ‘In a very realsseno speak of memory is to speak of
a highly rhetorical proces$” We are dealing, then, with a very different soft o
‘memory’, one which can be constructed and sustiinegroups, and subscribed to by

individuals.

Subsequently, academic debates have more receeniyed around this notion of
‘collective’ memory and how it might relate to altographical memory. The lineage
of the term ‘collective memory’ is traced to Frersdtiologist and philosopher Maurice
Halbwachs’, who first argued for the existence afdlective memory”> Halbwachs, a

student of Emile Durkheim, was extremely influehiia developing ideas about the
significance of memory, claiming that all individuamemories were communicative,
framed in relation to others and in terms of theiaocontext. Halbwachs thus
suggested that memory can be collective, and ajthandividuals can be included in
numerous collective memories (such as communitiesnations), all memory is

embedded in culture and society. Halbwachs had bessarching and writing on the
social framework of memory since the 1920s. Howehisrideas were not adopted into

the mainstream until much later, with l@sllective Memoryirst written in 1926, then

"L Benedict Andersorimagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin Spdead of Nationalism
(Verso, 2006).

2 Framing Public Memoryed. by Kendall R. Phillips (University of AlabarRaess, 2004), p. 2.

3 Maurice Halbwachg:albwachs/Coser: On Collective Memdgyniversity of Chicago Press, 1992).
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published posthumously in 195b.The concept of collective memory only became

influential much later, coinciding with the ‘memadopom’ of the 1980s.

Collective memory, in its various guises, is stilvery influential concept, with many
scholars still using the concept as a frame forlyais particularly in historical
sociology’® It is clear that Halbwachs’ work is still dominaint the way memory is
conceptualised. This has raised concern among ariées, who note quite rightly that
Halbwachs’ ‘collective memory’ is often rather umically adopted. Wolf Kansteiner,
for example, has argued that ‘collective memoryglaets individual agency and is too
focussed on a group perspectiPelndeed, the idea of the collective memory is
susceptible to similar criticisms that arise frdme tiscussion of group identities. While
people may connect with a certain group, thereuatoubtedly degrees of variation

within these groups which should be acknowledged.

Green is also sceptical of the concept, noting thast memory studies operate at the
level of the ‘collective’, and that ‘it is personalitobiographical memory that has
vanished, collapsed into and all-encompassing qnok collective memory” In a
very useful recent critique, Green reminds us ofesd key points emanating from
Halbwachs’ writing’® Firstly, Halbwachs believed that there was no Iyuiredividual
state of memory, arguing that all memories area@reations, despite ‘memory’ at its
most basic being the faculty of the individual hratecondly, he claimed that when
memories are articulated, meanings are construtbteodugh discourse (so were
inherently collective) and that these meanings esdluhrough a coherent body of
people. Perhaps most importantly, Halowachs’ theaag only applied to small groups
in close contact with each other, particularly fi@si and working groups. This last
point is often neglected by those who too readdirapolate the notion of collective

memory into much larger scales of analysis.

In a similar vein, James Young has advocated mavaypnd a simplistic interpretation

of ‘collective memory’, suggesting it is replacediwcollected memories’, to suggest

" Coser ‘Introduction’, Halbwachs; Greg®ultural History, Misztal, Theories Of Social Remembering
(McGraw-Hill International, 2003).

> For example, see Olick, Vinitzky-Seroussi and Levy

® Wolf Kansteiner, ‘Finding Meaning in Memory: A Medological Critique of Collective Memory
Studies’,History and Theory41 (2002), 179-197.

" Anna Green, ‘Can Memory Be Collective?’,The Oxford Handbook of Oral Histqrgd. by Donald
A. Ritchie (Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 98.
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an aggregative relationship between the memoriiefridividual and that of the group.

Young argues:

Even though groups share socially constructed gssoms and values that
organize memory into roughly similar patterns, wuidilals cannot share
another's memory any more than they can share aristhortex. They share
instead the forms of memory, even the meaningseémany generated by these
forms, but an individual’s memory remains hers altn

As Young notes, there is clearly a need for a niockusive view of memory, and a
more complex analysis of the way everyday memolgtee to forms of ‘collective’
memory. It is possible that groups may be constleméhave a certain collectively-held
references to the past, but where autobiographieghory is concerned, it is unlikely
that individuals within groups remember things xa&ly the same way. This is perhaps
especially significant when it comes to attachirgues to the remembered past, or
establishing meaning. As a result, this study sdekseassert the value of living
memory within broader ‘collective’ narratives. Aslivbe argued in Chapter 5, we need
to recognise the particularities of individual megnamperating within (or even in
opposition to) dominant memories, and how theskemdift layers of memory interact.
Were we to simply accept the dominance of collecivemory (if such a thing truly
exists), we would miss the opportunity to invesig#he inevitably more complex
relationship between these different layers of mgnamd how they might contradict —

or indeed be shaped by — heritage narratives.

1.3.3 Beyond collective memory: social, public anflural memory

Resulting from the concerns outlined above, schdiave attempted to refine the idea
of collective memory in order to encourage mordicai analysis of memory beyond
the individual. Again, we encounter the need to enaway from polemical ‘individual
versus collective’ lines of argument, to more sailaiterpretations. Most prominently,
the concepts of social memory, public memory anlfual memory have become
commonplace as a means of dodging the assertionmi@ory is ‘collective’ in any
pure sense. As | will argue, these terms (or differinterpretations of ‘collective’

memory) imply two central points about the way memworks. Firstly, they are

9 James Edward Younghe Texture of Memory: Holocaust Memorials and MieguiYale University
Press, 1993), p. xi.
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characterised by distance (whether temporal or mgebical) from events or
experiences being ‘remembered’. Secondly, theyimaflly an inherent subjectivity
which is itself often the subject of analysis.

The first point, the association of group memoryhwdistance, links with the idea of
metaphorical memory mentioned above. This distangdies that memory does not
necessarily have to be based on experience bubetrarnedor known Halbwachs
himself distinguished between ‘autobiographical ragrhand ‘historical memory’,
noting the difference between memory based on e or that which is acquired.
Marianne Hirsch, in her study of Holocaust memaigscribes this phenomenon as
‘postmemory’, referring to the memory of subsequegenerations who live with
legacies of trauma associated with events beyosid lifetime. People can ‘remember’

in an indirect sense:

| propose the term “postmemory” with some hesitgtimonscious that the prefix
“post” could imply that we are beyond memory aneréfore, perhaps, as Nora
fears, purely in history. In my reading, postmemasydistinguished from
memory by generational distance from history bypdeersonal connection.
Postmemory is a powerful and very particular forin neemory precisely
because its connection to its object or source ediated not through
recollection but through an imaginative investmand creation. This is not to
say ggat memory itself is unmediated, but that more directly connected to the
past.

As we can see, Hirsch implies that memory can dagond individual experience, but
shares some characteristics with autobiographieshony in some senses. She suggests
that postmemory still provokes a deeply emotioeaponse (particularly with regard to
cases of trauma), despite not strictly being acitection’. As a result, Hirsch reminds
us that these sorts of memories, though seemirgdyract or detached, can still have
extremely powerful consequences in the way indiislyosition themselves in the

context of the past and understand its meaninigarptesent.

The characterisation of postmemory as ‘an imagieatvestment and creation’ links
closely with the second point identified above;jeativity. Similar to the cultural shift
in oral history described earlier, the terms pyldmcial and cultural memory imply that

there are dominant memories constructed and aatexilin particular social contexts

8 Marianne HirschFamily Frames: Photography, Narrative, and Postmgn{blarvard University
Press, 1997), p. 22.
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which are then ascribed to by individuals withirogh groups. Undoubtedly, the
‘collective’ facets of memory have been adopted itliese concepts to an extent,
particularly in terms of the importance of the sd@nvironment in framing the ways
group memories are ‘created’, and the contextshichvthey are communicated. James
Fentress and Chris Wickham proposed the term ‘sowanory’ in 1992. Fearing that
the notion of collective memory was too detachednfthe individual thought process,
they wanted to avoid the sense of the individual aasort of automaton, passively
obeying the interiorized collective wilf* Nonetheless, they argued that individuals’
memories relied on their membership of certainaagioups and were hence shaped by
social contexts and meaniffgAs a result, social memory has become an inflaenti
framework for sociologists interested in the wayups share experience, share
memories and in turn, how these shape social iiesfti We can begin to see the value
in seeing memory as an exchange between theseitndl’ and ‘collective’ positions,

the relationship between which needs to be motg fuderstood.

Some historians have preferred to use ‘public mgmas a different frame for
understanding the social nature of the remembegmingess. Shopes and Hamilton, for
example, have used public memory as a way of réaogporal history and memory
studies, noting the importance of these issueshénpublic domaiff? They refer to
‘public memories’ which both acknowledges the sbiriluences on memory and the

process of making memories public through oralonystHamilton notes elsewhere:

Public memory is also a phenomenon contrastedeast limplicitly, to our
understanding of private memory asside, internal.Yet we also know that
ultimately these dichotomies — external and intenpablic and private — never
quite stay in place, and this is especially sceiatron to our conceptualizations
of memory...it is precisely the mutual interconmmts between public and
private that are most fascinating and most diffitmluncovef®

Again, we encounter the importance of the sociglrenment in the way memories are
‘stored’ and recounted or mobilised in the preshietvertheless, Hamilton also refers to

the inevitable blurring of individual and public meries. We cannot simply extricate

81 James J. Fentress and Chris Wickh&otial Memory: New Perspectives on the RB&ickwell,
1992), p. x.
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one from the other, as both contribute to the wayr@member the past and draw upon

it in the present.

This tussle between the way in which the publicpgisathe personal (and the personal,
the public) has naturally been central to concdisatzons of public memory. Kendal
Phillips has advocated seeing public memory asdistinct but overlapping ‘frames’:
‘the memory of publics’ (what a group we refer ® ‘the public’ remembers in an
aggregative sense) and ‘the publicness of memangnfories which are articulated in
public, through discourse and/or practices of méafisation)®® Taking up this second
point, Bodnar more generally defines public memasythe ‘intersection of official and
vernacular cultural expressiorid.Following these definitions, we can assume that th
prominence or ‘publicness’ of group memory shapesv hindividuals remember.
Beyond the notion of ‘social memory’, public memargplies that there are power
dynamics in the way memories are negotiated inpihlelic domain, that there are
boundaries of what is socially acceptable and nasmsterpretation and value when
referring to the past. This makes the concept dlipumemory particularly relevant to
heritage sites, where historical narratives preseminant accounts of the past in an
institutional context. Here, there is a significaverlap between public memory and
cultural memory. In fact, the terms are often usgerchangeably, and both are useful

when thinking about heritage and memory in a bsEtse.

Jan Assman has proposed the concept of culturalomgnwvhich more specifically
recognises the distinction between memory formedutih everyday communication
(or ‘communicative memory’) and the role of objeited culturé® This, in some
ways, builds on Nora’s concept of ‘lieux de memboivéhich acknowledged the
importance of attaching memory to place, focussingthe significance of places in
which memory was produced, and providing mateyiaiit memory’® For Assman,
cultural memory is characterised by its distan@emfithe everyday (as with Hirsch’s
‘postmemory’), it has a fixed point - or pointsexpressed through monuments, texts,

heritage sites (which he calls ‘figures of memorgt) ‘institutional communication’

8 Kendall R. Phillips, p. 10.
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through material or oral practicdsIn this sense, the concept of cultural memory is
inherently linked to heritage, as heritage sites @displays are assumed to be ‘figures of
memory’ which feed into the construction of culluraemory. Assman insisted that
cultural representations had the power to harnessdeed cultivate group memories,

writing:

For in the context of objectivized culture and afyanized or ceremonial
communication, a close connection to groups anit itlentity exists which is

similar to that found in the case of everyday mem&e can refer to the
structure of knowledge in this case as the "coraretf identity.” With this we

mean that a group bases its consciousness of andyspecificity upon this
knowledge and derives formative and normative iregsifrom it, which allows
the group to reproduce its identity. In this serdgectivized culture has the
structure of memory?

Assman clearly suggests that there are similaritigbe way groups relate to everyday
memories and more organised cultural represenggtiboth influence the way we
construct identities through a sense of the pagpottantly, when it comes to cultural
memory, this relationship is applied to groups, vene seen to seek the ‘concretion of
identity’ through a shared past. The role of obyestd culture, in Assman’s terms, is to

represent and promote this shared past which &tssinto a shared cultural memory.

This study uses cultural memory as a frameworkaferumber of reasons. Memories
associated with heritage sites are public memadnesne obvious sense; they are
displayed and negotiated in public. Both public aodttural memory create space for
the idea that memories are both incorporated independent upon dominant public
narratives of certain events. However, public mgmera yet more general concept
which incorporates a myriad of influences on graupmories. Cultural memory,

however, gives prominence to the role of institodilised cultural representations, such
as heritage sites and displays, and their abildyirhpact on public historical

consciousness. In very simple terms, heritagisai@pes cultural memory.

There are, of course, problems with adopting tbi$ of generalised theory. Assman’s
conceptualisation of cultural memory is particylarlague in some respects. It is
certainly feasible that cultural representationgehtne capacity to construct dominant

narratives of the past, and hence construct broaderal memory. However, there are

% Assmann and Czaplicka.
1 Assmann and Czaplicka, p. 128.
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two major points which cultural memory stops shafrtdealing with, which provide
guestions for the empirical analysis which followastly, Assman’s model does not
attempt to engage with the complex politicised pssc through which cultural
representations come into being. As argued earfieghe analysis of heritage sites (as
one form of cultural representation), we need tticatly investigate how certain pasts
come to be commodified as heritage in particulatexts, and the values constructed in
the process.

Secondly, as a rather abstract concept, culturahang still prioritises collective
elements of memory, at the expense of individuaiembering. Assman implies that
there is a transition point between everyday comaation and objectivised culture,
assuming a linear relationship whereby represemsitiof the past can construct
dominant cultural memory, but does not elaboratehis process. But what happens
when cultural representations exist alongside divimemory? Assman claims that
cultural representations of the past provide aitfix that differs from fluid
communicative memory, still treating everyday (artadiographical) memory and
cultural memory as largely separate entities. Ashaee seen, in certain cases, living
memory can exist alongside — and in a dialogue withbjectivised representations,
perhaps meaning that we need a more nuanced usmattrgy of the relationship
between heritage and ‘memory’, which deals withhbthe ‘individual’ and the
‘collective’. As such, this research adopts culturemory somewhat tentatively, and
seeks to interrogate the concept by applying theomining heritage site case studies,
both within their contested contexts, and in relatio living memory.

As | have argued, like heritage, memory is a plarad multi-faceted concept that has a
number of broad applications to the study of hgatand public history. Significantly,
how we orient to the relationship between heritagd memory largely relies on the
interpretation and usage of the term ‘memory’ ftselalbwachs’ work has had an
enduring influence, taking memory beyond what atividual remembers to a broader
view of the way in which memory is reliant on séat@ntext in both creation and
transmission. While scholars readily acknowledge broader view of memory, it is
sensible to exercise caution and avoid the desmnigtf memory as truly ‘collective’.
As we have seen, memory works differently in dgfdr contexts. It has both
‘individual’ and ‘collective’ elements, which we shild not see as purely separate

entities, but as overlapping layers which inte@uatl influence each other. While it is
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widely assumed that popular representations ofpts influence the construction of
public or cultural memories, we also need to urtdeds their relationship to living
memory, taking into account the plural nature dhldzeritage and memory.

1.4 Heritage and Memory

So how can we reconcile these two complex conceptstage and the present
representation of the past are frequently consitlewebe bound up with memory. As
mentioned above, Huyssen has described the growtkritage as a ‘memory boom’,
and the term occurs frequently in heritage disaurslating to the idea that
remembering the past shows us ‘who we are’, andyingr memory with identity®
These assertions seem feasible enough, but whetakeeinto account the complex
interpretations of each of these concepts outlateal/e, unravelling the nexus between
heritage and memory is somewhat more challengmgadt, given the theoretical rigour
which has grown from the study of heritage and mgnas separate entities, there is
surprisingly little critical work which engages Wwithe inevitably multi-faceted nature
of this relationship. As Laurajane Smith has notalthough it is often recognized, for
instance, that memory and identity are linked, #mat heritage places may invoke
individual and/or collective memories, this obséimais often simply nodded at rather

than given close critical attentioft.’

1.4.1 Heritage and ‘collective’ memory

The way we characterise the relationship betweeitaldje and memory is naturally
dependent on which how we conceptualise ‘memosgliit Most research on heritage
and memory has only dealt with the way in whichitge narratives impact on broad
public consciousness (and hence forms of ‘collectnemory’), rather than dealing with
memory at a more individual level. There is cefiaan assumption that heritage has a
broad mnemonic function for groups, and practidegreservation are often bound up
in a discourse of remembering (as opposed to atigwhie past to fade away, disappear
or be ‘forgotten’). Heritage initiatives claiming remember the past in these terms

imply a sense of moral obligation to remember, eételorate or commemorate certain

2 Huyssen.
% Laurajane Smithses of Heritagep. 58.
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valued cultural pasts. This sort of rhetoric reli@susing memory in its broadest sense,
very much aligning with the notion of historical mery or cultural memory discussed

above; ‘that of which we are reminded, as distfrmin as that which we remembét.’

In many ways, this is a rather simplistic heritaligcourse which assumes a direct and
linear relationship between representing the gastugh heritage, and the preservation
of ‘collective’ memory. Nonetheless, academic stsdhave also tended to view the
impact of heritage on memory in the frame of thelléctive’ rather than the
individual *® Harrison et al have attempted to describe theioehip by extrapolating

from individual memory. They argue:

If personal memories can be mediated by the métgrat photographs, then
collective memories might also — and perhaps musbe-buttressed by
preserving authentic traces of the past as mnemorsgmbols or (an
increasingly fashionable trope) ‘icon’.
Here, the authors rely on the concept of colleactheamory, assuming that it operates in
a similar way to autobiographical or ‘individual’emory, that it is provoked by
material objects or mnemonics. The notion thatthge offers materiality to memory
(or ‘fixity’ in Jan Assman’s terms) is commonly-ed. Susan Crane, investigating
museums and memory, has characterised the relaijporisetween memory and
museums as being comparable to a snail and it§ shiggesting that ‘one houses and
protects the other” In similar terms, Tim Benton has argues that hgstobjects and
enterprises ‘enshrine memory’, aligning with thewithat heritag@reservesmemory,
as is common in heritage discourse. Again, we emeouhe blurry use of ‘memory’ in
rather abstract terms, making it difficult to editgstbbwhose memory is being ‘stored’ or

‘fixed'.

The idea of maintaining memory in this sense retiesa clear-cut transition between
living memory and memorialisation. According tosthargument, memorialisation is
necessary to sustain memory when living memory heeatened. Pierre Nora

emphasised this point in his influentialeux de MemoireNoting the importance of

% Tadhg O’Keeffe, ‘Landscape and Memory: Historighrg, Theory, Methodology’, itleritage,
Memory and the Politics of Identity: New Perspeadion the Cultural Landscaped. by Niamh Moore
and Yvonne Whelan (Ashgate Publishing, Ltd., 200p),3-19 (p. 5).

% Noted by Laurajane Smithlses of Heritagep. 59.

% Harrison and others, p. 6.

" Susan A. Crandyluseums and Memof$tanford University Press, 2000), p. 2.
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‘sites of memory’, he differentiated clearly betwememory and histor} In a largely
conservative critique of French national life, Ndaenented a loss of national identity
resulting from what he considered to be a ‘denalitiof memory and a rupture with
the past. In these terms, Nora claimed that ‘sifesemory’ only come into being when
memory no longer functions. This is in line withlbl@achs’ view that history provides
a written record of the past where memory breakendd Here, the use of ‘memory’ is
rather unclear. Memory is apparently what is bnegkiown, but also what is being
restored or maintained through practices of merisaigon. In this process, we are
clearly moving from one sort of ‘memory’ to anothédrom everyday memory to
cultural memory, or from ‘individual’ to ‘collect&y memory. The arguments above
assume this is a linear process; that when livirgnory lapses, and are replaced by
heritage practices designed to ‘remember’ the f@stding into public or cultural

memory).

However, drawing from theoretical conceptualisatioof individual and collective
memory outlined earlier, we know that ‘individualnd ‘collective’ memories overlap.
They can, and do, coexist and interact with eablrott is unlikely that there is a neat
transition between living memory and cultural meynorthis vein, rather that there is a
much more blurred process at work, whereby heritage living memory overlap in
number of complex ways (as | argue below). Heresrehis remarkably little
understanding of what happens to memory in thiblproatic space. How does memory
become heritage? And what does heritage ‘rememb@r® these fundamentally

separate concerns?

We know that heritage practices do not simply preser remember the past, despite
the prominence of this notion in heritage discouse argued above, more recent
interpretations of heritage have highlighted itsturaa as an active process of
constructing narratives of the past in the preseather than simply ‘maintaining’ the
past in a linear sense. Smith has noted that s1dbntext, ‘memory’ sits awkwardly
with the construction of heritage through what shes as a fixed ‘authorised’ heritage
discoursé® In simple terms, if heritage imaderather tharfound— at least in terms of

which aspects of the past are valued — is thisyreainembering at all? Alan Megill has

% Nora.
% Halbwachs.
1991 aurajane SmithJses of Heritage
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challenged the use of term memory in this contexggesting that the rhetoric of

remembering has become somewhat detached frommdbess it is meant to describe:

It is easy to imagine that we ought to remember ghst. But we do not
remember the past. It is the present that we reraentiat is, we construct or
reconstruct it on the basis of certain critical qgadures...Almost invariably,
when historical understanding is described as “rebe¥ing”, we can infer that
we are confronting an attempt to promote some pnebly desirable collective
identity in the presertf*
Megill reminds us that memory is an ‘image of tlastpconstructed by subjectivity in
the present’, rather than a fixed entity whichtired and recalletf? It might be more
appropriate to suppose that, beyond ‘storing’ otirnf’ memory, heritage can even
‘produce’ memories in an abstract sefSelJohnson and Dawson, for example, have
stressed the ability of public representationshef past to create ‘dominant memory’,
showing how powerful these displays can be in shpgierceptions of the pdéf.
Indeed, there is a political element to this relaship. If we accept that heritage
practices have the potential to impact on publicwdtural memory (beyond the realm
of individual experience), it follows that certanarratives of the past will be privileged
over others, with public or cultural memory reflagt elements of these dominant
stories. Radstone and Schwartz have referred soptietnomenon as the ‘politicisation

of memory’1

As argued earlier, heritage displays are necegsaelective, meaning the cultural
memories ‘produced’ as a result can only ever bdigbarelying on particular
constructions of meaning and values attached tpalsé Marita Sturken has advocated
this position, expanding on the notion of culturaémory, has noted how cultural
memory is inextricable from what she terms ‘theitims of remembering'®® She

claims:

the process of cultural memory is bound up in cexpbolitical stakes and
meanings. It both defines a culture and it is tle@ns by which its divisions and
conflicting agendas are revealed. To define a mgrasrcultural is, in effect, to

191 A, Megill, ‘History, Memory, Identity’ History of the Human Sciengeisl (1998), 37—62.

192 Megill; see also Green and Hutching.

193 Hamilton and Shopes, p. 3.

194 R Johnson and G Dawson, ‘Popular Memory: Theaoities, Method’, inOral History Readered.
by Robert Perks (Taylor & Francis, 2006).

1% Memory: Histories, Theories, Debatesl. by Susannah Radstone and Bill Schwartz (Bondbniv
Press, 2010), p. 2.

1% Marita SturkenTangled Memories: The Vietnam War, the AIDS Epideanid the Politics of
RememberingUniversity of California Press, 1997); also sewlBar.
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enter into a debate about what that memory me@n#ural memory is a field

of cultural negotiation through which different s&s vie for a place in

history®’
As Stuken suggests, if heritage is selective, ip@éd and contested, so too is cultural
memory. As a result, even if we assume heritaggaiivies are influential in the
construction of cultural memory, we have to bei@ltabout the way in which these
narratives of the past are constructed and comratgdcin their specific social,
economic and political contexts. More basic theiiss of the relationship between
heritage and cultural memory tend to gloss ovesdheritical issues raised in the
heritage debate. In this sense, the broad condentltoral memory, while useful, can
become rather detached from the particularitieshoftv the past comes to be
memorialised in certain contexts. As such, we rieazkercise caution when using these
generalised concepts not to assume simplisticaby heritage constructs a singular,

dominant cultural memory that is uncontested bgio#tcounts or memories.

American historians researching public memorialsd(s&var memorials in particular)
have provided the basis for some more detailedsirgegions into the interaction of
public representations of the past and memory Esehterms® In his study of
European Holocaust memorials, James Young notasfthence of cultural institutions
and rituals in shaping the way societies rememBdfollowing from this, he argued for
a closer interrogation of the processes of credbemnd such common spaces which
‘propagate the illusion of common memof.Young writes: ‘Were we passively to
remark only the contours of these memorials, wezdanleave unexplored their genesis
and remain unchanged by the recollective act, illccde said that we have not

remembered at alf*!

Behind this assertion was the idea that we calseparate
monuments (or indeed heritage sites) from theirlipulfe and the nature of the

interaction and process of meaning-making.

As | have argued throughout, we cannot necessasgyme a simple linear relationship
between heritage and ‘collective’ memory. Thesaumggions will be challenged on
two fronts. Firstly, in order to analyse the impadt heritage displays on cultural

memory, we need to understand the complex and stedtgrocesses through which

97 Sturken, p. 1.

1% Bodnar.

1%9young, p. xi. For the application of this theooythis context, see chapter 5.
“9young, p. 6.

“young, p. 15.
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sites come to be preserved as heritage and theusavialues and priorities at work.
Secondly, in contexts where heritage and living imgntoexists, we need to establish
how this relationship functions, which narrativéshe past are preserved and why.

1.4.2 Heritage and living memory

The interaction of heritage and living memory hasgtblargely neglected. So why has
the heritage-memory relationship has been so seddiined in terms of public, social
or cultural memory rather than living memory? | Wwbwsuggest that this focus on
‘collective’ memory has been prominent for two @as Firstly, heritage institutions
have tended to represent the distant past, medming memory has not been either

incorporated or existed alongside heritage displdgssteiner notes:

Methodologically speaking, memories are at theirsimeollective when they
transcend the time and space of the events’ otigioaurrence. As such, they
take on a powerful life of their own, “unencumbérdry actual individual
memory, and become the basis of all collective rabexing as disembodied,
omnipresent, low-intensity memoty?
In similar terms, when heritage sites representdie@nt past, they are unencumbered
by living memory; there is no point of contest, rid®y shifting focus from politics of
memory to rituals and representations which are Fsblematic. However, heritage
initiatives are dealing more and more with the négaast in the light of more diverse
practices of preservation. War memorials and irrchldteritage have been two notable
examples in this vein. Nonetheless, in more genterahs, the relationship between

heritage and living memory has been relatively eetgid.

The second, and perhaps more fundamental reasanthibarists have dealt with
heritage and ‘collective’ memory only, is due tperception that there is a separation
between memory and ‘the past’, or in other workldat heritage is only necessary when
memory lapses (as Nora supposed). However, whefbiagraphical memory coexists
with heritage, the complexion of this relationsimpght change significantly. Living

memories may well conflict with the way in whichritege sites represent the past.

Public historians, particularly in America, haveagnised the ways in which public
representations of the past have conflicted wiimdj memory. Most famously, the

112 K ansteiner.
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Smithsonian Institution’s Enola Gay exhibition atlte Washington Vietham war
memorial have provoked high-profile public crititis'® Taking the Smithsonian
example, we can see quickly how institutional reprgations of the past have a
difficult relationship with living memory. In 199%he Smithsonian had planned to
exhibit the Enola Gay, the plane which droppedatimenic bomb on Hiroshima in 1945,
in display entitled “The Last Act: The Atomic Bonaind the End of World War 11" to
mark the 58 anniversary of the event. Curators claimed they teken a critical
historical perspective, which raised questions aboaral legitimacy. This approach
was fiercely opposed by veterans’ groups who fedtt the display ought to tell an
entirely different story; one which honoured ananoceemorated their sacrifices in the
Second World Wat* These contests were based on representationg gt which
were thought to be controversial (even offensieg)dople who had served in the forces
in the respective conflicts. In these cases, itmsgepublic historical representations

were not ‘maintaining’ living memories but challémg and neglecting them.

These sorts of conflicts are particularly appamghen the subject-matter of historical
displays is controversial in itself (as with theamyles above). Nonetheless, in
situations where there is a rapid transition tatage, such as the mining heritage sites
being considered in this study, there is a potestairce of friction where heritage
displays meet living memory. Naturally, when hegéaattempts to represent what is
present in many people’s living memories, thereaaither different dynamic to the
heritage-memory relationship than more abstraatrtbations have suggested. Indeed,
heritagisation could enforce a historical narrativevalue on objects or events that for
some people are still current or at least fresthénmemory. Thus, meanings created in

the heritage context may exist alongside, or inogfion to, living memory.

While there has been very little research carriedinto heritage and living memory
specifically, oral historians have provided soméresrely valuable insights into the
way autobiographical memories interact with popalatural narratives more generally.
For example, Alistair Thomson has analysed the mwayhich oral testimonies fit with
their broader contexts, including public memoried aopular myth$*® Thomson used

his observation that individuals (in his case Anwat veterans) knitted popular myth

113 For accounts of these controversies, see Davitefih#istory After the Enola Gay Controversy: An
Introduction’, The Journal of American Histar32 (1995), 1029; Kristin Ann HasSarried to the Wall:
American Memory and the Vietnam Veterans Memd@dalversity of California Press, 1998).
114

Thelen.
115 Alistair ThomsonAnzac Memories: Living with the Lege(@xford University Press, 1994).
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into their own life stories to develop what he terna ‘cultural theory of

remembering®®

An increasing body of research in oral history Baswn the way in which people
frequently adopt popular narratives within theirrolife stories to create frames of
meaning around certain events. This has been cal@dposure’, implying a dual
meaning; that people both compose narratives wiitiehith dominant public accounts
and that individuals seek a sense of composuresilgss, through telling their stories.
Penny Summerfield has used this concept, arguiag) ‘thscourses of, especially,
popular culture inform personal and locally tole Istories, in that the narrators draw on
generalized, public versions of the aspects oflithess that they are talking about to
construct their own particular, personal accoutfsDrawing on these ideas, it may be
possible that heritage narratives could in faciatepted into life narratives based on
living memory. This would seem to counteract thaarothat living memory challenges
institutionalised accounts of the past (as we sawthie case of the Enola Gay

controversy above).

Living memory, then, has the potential to challerggitage narratives and/or be
influenced by them. Referring to public historyplésy/s in particular, Graham Smith
has characterised this relationship aadogue,where memory multiply interacts with
public history displays® Indeed, there is seemingly a duality present. @ealition
can be influential in constructing so-called ‘peblmemories’ which can be
institutionalised or embedded through public repnéations of history (in the form of
films, television programmes, museum displays etdhwever, individuals may
incorporate elements of dominant public narrativee their own testimonies. As we
can see, far from being irrelevant to the procédsedtagisation, living memory in fact
may be extremely influential in how narratives bk tpast come to be understood
through heritage, and hence in the cultural memaasieich endure. In turn, these living
memories may challenge or adopt elements of dorhimdtural memories promoted by

heritage sites and displays.

116 Alistair ThomsonAnzac Memories

117 penny Summerfield, ‘Culture and Composure: Cregailarratives of the Gendered Self in Oral
History Interviews’,Cultural and Social Historyl (2004), 65-93 (p. 68). For further discussibn o
‘composure’, see Chapter 3.

118 Graham Smith, ‘Toward a Public Oral History’, The Oxford handbook of oral historyd. by
Donald A. Ritchie (Oxford University Press, 2010).
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1.5 Conclusion

This research seeks to more clearly model theioakiip between heritage and
different layers of memory, with a particular emgpisaon reasserting the importance of
living memory in relation to the process of herisagion. Empirically, it assesses how
heritage interacts with memory at specific sitespecific contexts, particularly how
mining heritage sites promote cultural memory (gkide existing autobiographical
memory), whether they provide a fixed point for nogi@s of the mining past and how

different people may experience this.

In order to do this, we need to acknowledge the ptexnand contested nature of
representing the past in the present. Heritag®tisnerely preserved or protected, but
constructed through discourses and value-systenshwvginomote certain narratives of
the past. As such, heritagisation is a politicipeatess which needs to be understood in
the light of specific localised cultural context®y doing this, we can begin to
understand how certain narratives of the past anstoucted and how they might feed

into the construction of public or cultural memory.

As we have seen, there is a wide range of theatatiork exploring the concepts of
heritage and memory in their own terms, but vetielwhich has brought together these
critical perspectives in order to reconcile the .t\@bearly, heritage and memory are
closely related phenomena, but most research srvéhin has prioritised the ‘collective’
aspects of memory which heritage is assumed terfo&t | have argued, it is too often
assumed that there is a neat point of transitidwdsn living memory and cultural

memory, where memorialisation preserves (‘collegjimemory in a simplistic sense.

Drawing from memory studies, we can see that tlaeeedifferent layers of memory
which overlap and interact with each other in a plax dialogue. It follows that there
are multiple ways in which memory and heritage rexte Especially in cases where
heritagisation is rapid, heritage displays ineuyahteract with living memory as well
as public or cultural memory. In these terms, nathan heritage merely preserving,
protecting or enshrining memory, heritage narrativeay incorporate, influence or
conflict with living memories. As such, there is moad scope for empirically
investigating the process through which the pasbives recontextualised as heritage -
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which narratives of the past are preserved and-and how this relates to both living

memory and broader cultural memories.
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Chapter 2

Methodology

2.1 Introduction

At the outset, this thesis aimed to investigatargdly under-researched question; how
does heritagisation interact with different layefsmnemory? In Chapter 1, we saw that
both heritage and memory are complex conceptsein thivn right, and that the analysis
of the interaction between heritage and ‘memoryemfdoes not rigorously define
memory, dealing with it in the abstract and relyiag definitions of memory as
‘collective’. This research attempts to more clgamodel the relationship between
heritage and different sorts of memory, focusingipalarly on the relevance of living
memory to the process of heritagisation. As suel,dresent study synthesises wide-
ranging conceptual and theoretical perspectives heritage and memory while
providing some empirical depth and specificity, lgsimg the way in which different
notions of memory and heritage intersect in paldicucontexts. This approach
necessarily involves interrogating a number of lfauies: between individual and
collective notions of both heritage and memory. uxaty, given that the study’s
conceptual approach crosses a range of theoreititatests, its methodological

framework is also characterised by interdiscipliyar

In many ways, this sort of study is rather unchadderritory within the discipline of
History. Public historians have importantly ideigd the need to engage with the uses
and understanding of the past in the public domeal, have drawn on the concept of
‘historical consciousness’, recognising that thexean active, dynamic process of
constructing meaning-making between past, presahtfieture’ This has opened up a
fruitful area of enquiry in public history, questiag not only what happened in the past
but how the past is represented, how and why wetagt meaning from the past in the
present. While this is a useful starting pointyé¢his no coherent methodology common
to public history, nor one which provides a specifasis for the study of heritage and

memory in the terms described above. As a redudtetis no single methodological

! Bernard Eric Jensen, ‘Usable Pasts: Comparing dqipres to Popular and Public History’ Aieople
and their pasts: public history toddfPalgrave Macmillan, 2009).
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template or framework this research can claim pdigate. Rather, operating under the
broad banner of public history, it has been necgsga design a specific tailored
approach in order to tackle the theoretical quastfmosed at the outset of the study.

This chapter outlines the specific methodologiggiraach developed for the purposes
of the research, placing it within the context wiséng conceptual and methodological
frameworks to which it contributes. Firstly, it ngpevelopments in relevant fields
(drawing from public history, oral history, memastudies and heritage studies), before
explaining the broad approach to the project aedbisis for grounding the theoretical
questions in empirical research. Finally, it ddsesiin detail the particular methodology
undertaken, critically discussing the process ¢& dallection and analysis.

2.2 Existing conceptual and methodological framewds

As well as more ‘traditional’ historical methods/atving archive research, this project
combined conceptual and methodological approaatoes public history, oral history
and memory studies. These are three closely refedlels, as will be argued, but there

has not necessarily been coherence across thesaelpps.

Methodology, in many ways, is particularly fraugbt public historians. In fact, there
has been a notable reluctance to establish a aetetvork methodology for public
history research. This is undoubtedly largely daethte diverse nature of research
projects, but more fundamentally in fact, histosiane still embroiled in a debate as to
the nature of public history itself. Should publigstory be about undertaking
collaborative projects with historic sites or imgtions, historians sharing ‘expert’
knowledge with the public (which John Tosh vocaltjvocates) or historians writing
about public history from a critical perspectivé?siclear that more work needs to be
done in terms of establishing a dialogue on methimdgublic history, perhaps
beginning with a greater transparency in publictdnis projects, starting with the

particular interpretation of ‘public history’ itdel

Public history has been described as ‘broad aredawot church’, though these different

interpretations of the purpose of public histonyd dahe practice of public historians in

2 John ToshWhy History MattergPalgrave Macmillan, 2008); John Tosh, ‘History &itizens:
Towards a Critical Public History’ (presented & thistFest, University of Lancaster, 2011).

56



particular, undoubtedly require different methodiés? If public history is to be
interpreted as academic historians communicatiai tesearch to the public, historians
could rely on more ‘traditional’ methods. Howevarpublic historian who interprets
their practice as collaborative or democratic contit purely rely on archives and
documents. Different questions are raised, focughiffied to assessing timeeaningof
certain elements of the past in the present, aicgestfferent (sometimes opposing)
discourses or narratives, understanding relatipsshibetween institutional
representations of the past and public memory. ®hiwhere public history deviates
significantly from more ‘traditional’ forms of acathic history, and the methodological

waters become far murkier.

A concern with methodology is actually very topigalpublic history, at least for its
critics. It forms the basis of much of the critmisof public history from academic
historians who question the ‘dumbing down’ of higtidearing that, as Richard Overy
put it:

history will slowly mutate over the next generationo cultural and heritage
studies, informing popular concerns with the past hot sustaining the
intellectual and scholarly capacity to developpelate and articulate complex
ways of understanding and interpreting it.
This is a familiar and in many ways outdated caégwhich equates public history with
heritage and rejects its legitimacy within acadeimitory. In fact, public history in
many ways has grown out of a desire for a morécaliengagement with the use of the
past in the public domain, attempting to avoid piags of the ‘heritage debate’
outlined in Chapter 1.Indeed, this is closely associated with the ‘aaltuturn’ in
humanities scholarship more generally. For histjidhis has meant a greater focus is

given to the ways in which historical knowledge sscially constructed, being

% Definitions of public history vary, especially beten Britain and the United States. For definitions
generally, see Jill Liddington, ‘What Is Public kisy? Publics and Their Pasts, Meanings and Pextic
Oral History, 30 (2002), 83—-93; Holger Hoock, ‘Introductionofassional Practices of Public History in
Britain’, The Public Historian32 (2010), 7—24; Ludmilla JordanoHistory in Practice(Bloomsbury
USA, 2000); David Glassberg, ‘Public History and Study of Memory’The Public Historian18
(1996), 7-23; Frisch.

“ Richard Overy, ‘The Historical Presenfimes Higher Education Suppleme2® April 2010
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.aspi&tode=411360, accessed 2 March 2012.

® It should be noted that work carried out in thatreely new discipline of heritage studies hasdree
increasingly critical since the heritage debateutih not strictly historical in focus (as noteddhapter
1). See, for example, Peter Howard, ‘The Heritageipline’, International Journal of Heritage Studies
1 (1994), 3-5; G. J. Ashworth, Brian Graham and. JunbridgePluralising Pasts: Heritage, Identity
and Place in Multicultural Societig®luto Press, 2007); Laurajane Smitlses of HeritagéTaylor &
Francis, 2006).
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representedy historians rather thamconstructed In a sense, then, public historians
merely extrapolate this approach to analyse thecgsses by which those pasts are
presented to a wide range of audiences and reagrsifiten by collaborative working

between historians and other professionals’.

Public history thus overlaps significantly with mey studies in terms of conceptual
approach. David Glassberg (a prominent Americatoh#n) has argued this, pointing
out the common intellectual foundation between julistory and memory. Glassberg

argued that

Understanding the various ways in which societndskt about the past and use
it in the present can help public historians uni@erd the institutional contexts
in which they operate as well as the presuppostaout history with which
the public approaches their wdtk.
As he suggests, public history overlaps with men{brgadly-defined) on a number of
levels. There is certainly a need for a more deedounderstanding of the way in
which embedded popular narratives work in dialogith individuals’ senses of their
own pasts. Historians’ interest in the study of rmgyrhas been closely associated with
oral history research. Oral history is a very wedtablished research method in the
humanities and social sciences, using individdalHistories to shed light on historical
understanding at a number of levél®©ral history was originally conceived, as a
‘reconstructive’ process, providing access to sesisghich would otherwise not exist in
the historical record® However, oral historians have increasingly movegdnd this
approach to engage more critically with memory thiedo understand the ways in
which oral narratives convey meaning, the relatigmbetween memory and history,
and ultimately the interplay between the past amel present in the way people

constructed their own narrativEsThe critical analysis of memory and subjectivity

® Anna GreenCultural History (Palgrave Macmillan, 2008); Alon Confino, ‘Collae Memory and
Cultural History: Problems of Methodl’he American Historical RevieWw02 (1997), 1386—1403.

7 Jill Liddington and Graham Smith, ‘Crossing Cuétsir Oral History and Public HistoryQral History,
33 (2005), 28-31 (p. 28).

8 Glassberg.

° Giampietro Gobo and othe®@ualitative Research Practice: Concise Paperbackiu (SAGE, 2006);
Michael Bloor and Fiona Woodkeywords in Qualitative Methods: A Vocabulary os&ach Concepts
(SAGE, 2006); Anna Green and Megan HutchiRgmembering: Writing Oral Histor§Auckland
University Press, 2004); Paul Thomps®hg Voice of the Past: Oral Histo(@xford University Press,
USA, 2000).

1% Oral History Readered. by Robert Perks and Alistair Thomson (Tagldfrancis, 2006).

! Alessandro Portelli, ‘The Peculiarities of Orabkiry’, History Workshop Journall2 (1981), 96-107;
Alessandro PortelliThe Death of Luigi Trastulli, and Other Stories:rfoand Meaning in Oral History
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came in the wake of the linguistic turn, and thknagvledgement that the subjectivity
of oral testimony was extremely valuable to histns, a position largely inspired by
Luisa Passerini, and epitomised by her phrase éstibg liberation®? This shift
involved asking fundamentally different question®u@t oral evidence and adding a
new level of analytical complexity. Oral historiaage increasingly aware not only of
what is said but how it is said, what is not salek structure of the narrative and the
many layers meaning uncovered when the testimonfulig unravelled. This has
become known as the ‘cultural approach’ to oraldns Summerfield characterises the

cultural approach as follows:

The starting point of the cultural approach to driatory is to accept that people
do not simply remember what happened to them, lakensense of the subject-
matter they recall by interpreting it. Understamdia integral to memory and,
like any other knowledge, it is constructed frone tlanguage and concepts
available to the person remembering. The challefogethe historian is to
understand the cultural ingredients that go intcoaats of a remembered and
interpreted past. Or to put it another way, thd bistorian needs to understand
not only the narrative offered, but also the megsimvested in it and their
discursive origins?

Green and Hutching, for example, have stresseditfezent layers of meaning the oral
historian must be attuned to, encouraging an awaeerof the‘meaning of the
individual’'s experiences: not just what happenedt bow it was understood and

experienced by the narratdf".

How, then, can this be achieved? Can there begéesinethodology for the analysis of
oral history interviews? In some ways, a strictiyistured methodological or analytical
approach has been resisted in the field of orabhjis® Nonetheless, there has certainly
been a trend in promoting methodological and aiwaltrigour among oral history
practitioners, perhaps in part due to the ongoingggle to assert the legitimacy of oral
history in relation to more ‘traditional’ empiricalork based on documentary evidence.

It is true that there has been no single agreeddvweork or method for the interpretation

(SUNY Press, 1991); Luisa Passerini, ‘Work Ideolagg Consensus Under Italian Fascigtistory
Workshop Journal8 (1979), 82-108.

12 passerini, p. 54.

13 penny Summerfield, ‘Culture and Composure: Creailarratives of the Gendered Self in Oral History
Interviews’, Cultural and Social Historyl (2004), 65-93, p. 67.

1 Green and Hutching, p. 12.

'3 perry K. Blatz, ‘Craftsmanship and Flexibility @ral History: A Pluralistic Approach to Methodology
and Theory’,The Public Historian12 (1990), 7-22 (p. 8).
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of oral history narratives, rather there are sdveameworks of analysis which emerge

from the relevant literature.

Ron Grele was one of the first to comment on orstiony methodology. He noted that
in analysing his interview data, he aimed to discothe particular vision of history
articulated in an interview, outline its structaed how it helps us to understand the
people we are interviewing and their historicalmaif view.”® He analysed how his
interviewees, industrial workers in New York Citgrganize their lives into historical
narratives’ and how each used history in diffenays to ‘ground that narrative to the
past.’” Grele was concerned with investigating the ‘themd ‘now’, which he saw as
indicative of the beginning of ‘some sort of histat consciousness® This past-
present interplay is central in the analysis of arg} testimony, especially when aiming

to go beyond ‘what happened’ to its meaning indresent.

Oral historians necessarily use a range of intéygrepproaches and concepts which
have been grouped or characterised differently byraber of practitioners. Samuel and
Thompson, for example, recommend looking for patieirecurring themes, symbols,
myths and rhetorical device¥.’ Yow, on the other hand, suggests carrying oulyaisa
(of life narratives) based on ‘plot, key phrasesjcure of narrative, context of the life,
self-concept, contradictions, omissions, choicesirds, metaphors, symbols and the
influence of the individual’'s work’®® In addition, Green and Hutching usefully
described a more general approach to the analysisteoviews based on three key
categories of analysis; narrative, emotion and syghd legendS. While there are
differences in the ways practitioners specificallpdertake their analysis, a clear
emphasis on a cultural approach has been evideat@mt oral history work. As argued
above, this approach foregrounds the value and imgasf the past in the present,
linking very closely with public history. For theugposes of this thesis, adopting a
cultural approach to oral history allows scope #&rbroader investigation, where

comparisons can be drawn between the different waaaning is constructed from the

8 Ron Grele, ‘Listen to Their Voices: Two Case Sésdn the Interpretation of Oral History Interviews
Oral History, 7 (1979), 33—42 (p. 33).

7 Grele, p. 40.

8 Grele, p. 40.

9 Raphael Samuel and Paul Richard Thomp$be, Myths We Live BjRoutledge, 1990); Valerie
Raleigh Yow,Recording Oral History: A Practical Guide for SocBcientist{ SAGE, 1994), p. 282.
2Yow, p. 307.

L Green and Hutching, p. 11.
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past, whether through individual oral testimoniesother ways in which the past is

‘remembered’ in the present (in this case througfitdge narratives).

Indeed, oral historians have been particularlyuiritial in the debate defining the
relationship between autobiographical memory andblipuor cultural memory?
Perhaps most influentially, Alistair Thomson’s ‘turhl theory of remembering’ has
added to our understanding of these interrelateti@imena. Thomson focused attention
on analysing how oral testimonies fit with theiroader contexts, including public
memories and popular mytfSThomson further proposed the concept of ‘compdsure
in order to describe the way in which individuadmded to compose a narrative they
were comfortable with and sought a sense of peftsmmposure through telling their
life stories®® Thomson’s recognition that individuals adopted yap myth into their
own life stories was a particularly useful tool fibre analysis of the way in which
individuals can adopt dominant public narrativestled past into their own accounts.
Importantly, in terms of methodology, Thomson shdwkat oral history could be
effectively utilised as a tool for accessing theeiaction of autobiographical memories

and dominant cultural narratives, a central airthf study.

So why use oral history in the study of public big®? As | have suggested, oral history,
public history and memory studies share a numbe&ooteptual concerns. Liddington
and Smith have identified two key ways in which longstory and public history
overlap. They describe them as ‘two chronologicalliferent fields of study, two
distinct processes...with important areas of oygrasion and perhaps even occasional
friction.”®® Firstly, they contend, both oral history and pablistory involve
presentationof narratives of the past. Secondly, and more itapdly for this study,
Liddington and Smith note that the ‘ways we underdt and recall our pasts are
influenced by many forms of public presentatith.As such, while there are
undoubtedly multiple influences on what (and how)e wemember, public

representations shape this to some extent.

2 Oral History and Public Memoriegd. by Paula Hamilton and Linda Shopes (Templiedisity Press,
2008).

23 Alistair ThomsonAnzac Memories: Living with the Legef@ixford University Press, USA, 1994);
Alistair Thomson, ‘Anzac Memories: Putting Populéemory Theory into Practice in Australi@ral
History, 18 (1990), 25-31.

4 Thomson (1994).

% Liddington and Graham Smith, 28-31 (p. 28).

% Liddington and Graham Smith, 28-31 (p. 30).
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Centrally, oral history, public history and varioagproaches to memory studies share
common goals in shifting away from the reconstarctand analysis of historical events
to assessing thmeaningof certain elements of the past in the presengésé&lare just the
sorts of forces which critical public history shduseek to understand; accessing
different (sometimes opposing) discourses or nagstand understanding relationships
between institutional representations of the past public memory. We now turn to
another complex question concerning how we shouldestigate these issues

empirically, and how we might bring coherence asiibgse approaches.

2.3 Empirical approach

As argued in Chapter 1, in order to more fully wstind the process of heritagisation
and its relationship with memory, we need to lodhtese broad theoretical questions
within specific contexts. Using a grounded, empiriapproach not only allows us to
understand these phenomena in more detail, buts gsgecificity to generalised
concepts such as heritage and cultural memory. nfakin empirical approach,
‘heritage’ moves beyond an abstract concept to rdcpbar practice which can be
mapped in terms of the economic and political ege&s which have driven
heritagisation. Indeed, heritage sites have thein epecific histories, a range of
stakeholders, and specific contexts in which hegetasalues are constructed and
communicated. Likewise, cultural memory, thoughather amorphous concept, can
begin to be traced in terms through the analysieraf testimonies, public discourses
and common frames of meaning which are constructedlation to certain historical
narratives. At the outset it was clear, thereftirat the project would be best-served by
engaging with a number of case studies in ordemn®wver the theoretical questions

posed.

2.3.1 Case Study Research

Case study research is common in both qualitatine guantitative research in the
humanities and social sciences. Creswell, for exani@as highlighted the importance
of case study methodology as one of his five apgves to qualitative researthHe

notes that case study research is ‘the study agsure explored through one or more

2" John W. CreswelQualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosimgohg Five Approaches
(SAGE Publications, 2012).
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cases within a bounded systefhThese systems involve one or multiple cases aed us
data gathered from a wide range of sources suchbffagal documents, speeches,
interviews, or observations. Stake similarly defimase study research as ‘the study of
the particularity and complexity of a single caseming to understand its activity
within important circumstance$” Importantly, case study research allows questions
be explored and analysis carried out in depth. dginahe comparison of multiple case
studies, patterns, similarities or salient differes can be established between cases. It
is then possible to make some more general obsamgan relation to broader research

questions, which Stake calls ‘refinement of underding’ >

Within the discipline of History, concentrated casedy research has been increasingly

popular in the last forty years or so. Brewer hescdbed this ‘microhistory’ as:

close-up and on the small scale. Its emphasis ia simgular place rather than
space, the careful delineation of particularitied details, a degree of enclosure.
It depends upon the recognition that our understgnaf what is seen depends
on the incorporation of many points of view rathilean the use of a single

dominant perspective. Within the space of refugsohical figures are actors

and have agency, motives, feelings and consciossiibgy are the subjects not
objects of history™*

These values are very much in line with the idezlgpublic history, drawing on
Michael Frisch’s notion of ‘shared authori{? Many public historians now see history

making as a collaborative process described by €blind Millar as ‘a shared inquiry

3

into shared inquiry®® Indeed, public historians have a tradition of exiplg these

issues through the medium of case study researdthF in his edited collectioA

Shared Authoritysuggests that the case study may be

a good way to penetrate what is most interestirggahand public history, and it
is arguably the best way to permit readers to egplehat is found there — to
sense how issues have come to the surface througlyements with particular
problems in particular settings at particular pgiimt a broader, surrounding
cultural and political discoursé.

% Creswell, p. 73.

29 Robert E. StakéThe Art of Case Study Resea(&AGE, 1995), p. 7.

% Stake, p. 7.

31 John Brewer, ‘Microhistory and the Histories ofdEyday Life’, Cultural and Social History7 (2010),
87-109 (p. 88).

%2 Frisch.

% Katharine T. Corbett and Howard S. Miller, ‘A Skdrnquiry into Shared InquiryThe Public
Historian, 28 (2006), 15-38.

% Frisch, p. xvi.
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Naturally, the sorts of questions concerning pulblistorians are particularly well

served by small-scale case study research. Progtes focus on single events,
localities, heritage sites, museums, or many dibrens of public engagement with the
past. These sorts of case studies allow detailpbtbeation of the ways in which the past
is used and understood in the public domain, wharh then be contextualised in their
broader social and cultural contexts. For thisipaldr research project, in order to
understand the complex process of transition totdgs, how aspects of the past
become ‘heritagised’, and how this interacts witknmory, it was necessary to explore

these issues in relation to specific sites rathan in a more general survey.

2.3.2 Case study selection

In Wales and Cornwall, the industrial past domidatecal culture, lifestyles and

economic wellbeing. Mining was transformative inesh areas, both during the
industrial period and with the subsequent deindalsation. The industry left a

significant legacy, not only in terms of the economandscape but in broader public
memory and conceptions of Cornish and Welsh idesfft Industrial decline had a

significant impact on local communities, hence mgnheritage has an enduring cultural
importance as well as potentially performing regatiee economic or social functions
in the present. These factors made mining heritagarticularly interesting case for
exploring the process of transition to heritages thay in which social experience
becomes historicised or ‘heritagised’, and theti@hghip between heritage and living

memory.

More specifically, the project involved a comparatstudy of the development of two
prominent heritage sites; Big Pit coal mine in Blaeon (South Wales) and Geevor Tin
Mine in Cornwall. In selecting Big Pit and Geevor tase study research, there were
several important considerations. The two sitesehavnumber of similarities and
differences, supporting their appropriateness faromparative study. The sites are
similar in some respects; both made a rapid transito heritage post-closure in
communities which had been hard-hit by the deatihthe influential mining industry.
As a result, both are contexts in which heritageatizes meet living memory, where

similar points of contestation occur. However, ¢hare also significant differences,

% This will be argued in more detail in Chapter 3.
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which allowed for analysis of the ways in whichdbdlifferent contexts affected both
the development of the sites and the way in whietitdge is perceived in these areas.
For example, the sites themselves have differeniecship and management structures,
levels of funding and professionalism, as well aserbroad variations in their contexts
(timescales of industrial decline and closure, gaplical location and the prevalence

of tourism and heritage in Wales and Cornwall nmwoaadly).

As mentioned above, one of the central aims of glegect was to understand the
interaction of heritage and living memory. This wveakey motivation for carrying out
this research in Blaenavon and Pendeen, wheresifpassible to carry out oral history
interviews with those involved in the heritage sit various levels as well as ex-
miners and members of the community, to fully inigede these issues. Furthermore,
Big Pit and Geevor are the largest and most sutdesiing heritage sites in Wales
and Cornwall, meaning that they are both access#rld prominent in public
consciousness. Although some academic studies haea carried out at Big Pit
(mainly focusing on tourism), no similar work haseb undertaken at these sites,
particularly from a comparative perspectffeOther mining heritage sites in the UK
(for example, The National Coal Mining Museum in kgfeld, Durham Mining
Museum and Rhondda Heritage Park) were considerddf was decided that due to
time and space constraints that an in-depth studlg as this would be best served by

focusing on two site¥’

In terms of the role of the case studies in thaeodrof the research questions, the intent
was not to provide a strictly comparative studyhe heritagisation of mining in Wales
and Cornwall. While distinct similarities and diféeces are flagged throughout, the
argument focuses on building a conceptual modéleotagisation and memory, rather
than relying on comparative elements as a centadt pf analysis. As with critical
qualitative methodologies, comparisons are onlysiibs in some regards (particularly
where social constructivist ideas are utilised)] @mese have only been highlighted

where they have a significant impact on the thémaktssues under consideration. As

% For example, see Stephen Wanhill, ‘Mines—A Touisitaction: Coal Mining in Industrial South
Wales’,Journal of Travel Researc89 (2000), 60-69; Calvin Jones and Max MundajgéBavon and
United Nations World Heritage Site Status: Is Cowvation of Industrial Heritage a Road to Local
Economic Development?Regional Studies35 (2001), 585-590; Richard C. Prentice, Stefpha#vitt

and Claire Hamer, ‘Tourism as Experience: The @ds¢eritage Parks’/Annals of Tourism Researckb
(1998), 1-24.

%" An in-depth study of Rhondda Heritage Park has lésen carried out by Bella Dicks, see Bella Dicks,
Heritage, Place and Communifyniversity of Wales Press, 2000).
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such, carrying out two case studies has alloweddnisitivity to the particularities of
each case, but each has individually contributesl ¢mpirical basis for a more

generalised conceptual approach.

2.3.3 Refining aims and research questions

Having identified the broad conceptual frameworkl @ase studies to be used, it was
then necessary to refine the specific aims of thdys leading to a more detailed set of
research questions. Firstly, before analysing #ationship between heritage and
memory more generally, the study needed to addhesprocess of heritagisation at
Geevor and Big Pit specifically. As argued in Cleat, theorisations of heritage have
moved from seeing heritage as innate or fixed tmuech more plural interpretation,
which allows space for the notion that heritages (fo an extent) socially constructed
through practices and discourses of preservatibiesd, in turn, are highly politicised
and shaped by existing value-systems and powetiam$d® As such, establishing the
way in which these heritage sites were conceiveteir local contexts, and the roles of
the relevant stakeholders in each case, was tti@ jpiiority. Within this context, it was
then necessary to establish how these institutiveatage narratives were constructed,

in order to go on to compare them with memory t@nvarious forms).

The research then aimed to assess how these agatetasted in these specific local
contexts, with particular attention to the localnoounity. The tricky relationship
between social experience and its representaticmugh heritage was identified as a
potential source of conflict due to the rapid traos to heritage in these areas and the
co-existence of heritage narratives and living mgm@s such, the study needed to
establish what sorts of living memories of the mgnpast were present at Geevor and
Big Pit, and whether they reflected or contradictestitutional heritage narratives.
Finally, the study aimed to draw these potentigifferent perspectives together in
order to analyse the role of heritagisation in tmmstruction of broader public or

cultural memories.

% Laurajane Smithses of HeritageG. J. Ashworth, Brian Graham and J. E. Tunbridge.
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As a result, the following research questions vparsed:

1. What were the specific motivations for heritagisatiat Big Pit and Geevor?
What particular values or discourses are associafti a mining past via
heritage in Wales and Cornwall?

2. What is the relationship between heritagisation awdg memory in these
cases?

3. Do heritage sites construct or maintain culturalnmogy in Blaenavon and
Pendeen? Which narratives of the past are presancahy?

4. Based on this study, how can we characterise tadaeship between heritage
and different layers of memory?

2.4 Methodology: Opportunities and challenges

This research was undoubtedly best-served by admhethods approach, allowing for
the analysis of different agendas and contestuugffironultiple forms of source. The
research was carried out in two phases, broadlynen with the two key concepts;

heritagisation and memory.

2.4.1 Archive research

Investigating the process of heritagisation invdiextensive archive research, taking
both factual/contextual and analytical approachthe relevant documents. Archive
research has long been the primary methodologyi&iorians, and is still extremely
influential in the study of History. As John Tosbtes, ‘The fact remains...that the study
of history has nearly always been based squarelwloat the historian can read in
documents or printed materidf.’Archives have traditionally been considered tdahee
most ‘reliable’ form of historical source, at leastterms of the positivist-empiricist
approach to History which has been dominant siheerception of the discipline. Of

course, the research which can be carried out basemichive research is inherently

%9 John Tosh and Sean Larfide Pursuit of History: Aims, Methods, And New Bliens in the Study of
Modern History(Pearson Education, 2006), p. 89.
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limited by what is preserveéd.This is influenced by both political and logisti¢actors
affecting the process of archiving, as Thomson Mtleod note®* Similarly, Gobo et
el. note that ‘the parts of a collection that fiheir way into an archive, either personal
or public, may not represent the original collegtia its entirety.*> This means that
historians need to be critical in the way they apph archive resources rather than
making the assumption that they are either ‘congplat ‘representative’ of the pastin a

general sense.

More recently, archive research has been challeage¢kde modus operandi of historical
research on two fronts. With the growth of sociad &ultural history, there has been an
accompanying diversification of what was considetede a historical source (oral
history, visual sources, material artefacts éttBerhaps more fundamentally, however,
postmodernist theory has fundamentally challendsal ganctity of the ‘text’ and
arguably undermined historians’ ability to ‘recomst’ the past. Indeed, there is a
complex relationship between the researcher and foeirces, which is shaped by
existing preconceptions and research dit#ss a result, historians are more and more
aware of the need to be transparent in the way ititeyrogate their sources, but also
their own role in shaping the interpretation of fm@mary material. Jordanova notes
this, suggesting that we need to guard againsmadgh, thoughtless, naive transition
between the sources and the claims historians mbk&ig wary not to take sources at

face value®

Following these critical developments, historiangavén moved away from strict
empiricism to take more nuanced approaches. Culisiry, for example, has focused
on narrative and meaning of sources and textgdaragesolve these issues and open up
new strands of historical enquitfy.We have to concede that it is not possible to
reconstructthe past in any pure sense, rather construcepsesentationfrom a
collection of existing representations. Given timasaof this research, the project drew

on a cultural perspective in order to establish hosvtain heritage values were

% John Tosh and Seéan Lang.

“! Rachel Thomson and Julie McLe®Esearching Social Change: Qualitative ApproadlSsGE,

2009), p. 36.

2 Gobo and others, p. 306.

“3Donald M. MacRaild and Jeremy Bladudying HistoryPalgrave Macmillan, 2007); Tosh and Lang;
Jordanova.

4 Gobo and others.

“5 Jordanova, p. 200.

“6 GreenCultural History
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constructed and the sorts of meanings they asciibetie past. In this respect, the
methodology employed here also drew on recent woréinating from heritage studies.
As mentioned above, Smith and others have argusdhiritage values are socially
constructed through discourse, hence discoursgsandlas become more prevalent as a
way of studying the representation of the pastubhoheritagé’ Of course, discourse
analysis is a broadly accepted methodological fraonke in its own righf® Smith
identifies a workable definition of discourse, dmagvon Hajer, who broadly defines
discourse as ‘a specific ensemble of ideas, coscaptl categorisations that are
produced, reproduced, and transformed in a paaticgdt of practices through which
meaning is given to physical and social realitf@#\s such, discourse analysis has a lot
to offer historians in general and public histosiam particular (as we will see later).

2.4.2 Oral history

As argued above, oral history is a common reseaethod in the humanities and social
sciences and is, as Tosh notes, ‘fully establisteed legitimate source for historian.’
For this research, the use of oral history methagiphad a number of benefits. Firstly,
oral testimonies were crucial sources in order ¢b lgeneath ‘official’ account or
discourses and to access the potential points ofesb when heritage meets living
memory. As Yow has pointed out ‘The in-depth intew is indispensable for probing
behind the public-oriented statemetitin these terms, oral testimonies were used to

evaluate the process of heritagisation in the lafHiving memory.

Oral history is undoubtedly the most appropriatéehoeé for analysing living memory.
Oral interviews produce sources on subjects ofteardacumented in the written record,
and more importantly, historians can also gainginis into the ways in which people

understand and use the past in their everyday (metheir historical consciousness in

4" Mary Hufford,Conserving Culture: a New Discourse on Heritdgiversity of lllinois Press, 1994);
Laurajane Smith; Emma Waterton, Laurajane Smith@ad/ Campbell, ‘The Utility of Discourse
Analysis to Heritage Studies: The Burra Charter &adial Inclusion’International Journal of Heritage
Studies 12 (2006), 339-355.

“8 There is a vast literature on discourse analysisiis application within the humanities and social
sciences. For useful introductions, see Mariannd@kgensen and Louise J. Phillipsscourse Analysis
as Theory and MethoBAGE, 2002); Norm Fairclouginalysis Discourse: Textual Analysis for Social
Research{Routledge, 2003).

9 Maarten A. HajerThe Politics of Environmental Discourse: Ecologidbdernization and the Policy
ProcesqOxford University Press, USA, 1997); LaurajaneitBnUses of Heritagep. 14.

¥ Tosh and Lang, p. 89.

1 Yow, p. 10.
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Jensen’s termsY}. Analysing oral history data also gave empiricabugrding to the
concept of cultural memory. As mentioned in chafitehe concept of cultural memory
has been made prominent as a framework for analygtss research due to its focus
on the role of institutional narratives of the pastl their influence on broader public
consciousnesy. Importantly, this more generalised theory is tensoextent made
measurable through oral history. Through the amalysvarious oral narratives, it was
possible to trace the influence of heritage dissesirin different interviewees’
personalised accounts. In turn, it was then passdbkvaluate the complex relationship

between heritage narratives, living memory and édeoaultural memory.

There are, of course, limitations to oral histosy aaresearch method, a point often
revived among more traditional empiricist histosawWwhen oral history first emerged as
a sub-discipline in the 1970s, some historians weaeticularly wary about the
inaccuracy’ or ‘unreliability’ of memory as a hical source’ Nonetheless, as oral
historians retorted, these sorts of criticisms doapply to any historical source,
including archive and documentary sources (as weasegve). Beyond this, the cultural
approach to oral history largely circumvented theseries, as oral historians do not
perceive ‘inaccuracy’, ‘misremembering’ or the udghce of external narratives on oral

testimonies as limitations, but opportunities fantlier analysis.

However, oral historians do need to be wary of wag in which their methodology
may influence both the oral source they ‘created @he written product of their
research. Oral histories are constructed sourdashvare fundamentally shaped by the
interviewer-interviewee dynamic. As Yow notes, dny investigation of another’s life,
ways to analyze are a choice of the interpreted, thie resulting interpretations are
never definitive® Portelli similarly shows that ‘oral historians havbecome
increasingly aware that oral history is a dialogjgcourse, created not only by what the
interviewees say, but by what we as historians dxy the historian’s presence in the
field, and by the historian’s presentation of thatenial.?® In fact, it has been argued

that the most fruitful oral history interviews anmbdo an ongoing dialogue, amounting

2 paul Thompson; Jensen.

%353 Jan Assmann and John Czaplicka, ‘Collective Menaoy Cultural Identity’New German Critique
1995, 125-133.

> Noted in Perks and Alistair Thomson.

> Yow, p. 307.

% Alessandro Portelli, ‘A Cluster of Genres: Gemrdiral History, Oral History as Genre’, Marrative
& Genre: Contexts and Types of Communicatieth by Mary Chamberlain and Paul Thompson
(Transaction Publishers, 2004), p. 23.
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to what Thomson has called a ‘dialectical processveen the researched and the
researcher and a continuum of conversation, réflectnd analysis’’ Naturally, there

IS some extent to which the interviewer may havapsid the stories which were told.
There has been some detailed research carriechtwuthis relationship, particularly
from a feminist perspectiv&. With regard to the present study, these issuelsbgil
discussed in detail below.

2.5 Sources and data collection

The study drew on a number of sources, both doctanemand original oral history

interviews carried out by the researcher.

2.5.1 Documentary sources

During the course of the research, a number oéwdifft archives were accessed, with a
view to establishing information on the nature lué site closures, details of proposals
and moves to heritage, and to establish detailstbrical narratives as to how the
transition to heritage was made in each case. tim ¢ases, this involved accessing local
government archives, records from the heritages ditemselves, and the local and
national press. Archive visits were carried outnaetn September 2009 and September
2011.

In Wales, research was carried out at the GwenbiReOffice, the Blaenavon World
Heritage Centre archive as well as the Big Pit Teushive (held at the site itself). In
Cornwall, resources included the Cornwall Recorfic®f the Cornish Studies Library
and Geevor's own archive kept on site. In both gas®mbining these resources
allowed access to an enormous range of documdatsgeto the closure of the mine,
feasibility studies regarding the proposed heritaige, as well as more recent printed

sources, such as funding applications and promaitionateria®® Accessing the

" A Thomson, quoted in | Roncaglia, Conference Refiam ‘Analysing Recorded Interviews: Making
sense of Oral History’, London, 2003korum: Social Research;1 (2004).

%8 For examples, see Valerie Raleigh Yow, “Do | Likeem Too Much?”: Effects of the Oral History
Interview on the Interviewer and Vice-Vers@ral History Review24 (1997), 55-79; Kathryn Anderson
and Dana C. Jack, ‘Learning to Listen: IntervieveA@ques and Analyses’, iWomen’s Words: The
Feminist Practice of Oral Historyed. by Sherna Berger Gluck and Daphne Patai (&igg, 1991).

% For a full list of resources accessed, please tefthe Bibliography.
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archives gave an insight into the way the heritsitess have developed over time (for
example, through funding agendas, visitor numbadsraanagement plans). Centrally,
the documentary evidence allowed for an analysithefway heritage was conceived
and promoted through ‘official’ channels, and thiscdurse which emerged and

developed in relation to this process (as show@hapter 4).

There were some challenges involved in the coblectf archive sources. Geevor’'s
archive proved to be very substantial, includingide range of documents saved at the
time the mine closed. The archive was not cataldgatethe time the research was
carried out, making it very difficult to establisthat would be of use for the purposes
of the research. Further to this, Geevor has a mpistory of ownership and
management (described in Chapter 3) and there wamne few documents available
relating to the management of the site from thesybafore 2001. This was due to the
fact that the site was managed by the TrevithioksTwho left no records when they
lost their management contract. However, it wassides to access related information
via the Geevor Advisory Group, whose meeting miswtere deposited in the Cornwall
Record Office, as well as secondary sources pradvideistorical accounts of Geevor
in other documents such as management plans amiihfu@pplications. In general
terms, it was possible to collate similar documgntources from each of the sites,
while ensuring that a reasonable number of docwnemre collected in order to

corroborate different accounts.

2.5.2 Interviews

Oral history interviews made up the majority of teta analysed for the purposes of
this thesis. During the course of the project, diety interviews were carried out with

a range of people involved in the creation of tedathge sites as well as those living in

the local areas. All interviews were carried outAieen September 2010 and December
2011.

Interviewees were selected in order to maximiserdinge of perspectives encountered.
Initially, verbal negotiations took place with lage site management at both Geevor
and Big Pit, where the aims and parameters of thge@ were explained. Interviews

began with staff at the sites and further interdes/were then recruited by snowballing

from these contacts and directly when spending ainée sites. Interview participants
72



were also recruited externally, through local atlserg (in newsletters and shops) in
order to provide a more representative sample tefuirewees and to access a wider
range of opinion. The table below shows a spredteinterview cohort.

Big Pit and Blaenavon Geevor and Pendeen
Site management/staff 2 4
Miner-guides 8 3
Other guides N/A 1
Other ex-miners 1 2
Local residents (long-term)5 1
Local residents (incomers) 2 2
Focus groups 7 miner-guides 5 local residents

Interviewing management and staff at the sites gavensight into how the ‘official
line’ plays out, how the agenda or purpose of teetdge site is promoted (from
different perspectives), funding schedules, thequ@rion of the site’s place within the
community, and the (sometimes antagonistic) reiatip between tourism and the
commemorative cultural value of heritage. At bothe@or and Big Pit, the current
managers were interviewed, as well as a previouragex of Big Pit who was
contacted privately. In both cases, curators wese iaterviewed, and were especially
interesting in terms of providing information on ialn elements of the past are
preserved and why, the specific emphasis of thébéixins and what markets they are
aimed at. In Big Pit's case, their curator is asoex-miner who retrained as a museum

specialist, providing another more nuanced perspect

Naturally, there are limitations when interviewihgritage site staff, as their responses
will be shaped by their present responsibilities @0 extent. We would expect
management staff, particularly, to conform to théical institutional perspective,
though this in reality proved far more complex\(aswill see in Chapter 5). At Big Pit,
for example, the manager interviewed is an ex-mimeo proved to be surprisingly
candid about his own memories of mining, his exg®e of the mine closures and his
scepticism of heritagisation. Nonetheless, in offeetions of the interview, he did show
signs of being more entrenched in his current asla heritage manager. It is noted that
this provided both a challenge and an opportunityenv analysing these sorts of
accounts. Unpicking the ways in which ex-miners lexygd at the sites drew on their
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autobiographical memories and more official dissearin different sections of the
interview in fact gave an insight into how they agagte these different narratives (as

shown in chapters 5 and 6).

These trends were also observed when interviewingiaers working as tour guides at
both Geevor and Big Pit. Interviews with miners adrto discover what the mining
industry and its decline meant to them, and tHeughts on the subsequent transition
to heritage and tourism. While miner-guides were the whole very open and
seemingly unrestricted, we have to acknowledgettieat are positioned not only as ex-
miners but employees of the heritage site whichccatentially limit the responses
they gave and the memories they were willing toreshAs such, both the process of
interviewing and the subsequent analysis operatedraber of levels. Again, this was
incorporated into the analysis of interview dagdher than being necessarily restrictive.
Nonetheless, it was particularly important to intew a wide range of ex-miners, some
of whom had no present connection with the sitdgs Dboth allowed for a broader
range of perspectives but also for the analysiesacthese positions (i.e. how miner-

guides’ perspectives might compare or contrasdidse of other ex-miners).

Other local residents were also interviewed in oride explore how the process of
heritagisation was experienced ‘on the ground'. iAgaere, a conscious effort was
made to recruit interviewees who were newcomerthése communities, as well as
those who had lived through the process of deim@lisation and heritagisation. This
allowed for a much broader analysis of the impdcheritage narratives on cultural
memory, by reviewing these trends across a diveaseple of interviewees who had

very different levels of personal attachment witke@or or Big Pit.

As argued above, there are a number of other fathich shape the data gathered
from oral history interviews, not least the waywimich the interviewer shapes the
exchange, both in tangible ways (e.g. the questasked and approach taken) but in
more subtle ways as well. For this research, ireers were all in-depth and semi-
structured. In all cases, the interviews depantethfa list of key questions/themes but,
allowed the trajectory of the interviews to be Elygdetermined by the narratdfsFor

the purposes of this project, the interviewer tamkflexible approach, allowing

% This is an approach recommended by a wide rangeabhistorians. For a useful interviewing guide,
see Yow,Recording Oral History
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interviewees the space to develop their own naeatwithin a general structure. Some
questions or themes were consistent throughounhtbeviews, despite slightly different

emphases between some of the interviews (e.g. aithtors and local residents).
Maintaining some consistency in the questions aslledved comparisons to be drawn

between respondents’ perspectives. As Green anchidgthave noted:

Asking multiple interviewees the same or similaesgions has the advantage of
creating a comparable body of information. But mleetthe goal is to record a

life-narrative or focus on a specific aspect of peest, the best approach is a
flexible dialogue in which the interviewer’s resgaiquestions can be combined
with questions generated by the interviewee’s tiaga*

Again here, the importance of an adaptable apprdacimterviewing is stressed,
particularly within the more common life narratiapproach. Elements of the life
narrative technique were adopted, but interviewsewstightly more targeted, rather
than strictly taking a full life-narrative approadhll interviews departed from general
guestions regarding interviewees’ backgrounds whatlowed the interviewer to
establish essential information about the narratatsich could influence their
perspectives (where they were from, previous joiis the nature of their connections
with mining or mining heritage). Though all inteewees began by asking open-ended
life history questions, full life-narratives weretrstrictly possible in all cases due to the
number of interviewees, the specific nature of subject being explored and the
restricted time available for interviews. Broadie objectives of undertaking the
interviews were; to find out people’s background &meir experience and memories of
mining, to establish the way in which they percdiviee value of the mining past (both
within their own life narratives and to the arearengenerally), and to get a sense of
their opinions of the heritage sites in this cohtéx this respect, the data gathered was
inevitably shaped by the aims of the research, git® specific context and area of
interest. However, by maintaining a flexible intesw approach, rather than listing set
questions, narrators were allowed space to devilep of enquiry which they felt were

important.

As mentioned earlier, it was necessary to conghieisocial dynamics of the interview
relationship and how this could affect responsesrtainly, as with any social
interaction, interview dynamics are shaped by ggader and class relationships which

could, in turn, shape narrators’ responses. Péatigyu given the fact that the majority

®1 Green and Hutching, p. 15.
75



of interviewees were older men, and the researahmuch younger female, age and
gender dynamics may have shaped the way certailestwere told, where ex-miners
may have been influenced by what they thought weldappropriate’ in this sort of
exchange. Nonetheless, as mentioned above, intergge were very candid in most
cases, and as far as it can be assumed, | did eroeipe any instances of self-
censorship. However, where this may have been appa when interviewees came to
justify why they felt it was important to preserihee past (see Chapter 6). It is possible
that my own position as an academic historian (&ethg associated with the
University) may have influenced the way in whiclopke constructed a sense of value
around the past. In particular, when discussing wig/ mining past was valuable,
interviewees often focused on the ‘historic’ eletsesf the mining past rather than their
own experience. This was no doubt shaped by oftutors as well (as | go on to argue).
Overall, it must be conceded that the role of titerviewer shaped the data to an extent,

as with any oral history research.

2.5.3 Focus groups

Adding to individual oral history interviews, twodus groups were carried out, one in
Blaenavon and one in Pendeen. Conducting focuspgrsua commonly-used research
methodology in social science used commonly for pheposes of ethnography,
participant observation and behavioural rese&r&arbour et al define focus groups as
‘group discussions exploring a specific set of ésurhe group is “focused” in that it
involves some kind of collective activity such @swing a video, examining a single

health promotion message, or simply debating afsgestions®?

Like any research method, focus groups have stisraytd weakness&Unlike one-
to-one interviewing, in focus groups participaras ¢create an audience for each other’,
allowing them to develop their own questions oedirof enquiry, to ‘bounce off’ one
another, and to focus on ‘attitudes and experiénfesn addition, it is possible to
gather concentrated amounts of data on topic efest, efficient, deeper insights into
participants’ opinions and experiences, comparisomss viewpoint& On the other

%2 David W. Stewart, Dennis W. Rook and Prem N. Shesadi,Focus Groups: Theory and Practice
(SAGE, 2006).

®3 Rosaline BarbouiDoing Focus Group$SAGE, 2008), p. 4.

® David L. MorganFocus Groups as Qualitative Reseat&AGE, 1996).

% Barbour, p. 4.

% David L. Morgan, p. 14.
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hand, transcribing is complex and challenging duané number of contributors and the
relative lack of structure. In similar terms to lohéstory methodology, the role of the
researcher to an extent shapes responses by s#tBnggenda and through their
methods of facilitation. In addition, focus groupsolve other dynamics not found in
the individual oral history setting. Some particita may be more prominent, with
others may feel restricted by dominant viewpoiAs.such, moderating focus groups is
a complex skilf’

Certainly, the addition of focus groups to thiseash was a positive one. Group
discussion opened up more varied discussion amarnicipants. Beyond this, they

provided an insight into how collective narrativea® constructed and ascribed to by
groups in these contexts. Due to limitations onetiand resources, only two focus
groups were carried out, essentially to supplemetgrview data, rather than as a
primary research method. At Big Pit, seven minadegsi took part in the focus group.

This was partly due to the fact that not all migaerdes wanted to take part in individual
interviews, and partly because there were bengfithis format being used (as stated
above). In the case of the miner-guides specificéiiere were similar patterns in the
way the men remembered the past and told theirestoand this was illuminated in

detail in the focus group data (as we will see mafer 5). At Geevor, guides were
happy to be interviewed individually rather thanangroup, and there was a much
smaller pool of guides to draw from. As a resulfpaus group took place with local

residents rather than miner-guides, in order t@se@ wide range of public opinion in

an efficient manner.

However, focus groups did indeed have limitatianany of which are inherent to the
use of this method. For example, participants @Rkndeen focus group were recruited
through snowballing and advertising through thealatewsletter and village shop. Of
course, those who attend these sorts of eventsmeselikely those who are relatively
engaged with the community, hence the focus groughtrmot have been strictly
representative on its own. However, alongside uer data, a broad range of opinions

and experiences were harnessed in both cases.

®7 Claudia Puchta and Jonathan Poffecus Group PracticéSAGE, 2004).
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2.5.4 Ethical Considerations

Ethical issues naturally needed to be considereshvelarrying out interviews and focus
groups. The project followed a strict ethical coafepractice drawn from the Oral
History Society’s guideline® In addition, the project was approved by the Gelef
Humanities ethics panel (University of Exeter) dlQ. In all interviews, participants
took part voluntarily and had the opportunity téuse or withdraw at any time. Written
consent was obtained in all cases using a coneemt (Appendix 1), which explained
the purpose of the interview, how the material wlobk used and the participant’s
rights. Participants kept a copy as did the researdParticipants could also request a

copy of the audio recording if they wished.

Anonymity was a complex issue, and could only bbietst offered to some participants.
Within the heritage sites themselves, it provedasgible to offer anonymity in some
cases, as staff members were well-known and itneasssary to refer to their positions
throughout the research in order to give contexth statements made. This was
discussed with the relevant participants at thétdggr sites before the interviews took
place. At Big Pit, certain miner-guides chose taabhenymous with the agreement that
they would be given pseudonyms and their roles cccug referred to. Offering
anonymity to participants in the local community smacredibly valuable given the
potentially sensitive nature of the material. Aseault, members of the community

participating were able to do so anonymously ifytivshed.

Most interviews took place at the heritage sitesgribelves, for convenience and safety.
Some interviews took place in participants’ homeshair request. This was often in

cases where it was more convenient for the interee and a quiet, comfortable

environment was needed for the interview and rengrtb be carried out. Recordings

and indexes were kept securely by the researcheéngdthe course of the project.

Recordings remain in the possession of the resedith

%8 Seehttp://www.oralhistory.org.uk/ethics/index.phast accessed November 2012.
% At the conclusion of the project, recordings mayttansferred to the sites’ own archives in cadesrev
permission to archive the recordings was grantedioiations are underway to this effect.
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2.6 Analysis

This thesis began with the aim of investigatindetént facets of the dialogue between
the past and present, with heritage and memorysdeey concerns. Indeed, academic
analyses of public representations of the pastoddal history testimonies do not only

focus on what these narratives contain, but why #re represented or told in certain
ways and, ultimately, how meaning about the pasbmstructed in the present. As such,
the analysis of both the documentary and intervé®urces operated at two levels;

content and narrative.

Firstly, the research established how the pastrefesented through official heritage
narratives and living memories: which stories wkedng told, which elements were
prominent etc. Secondly, narrative analysis wasertalen in order to establish how
these accounts constructed a sense of meaninationeto the mining past, why it was
valued in the present, and in what sense. In #gand, similar modes of analysis were
used across the different sources, allowing fos¢hte be compared and the relationship

between heritage narratives and memory more cleatjelled.

Analysis of the documentary evidence involved senpbntent analysis and more
nuanced discourse analysis. As mentioned abouvewiolg the application of discourse
analysis in heritage studies, the conceptualisaifatiscourse used here is a generalised
one. Discourse in this context is used in the besaidense as a descriptive term for a set
of ideas or frameworks of meaning which are promhdby heritage planners and
managers. The purpose of this was to establiskdhe of values which were attached
to heritage and the sorts of narratives of the pdsth were promoted, in order to
analyse how these drew on, fed into or were coitted by living memories. More
specifically, the analysis took inspiration fromilis and Jorgensen’s framework for
delineating discourses, focusing on four key elesieaspects of the world to which the
discourses ascribe meaning, the particular wayghioh each of the discourses ascribes
meaning, points on which there is an open strupgleveen different representations
and understandings naturalised in all of the dis®sias ‘common sens& Of course,

the heritage discourses identified should not batéd as fixed. They inevitably change

© Jgrgensen and Louise J. Phillips, p. 145.
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over time in line with changing social, politicahdheconomic priorities (for example,
changing funding priorities). Necessarily, thistsof analysis involves some over-
simplification, however, the point of this thesssrot to strictly examine the nature of
constructed heritage discourses but the relatipnséiween heritage and memory more
generally. In this way, the approach balances naditional empiricist historical
research and a social constructivist perspectivetdrrogates how values and meanings
of heritage are narrated, while situating thesedsewithin more concrete historical and

cultural contexts.

Analysis of oral history interview data drew fromora conventional oral history
methodology. Oral historians have utilised a raofjmterpretive approaches and there
is not necessarily consensus as to one singuldyt@ah approach. Paul Thompson’s
The Voice of the Pagrovides a useful guide, outlining four ways in @rhpral history
can be ‘put together’; the ‘single life story ndiva’, ‘a collection of stories’, ‘narrative
analysis’ and ‘reconstructive cross-analy$tsAs Thompson recommends, it is possible
to draw upon several of these techniques based®raitns of the project and the
number of interviewees. However, for the purposethis project, narrative analysis
was the preferred method in order to establish\aatl sense of how the individual
constructed the significance of the transition teritage in the context of their

experiences.

The specific analytical technique used here dreva emumber of approaches. Kathryn
Anderson and Dana Jack have usefully identifiedetkey points to look for in this sort
of analysis: ‘Meta-statements’ where the intervieweflects on their own story; the
‘logic of the narrative’ or the way themes and essuelate to each other; and ‘moral
language’ which helps understand the sorts of vaigtems and relationships being
expressed’® In this case, the logic of the narrative and mdaalguage were useful
devices when analysing interviews, in order to usid®d how narrators used their
experience of the past to construct meaning inptesent. Narrative analysis also
involves identifying other influences on the wagiwiduals construct their stories. Oral
historians have long been concerned with the iotiera of autobiographical memory
and well-established cultural narratives and sysbShmuel and Thompson note that

cultural myth is all around us, and is frequentigarporated into life narratives. They

" Paul Thompson, pp. 269-270.
2 Kathryn Anderson and Jack.
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suggest that there is a continual interaction &ychbolic fables, and archetypal images

on the one hand, and individual lives on the other’

Indeed, one of the aims of the thesis was to astabhbw heritage discourses impact on
individual and cultural memories. In this vein, Bs& of interview data also drew on
two related frameworks; the ‘cultural theory of mmbering’ and ‘composure’ (as
discussed abové.Using a cultural frame of analysis meant traciagaflels between
individual accounts and heritage discourses inramanalyse how and why established
interpretations were adopted or challenged by waerees. Composure then became
relevant in justifying why interviewees may draw astablished narratives; to
‘compose’ meaning from their life stories but alsoseek ‘composure’ by relating
stories which made sense in the context of domimantatives and existing public
consciousnesS. Most importantly, narrative analysis allowed thedy to go beyond
how autobiographical memory contradicted or corraterl ‘official’ accounts, to
comparing the way in which different meanings abth& past constructed through

these different discursive practices.

2.7 Conclusion

As | have suggested, public history, oral histangd anemory studies share a great deal
of conceptual common ground but there has bedm ditthesion across these approaches
in terms of methodological approach. There is aditea need for a more rigorously
defined methodology in public history, where repreations of the past and their use in
the present are key concerns. Therefore, in oadevestigate the broad question posed
at the outset of this thesis, a specific intergiicary methodology needed to be
developed. The methodology implemented here has Hesigned to give empirical
grounding to the broad theoretical question of Hwevitage narratives and memory
interact and relate to each other. Particularly jriwestigating two case studies where
heritagisation and memory coexist, the study ateorporated a comparative element,
which both provided a broader sample for assesbiege relationships, and questioned

how contextual differences play a part in the lagetmemory dynamic.

3 Samuel and Thompson, p. 14.
" Alistair Thomson, ‘Anzac Memories’; Alistair Thoms, Anzac Memories
" For more detailed use of these concepts, see &Hapt
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In order to investigate these questions, the spudyarily drew on archive and oral
history sources (both commonplace in historicaleaesh) but involved a cultural
approach in the analysis of these sources, focusirtpe flow of meaning between past
and present. The objective was to analyse (as Suieideputs it) ‘not only the
narrative offered, but also the meanings investad their discursive origing®
Heritage narratives and living memory (through desdtimony) were viewed as two
different sorts of recollection and representatwinthe mining past which exist
alongside each other. Accordingly, the study inoaaped identifying what these
potentially different narratives were, and more amantly, how they constructed
different meanings or values about the past irptleeent. This was done with a view to
establishing how these processes interact; howtutishal narratives of the past impact
on living memory and broader public or cultural nogres. This substantive analysis
forms Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the thesis. Howevavjng laid the theoretical and
methodological groundwork for the study, it is firsecessary to contextualise these

questions within their specific historical and Ibcantexts.

8 Summerfield, 65-93.
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Chapter 3

Mining Heritage Contexts in Wales and Cornwall

This chapter sets the scene for the following elrgdisections by placing Big Pit and
Geevor within their broad historical contexts. Agued in Chapter 1, we need to avoid
interpreting heritage as a singular concept or tm@c Instead, before empirically
analysing the interaction of heritage and memorg, need to more fully understand
how the past comes to be commodified and represease heritage in particular
contexts. This chapter provides the backgroundhéonining heritage case study sites,
both locally and in terms of the broader significarof the mining past. Firstly, based
on secondary historiography, it will review the tbiges of mining in Wales and
Cornwall and their points of comparison/contrashicli are relevant in setting up
potentially different contexts for the transition heritage in each case. Secondly,
combining existing historical accounts with somanary documentary sources, it will
introduce Geevor and Big Pit in general terms, desg the histories of the two sites

and situating them in their local community congext

3.1 Histories of mining in Wales and Cornwall

Understanding of the histories of mining in theseaa not only allows contrasts and
comparisons to be drawn between the Welsh and Slomxperiences but to gain a
sense of the ‘impact’ of mining and the interpretnarratives constructed by historians
in relation to this. In addition, it raises centgalestions as to why the mining past might
still be valued, how it comes to be remembered eelrated through heritage

representations, and what resonance these repgseatmay have (questions which

will be addressed in subsequent empirical chapters)

In both Wales and Cornwall, mining is rightly cahsied to have been transformative
not only in terms of the economy but the physiealdscape, national/regional culture
and constructions of modern Welsh and Cornish itlesit Historians of both Wales and
Cornwall traced the turbulent histories of miningdats broad impact in boom and in
bust. The following section briefly traces the afwtogical development and decline of
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the mining industries in Cornwall and south Walewl alraw out similarities and
differences from these accounts. On the basisisfctimparison, it will then consider
what implications the complex legacies of declineald have for the implementation of

mining heritage in these areas.

3.1.1 Mining in Cornwall

Cornwall has a long history of industry with thenimig of copper and tin at the
forefront. Some mining activity has been tracedfaasback as the Bronze Age, but
large-scale metal extraction did not begin untdl #ighteenth centuryCopper mining

was initially prevalent until the 1840s, with thedm in tin mining occurring slightly

later in the nineteenth century. The fortunes qfpay and tin in Cornwall took slightly
different (but intertwined) trajectories, and batlere ultimately reliant on the world
economy, in the same way as coal mining would ber lan Wales. By the early

nineteenth century, the Cornish economy was largeiyinated by copper and tin
mining, employing about a third of the populatfoExpansion of the industry and
technological development continued and culminatethe boom of the 1860s when
there were over 340 mines in Cornwall, and bothttdmmage produced and value of
mineral production was at its highest (£1.9 million1859)° Boom was accompanied
by a strong sense of Cornwall as an industrialoregbacked by pride in Cornwall’s

industrial prowess and new-found significance anwilorld stage.

It is often asserted that mining not only transfednCornwall materially, but also
impacted on the construction of a Cornish identtgyton has encapsulated this view,
suggesting that industrialisation redefined, buinta@ned Cornwall’s ‘difference’ from
England, a key characteristic of the distinctivene$ Cornish identitie$. Payton
labelled this as a shift from an ‘old peripheraligma ‘second peripheralism’, which

transformed the image of Cornwall from a ‘West Bagb to a dynamic internationally

1 J. A. Buckley,The Cornish Mining Industry: a Brief Histofor Mark Press, 1992).

2 Philip Payton and Bernard Deacon, ‘Reinventingr@@il: Culture Change on the European Periphery’,
Cornish Studigsl (1993).

% Buckley: Bernard Deacon, ‘Mining the Data: WhanGaQuantitative Approach Tell Us About the
Micro-Geography of Nineteenth Century Cornish Mg#hin Philip Payton (ed.;ornish Studies
Eighteen(University of Exeter Press, 2010), 15-32.

* Philip PaytonThe Making of Modern Cornwall: Historical Experienand the Persistence of

Difference 1st ed. (Truran, 1992).
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significant industrial regioR.Deacon has similarly argued that Cornwall emered
new industrial region with a new tradition and smhfidence, inspiring cultural change
(though suggesting that there were differences dmtwinternal and external
constructions of Cornwalf).Mining arguably provided a central point for a it
Cornish experience which had a cultural impact &l \&ws an economic one, an

influential structure against which Cornish idaastcould be constructed.

This period of success, however, was relativelyrtsinaed. Mining in Cornwall
experienced a long decline from the 1860s onwanitk, copper and then tin falling
victim to continuing price crashes and being ouedby foreign competition. However,
the pattern of decline was not simply linear. Iffewed fluctuations and was not
experienced homogenously throughout Cornwall. Despe common assertion that by
1900 mining in Cornwall was virtually over, a closeok reveals a more subtle picture
of contraction and concentration of activity on tbentral mining district’ (particularly
the parishes of Camborne and lllogan), where pridtyc actually rose for a time.
Bernard Deacon has explored this trend in depthisnquantitative analysis of the
micro-geography of mining in Cornwall in the ninem¢h century. Deacon has shown
that this area became an exception to the broaerpatf decline elsewhere, and that the
decline of metal mining across Cornwall was in faédng drawn out process, in which
the central mining district experienced further kgeand crises throughout the early
twentieth century. There were some other notabte@ions to the pattern, with mining
in St. Just (where Geevor is situated) survivimgl andeed proving itself as one of the
most successful and influential rural mining aredthough mining in St. Just declined
in value in the late nineteenth century, it recedein the Edwardian years to a mineral
production value of over £100,000, a level complarakith its peak (£128,000 in
1863)° This set St. Just apart from most other parisheside the central mining
district where output value in the early twentiedmtury was generally a small fraction

of 1860s peak levels.

Even taking this more nuanced perspective into @agdrom the 1870s the picture of
mining across Cornwall as a whole was one of aHialy industry. Although output and

income were slower to decline, as a result of tee m productivity of the central

5
Payton.
® DeaconCornwall: A Concise HistoryCardiff: University of Wales Press, 2007).
" Deacon, ‘Mining the Data’'.
8 Deacon, ‘Mining the Data’
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mining district, the number of mines and those @ygdl in mining declined sharply.
Rural areas were the worst-hit, leaving the langscscattered with abandoned mines
and the economy in turmoil. This decline was alstompanied by the continuation of
mass emigration (which had begun previously) asemsinsought work in South

America, Australia and Malaysia among other dettina.

Philip Payton has interpreted the decline as altre§lCornish industrialisation being
‘imperfect, incomplete and over-specialised’, despieing successful as its height.
The effects of decline, for Payton, led to a ‘Greatalysis’ in Cornwall. This paralysis,
it is argued, was all-encompassing in Cornwalleaqa of economic depression from
the 1870s, demographic stagnation and the ‘foasiis’ of Cornish society’
Revisionists have questioned the severity of thierpretation on the basis of a
supposed ‘historical over-fascination with mininghd indeed some have given a more
subtle, less apocalyptic impression of the patifrecline!! As this qualification
suggests, although the impact of mining on the Bhrreconomy and society was
substantial, it was not necessarily all-encompgssas the ‘Great Paralysis’
interpretation would have it. Nevertheless, witlindestrialisation, the significance of
mining in Cornish life naturally shifted. As welkd@he economic effects of decline,
mass migration continued from Cornwall (though tasl begun in the 1840s). Decline
continued through the twentieth century, with fewleain twenty mines surviving the
Great War® By 1950 only Geevor and South Crofty mines reniogerational, both
of which struggled on until their closures, in 198hd 1998 respectively, which
signalled the (temporary) end of the industry inr®eall as a whole.

3.1.2 Mining in Wales

In Wales, it was a different mineral that dominatedustrial activity: coal. In total
contrast to decline-hit Cornwall, the coal minimgliistry in south Wales was coming

into its own in the late nineteenth century. letfébetween 1851 and 1914 the coal

° Philip Payton;The Making of Modern Cornwall: Historical Experienand the Persistence of
Difference 1st ed. (Truran, 1992), p. 99.

1% payton,The Making of Modern Cornwall

! See DeacorGornwall,

2 Buckley.
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industry grew from employing 1% of the working péggion to 35%"> Agriculture,
conversely, declined in importance, decreasing f85% of all employment to 10%
over the same peridd. The demographic shift from rural agricultural Wal® the
industrial south east was striking, and the coalfeéso drew large numbers from across
the border. This resulted in the establishmentesf mining communities all over the

coalfield, which have been referred to as a ‘sgaiéthin a society™”

Coal boomed through the late nineteenth and eargntieth centuries, reaching its
zenith in 1913, when Welsh mines produced 57 nmllions of coal, with 30 million
tons of this being exported to foreign markét&enneth Morgan has captured this

sweeping impact of mining in Wales noting:

Industrial Wales, above all the mining valleys loé tsouth, was swept along in
intense, almost uncontrolled expansion. Econonyicall well as politically and
culturally, south Wales had reached the point kétaff. In the years from 1880
to 1914 it was amongst the most buoyant growthresnin the world for
industrial production, and for manufacturing andhooerce'’

Within a generation, the dynamic of Wales had attefundamentally, according to
Gwyn Alf Williams, with the whole of Wales respondi to the new ‘centre of gravity’
of the industrial economy, namely the south Walealfield'® Here, the thriving coal
industry created infrastructure and communitiesciisimply would not have existed
otherwise, as well as feeding wealth in to theesitof Cardiff and Swansea. Mining
transformed social, political and cultural life imdustrial areas. These transformative
effects of the coal industry, however, were restdcto the industrial region in the

south, in contrast to the experience of the redVales.

In Wales, it is assumed that mining, with its swegpeconomic and demographic
changes, created a distinctive working class, asingly ‘anglicized’ population, where

the rhythms of industry has become the ‘ultimatéeeinants of social life*?

In
Wales, the enormous scale of coal production waserdrated almost entirely in the

‘The Valleys’ (the south Wales coalfield), makirfgetindustrial experience in Wales

13 John DaviesA History of WalegPenguin UK, 2007).
 Davies.
!> Hywel Francis and Dai SmitfThe Fed: a History of the South Wales Miners inTimentieth Century
(University of Wales Press, 1998).
18 Kenneth O. MorgarRRebirth of a Nation: Wales 1880-198Dxford University Press, 1981).
7 Kenneth O. Morgan, p. 59.
'8 Gwyn A. Williams,When Was Wales: A History of the WeBknguin Books, 1991).
1 Gwyn A. Williams, p. 176.
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particularly localised. As a result, this area e interpreted as a sealed and
homogenous economic and cultural unit within Walksscounts tend to focus on the
collective nature of the Valleys experience, ofselocommunities bound by their
reliance on coal. This homogenous view of induktli@ has subsequently been
challenged by revisionists, though as Chris Wilkanas asserted, in comparative terms

the Welsh experience was relatively ‘collectif®’.

In parallel with Cornwall, historians have notedttindustrialisation, as well as altering
external perceptions of Wales, also shifted theadyins of the way in which the Welsh
experienced their own nation. John Davies has artjue the rapidly changing nature
of Wales during industrialisation meant that ‘timeage of Wales did not correspond
with the substancé® By this, Davies meant that the ‘traditional’ imageWales was
no longer concurrent with the dominance of the tgieg industrialised areas and the
interpretation of Wales as a modern industrialamatiMore recently, cultural theorist
Raymond Williams identified what he called the tfie;id second ‘truths’ about Wales
and Welshnes¥. Williams was essentially differentiating betweemaditional
romanticised conceptions of Wales (based on thdskzape, the Welsh language, and
ancient Celtic imagery) and the more recent argarpanforth by socialist historians
that industrialisation created a new modern Walgt) an ‘Anglicised Welshness’,

based on working class communities.

This has been an issue of some importance to Waaslalist historians, who have
battled to reassert the importance of mining ared\falleys to the history of Wales.
Most notably Gwyn Alf Williams and Dai Smith havegaed that the contribution of
the industrial past had been neglected, which wadedd curious given the
demonstrable impact of coal on the Welsh econthijor Gwyn Alf Williams, ‘It is
only against this massive growth of an industriall®¢ of British and imperial character
that every other Welsh phenomenon must be’8étéere, he positions the industrial past

as a stage against which debates about Welshtylentl culture are set, implying that

20 For a critique of the homogenous interpretatiothefValleys, see Dai SmitAneurin Bevan and the
World of South Wale@Jniversity of Wales Press, 1993); A more modevid® is provided by Chris
Williams, Capitalism, Community and Conflict: The South W&ealfield 1898-194 {University of

Wales Press, 1998).

L John DaviesA History of WalegPenguin UK, 2007), p. 455.

22 Raymond WilliamsWho Speaks for Wales?: Nation, Culture, Ider{tityiversity of Wales Press,
2003).

2 Gwyn A. Williams; Hywel Francis and Dai Smiffihe Fed: a History of the South Wales Miners in the
Twentieth CenturyUniversity of Wales Press, 1998).

2 G. A. Williams, p. 180.
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mining histories in particular have an importangdey beyond their economic or

material impact.

The prosperity and vitality mining brought to theatfield was not to last. Although
much later than the Cornish metal mining industoal mining also experienced a long
and widespread decline. The coal industry sufferesignificant decline in the 1920s,
when export prices crashed, conditions for minemsened, and industrial unrest
surfaced, culminating in the General Strike of 19Z6e workforce nearly halved,
falling from 218,000 in 1926 to 136,000 in 1987 period of depression ensued which
highlighted the almost entire economic reliancecoal in the south Wales Valle§’.
Coal mining survived for most of the twentieth aeyt with small boosts in
productivity with the outbreak of the Second WoAdlar and the subsequent
nationalisation of the industry in 1947, which iramy ways provided a new sense of
optimism. However, emphasis on alternative fueksréasing export prices and the
ever-ominous foreign competition meant that decbeeame the norm throughout the
twentieth century. The number of active pits féedaslily from 500 in the 1920s to 222
in 1947, 148 in 1960, and only 50 in 197CExtensive job losses naturally resulted
from the mine closures, and by 1969 fewer than@Dj0bs in mining remained in the
coalfield?® As Evans has noted, by this time, ‘the unmistakgidttern was one of

contraction.?®

The late 1970s and 1980s saw the dramatic culromatf decline in the coal mining
industry, signalling the end of an era in south &aFurther economic contraction, the
fall of the world coal price, and the impact of thew Conservative government
combined to devastating effect for the industrytvigen 1980 and 1988, a further
18,000 jobs were lost in south Wales, with 23 edilis closing’ The period was
characterised by bitter economic and political gafas, typified by the series of
confrontations between Margaret Thatcher (then @rvinister) and Arthur Scargill
(the president of the National Union of MineworReruilminating in the miners’ strikes

of 1984-5. The slogan ‘Close a Pit, Kill a CommuyhiMichael Thomas has pointed

2% Chris Williams.

%% Davies.

2" Chris Williams.

?% Chris Williams.

29D, Gareth EvandA History of Wales, 1906-20@University of Wales Press, 2000), p. 150.
%0 Bella Dicks,Heritage, Place and Communityniversity of Wales Press, 2000).
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out, became an apocalyptic vision that in many weyse to pass in what followéd.
This period essentially marked the end of coal ngnin Wales, with the notable
exception of the reopening of Tower Colliery asakers’ co-operative in the 1990s.

The south Wales Valleys, as John Davies has olidewere left as a ‘cluster of
deprived ex-coalmining communities which contairsesne of the poorest places in
Britain.’*? Large-scale unemployment and social problems tesulwhich are still
evident today. In fact, the legacy of decline ie $outh Wales Valleys is extremely
visible in the landscape, as well as the existariosidespread poverty (confirmed by
the awarding of European ‘Objective One’ fundingdasocial problems, which very
obviously distinguish the ex-mining communitiesnfrohe more affluent city of Cardiff
only a few miles away’ Although the impact of coal mining in Wales wastydt was

also a largely localised phenomenon.

3.1.3 Comparing the Welsh and Cornish cases

The mining experience in Wales was clearly moreceatrated, not only in terms of its
rapid rise and collapse, but its scale and geoggabdistribution. In terms of scale, it is
difficult to directly compare output from Welsh a@brnish mining as a result of the
different minerals being mined (and their values) ¢he different timescales in which
the industries were operating. As a rough indicatdrten mining was at its peak in
Wales, nearly 57 million tons of coal was produfreth 485 collieries in 1913 alorié.

In Cornwall, metal mining at its peak produced aerage annual output of 181,470
tons of copper and 10,000 tons of tin between 1858 1865~ These figures do

suggest a disparity in scale, despite not being tabbe directly equated.

However, the contrast in employment figures prawese illuminating. In Cornwall, it
is difficult to ascertain exactly how many peoplereremployed by the industry at its
peak. Buckley has suggested that employment fige&shed 40,000, though the 1851

31 Michael ThomasThe Death of an Industry: South Wales Mining asdécline - the Local Story in a
Global Contex{Colben Systwm Pte. Limited, 2004).

¥ Davies.

3 Objective OneSingle Programming Document; Cornwall and Scillp@@0086,
www.objectiveone.com/ob1/pdéccessed 3/3/2011.

% Kenneth O. Morgan, p. 59.

% Buckley.
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census showed a total of 40,349 including thosel@yed in quarrying® Nonetheless,
when compared to the 271,000 jobs mining providedales in its prime, the disparity
in scale is striking. In simple numerical termsréhwere many more people in Wales
reliant on the mining industry than there had beerCornwall, suggesting that the
impact of deindustrialisation was much more dramati Wales. However, the
proportion of people who had been employed in theing industry were similar in
each region suggesting that — in symbolic termdeas$t — there might have been a

similar impact felt as a result of decline.

However, in terms of timescales, as has been showmng in Wales and Cornwall
differed significantly. In Cornwall mining had anger history, declined more slowly
and had severely contracted by the interwar peidelsh mining, on the other hand,
boomed much later and still had a significant pmesein south Wales in the 1980s,
when it experienced its last dramatic phase ofideclin Cornwall, therefore, it is
possible that by the late twentieth century minivegl already taken on a ‘historical’
importance rather than a large-scale present famciihe significance of mining may
have already been being ‘remembered’ in termssafipact on the landscape, economy
and Cornwall's identity. In this sense, mining iror@wall had already become
something that could be ‘heritagised’, perhaps pygitlg a nostalgic place in public
consciousness, as derelict shafts and engine hbasledotted the landscape for over a
generation. This was not the picture of a moderivitly industry, but one of a few
surviving mines, relics of the long decline of dd mdustry. In the 1980s, ideas about
Cornwall as a great industrial region may well hageupied this more abstract place in
public memory. In general, the collapse occurréddtirely recently in Wales, the mass
media could document the decline of the indusspgeeially the political disputes of the
1980s which are still fairly frequently referencéidis possible that, viewed externally,
mining is much more readily associated with Wales terms of broad public
consciousness, whereas Cornwall may well be mé&edylito be perceived as a rural
holiday destination rather than a region with eglamdustrial history. This suggests that
moves toward heritagisation may have been more loothitested in Wales (at least in
terms of the area as a whole).

As we have seen, historians have often noted thatngh was influential in the

construction of social identities in Wales and Qaatth during the industrial period. Not

% Buckley.
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only did industrialisation affect how those in nmgi communities experienced their
lives (and hence how they constructed their idesdit but arguably contributed to a
broader picture of how Wales or Cornwall (as regionnations) were ‘imagined’, both
internally and through external discour§ésThese images have also lingered, with
mining having an enduring relevance and a role @aenn constructions of ‘Welshness’
and ‘Cornishness’ more generally. Of course, wedneebe wary of homogenising
these regional or national identities which arevitadly complex and multi-
dimensional. However, the past is often where thesetities are negotiated, implying
that narratives of the mining past are not onlyontgnt in strictly historical terms, but

Is still impact on public consciousness in bothaare

Indeed, heritage sites are one of the mediums ghravhich these sorts of cultural
memories are constructed and negotiated. Miningitdyer sites need to be
contextualised within these broader debates adwaitrdle of the industrial past in
shaping modern Wales and Cornwall. It is clear athbcases that the industrial past
(and indeed deindustrialisation) has been centrah¢ way in which historians have
constructed narratives of Wales and Cornwall. Agied above, there are some notable
differences, not only in the minerals mined, butsmonportantly in the different
timescales, the scale of industrial activity itsl @@eographical distribution. However, in
both places similar themes occur in historical ai@res: mining as transformative of the
economy and culture, the industrial prowess ofdha®as, technological development
and status as world-leaders, boom and bust, thareslof mining communities and,

significantly, the role of mining in shaping comniigs and social identities.

In both areas, the mining past clearly has a st legacy, both materially (in terms
of its impact on the economy, landscape and sqcaetyg symbolically, still having a
resonance in the way Welsh and Cornish identitresnegotiated through historical
narratives. How, then, did these histories becommncodified and represented as
heritage? Having outlined the broad historical eghtegarding the histories of mining
in Wales and Cornwall, we can now turn to the cssely sites specifically. The
following section introduces Big Pit and Geevorsaéing their own specific histories

and situating them in a more localised context.

3" See previous discussion of ‘imagined communitiesh Benedict Andersonmagined Communities:
Reflections on the Origin and Spread of National{sfarso, 2006); DeacogGornwall
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3.2 Big Pit

At the far north east corner of the south Waledeyal sits Blaenavon, once a thriving
industrial town, now a recognised UNESCO World Heaye Site area. Big Pit (Y Pwill
Mawr) which employed 1,300 people at its peak, raperates as a heritage site and
museunt® It is undoubtedly the flagship attraction in thea drawing thousands of
visitors annually to this remote corner of the ¥g#l. As a working mine, Big Pit was
part of Wales’ thriving coal mining industry of théalleys, which brought wealth and
employment to the Valleys, created its communitésl in many ways shaped modern
Wales. In its new role, Big Pit stands as one effdw surviving mines in Wales and

draws over 150,000 visitors per year to the Blaenare&”

Big Pit aims to give visitors a window into whateliwas like when the mine was
operational. It combines an interactive heritagpeeience with a more traditional
museum display to tell the story of coal mining atsdspecific history in Blaenavon.
When entering the site, visitors are effectiveBngported back in time, surrounded by
the original colliery buildings, the imposing wimdi gear at the pit, and miners milling
around the site in orange overalls and helmets.sithas maintained largely as it was at
the time of closure. In this way, the whole siteergtes as an ‘authentic’ heritage
experience, with visitors being able to interadgivexplore the ‘historic’ remnants of
the mining past. These terms, it is recognisedcaneplex and contested in terms of the
heritage debate discussed in Chapter 1.

As mentioned above, the story of mining in southlé¥as told through a variety of
means at Big Pit. There is a dedicated museum gdmtspace in the former Pit Head
Baths (the miners’ old changing rooms), which ergagith a wide range of subjects
from the geological composition of the coalfielddmmestic life, the miners’ strikes and
a number of diverse perspectives on the indusiisgiutes and the eventual end of the
industry. There is also a simulated tour of a modsgction of the mine guided by a
‘virtual miner’, one of the more recent interactiaéditions to the site. At Big Pit there
is a very limited use of oral history within theritege display. There is no programme

in place to record or archive oral histories. Inrte of the heritage site display, there is

% B. Shortland BallBig Pit as a Heritage Site: Museum Practice andf@enanceBig Pit Development
Plan: Summary Document (Appendix 3), p. 2.

%9 Annual visitor numbers have remained above 1005k 2002, and peaked at 162,555 in financial
year 2008-2009. Figures supplied by Big Pit Coatiluty Museum.
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one section in which voice recordings are used dscidbe the conditions working
underground. This is in the ‘Pit Head Baths’ musesgution, where the old miners’
lockers have been preserved and converted intdaglisfabinets. The outside of the
lockers are dotted with display panels describinffer@nt individuals and their

relationship with the mining industry. Some are Bigminers, but there are also Welsh
celebrities who have links to mining (singer ananedian Max Boyce, for example).
Voice recordings come from inside a small numbefookers, so visitors hear these

short descriptions as they walk through to the mossection of the building.

However, the central feature of the Big Pit expereeis undoubtedly the underground
tour, where visitors are equipped with hard hat amders’ lamp to ‘go 300 feet
underground with a real miner and see what life lk&sfor the thousands of men who
worked at the coal facé’. During the forty minute tour, miner-guides dressed
miners’ uniforms lead visitors through the minenels, describing their experiences
working underground and answering visitors’ questioEmphasis is placed on the
difficult working conditions for the miners, pantiarly when visitors are encouraged to
switch off their headlamps to experience the coteptlarkness underground. Guides’
narratives are light-hearted and ‘banter’, bothweein guides and with visitors, is a
common featur&' Over time, of course, ex-miners will have to bplaeed by guides
who have no direct experience of working undergdyudue to the generational shift.
However, as we will see, it was the ability to hibes underground tour which held the
key to Big Pit’s transition from working mine tofitage site, and for now this remains
by far the most crucial draw for visitof5s.

3.2.1 Historical and economic context

The extraction of coal at Big Pit ended in Novemh®879, when approximately 250
miners were still employed by the miffeWhen the pit finally closed in 1980, it was
part of a much broader pattern of decline in thdleya. Along with the sweeping

decline of the mining industry, steel productiord H@een hit hard and was subject to

“9 http://www.museumwales.ac.uk/en/bigpit/aboaticessed 5/1/2011.
! Guides’ narratives are explored in detail in Chajt

“2 Conversation with Peter Walker, Big Pit manageayN010.

3 Big Pit National Coal Museum: A Guide (Cardiff, (%) p14.
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widespread plant closurdsThe coal industry continued contracting throughthet
1960s and 70s. The National Coal Board closed 0bgtween 1957 and 1964 and the
number of miners decreased from 104,600 to 76,6@0e same periof. This pattern
continued throughout the 1980s and between 1980888 alone, 18,000 mining jobs
were lost in south Wales, with 23 collieries clasth Unemployment in the Valleys was
clearly rising rapidly, and there were few oppoities for alternative employment
outside the industrial sector. When Big Pit clos2sl) people lost their jobs (though
there were many more before this) as opposed t&/ihpbs that the new museum
created”” Of course, across the Valleys as a whole, thossambre became
unemployed as a result of the mine closures. Ih babwveen 1978 and 1984, 21,908
jobs were lost in the central and eastern coal nginialleys*® Tourism could not
realistically fill this deficit across the board. was this context in which a visitor
attraction was conceived ostensibly to provide samasure of regeneration to ease the
economic burden left by the mine closures and ¢onpite the South Wales Valleys as a

tourist destination.

Tourism was one of the only growth industries inl&gan the early 1980s. In 1985 the
Wales Tourist board estimated that tourism hadtedearound 90,000 jobs across
Wales?® However, tourism in Wales was mainly based on wkans has called a
‘rural and resort’” product at this time, meaningnpipally the south west and the
north The south Wales Valleys were certainly not thousfhas a tourist destination.
During 1970s and 80s, in one of the bleakest phakesining decline, there was an
acknowledgement that something needed to be dotigeitight of continuing socio-
economic declind" A number of initiatives attempted to address tagesof the Valleys
in the 1970s, based on the premise that the lossafmining was not only the loss of
an industry but a way of life and that it was neegeg to maintain a perspective on what
had been a significant and arguably defining cbatron to the national character of
Wales>? Tourism was one such initiative, but this was & ne@ea. The Valleys as a

tourist destination would introduce the conceptnafustrial heritage to the area, rather

* Davies.

“> Davies, p. 607.

“° Dicks.

4" Big Pit Trust files, 1983.

“8D. Gareth Evans, p. 162.

“9D. Gareth Evans, p. 170.

0D, Gareth Evans, p.170.

*1 Dicks.

%2 See for example Ballard & Jondge Valleys Call1975 discussed in Dicks.
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than capitalise on an already existing ‘heritagéuce’. Externally, there was an
emerging pattern of interest in industrial heritalyost notably, the heritage site at
Ironbridge Gorge in Shropshire had opened in 19iBveas proving to be successful in
drawing in visitors? It is within this broader trend that moves in Waénd Cornwall

must also be interpreted.

3.2.2 The history of heritage at Big Pit

Two years before its closure in 1980, Big Pit wdentified as a possible heritage
attraction. Gareth Gregory (a Wales Tourist boanghleyee who then became Big Pit’s

director) recalled the process of transition akfes:

Some two years before Big Pit was scheduled fosw it was identified as
having, possibly uniquely among south Wales mingmtential for
redevelopment as a tourist attraction and museunis potential was first
recognised by the late Dr Gerwyn Thomas of the dwali Museum of Wales,
although the Wales Tourist Board had previously enaekertures to the National
Coal Board to attempt to make underground visitso@ mines in South Wales
as accessible as the underground caverns of tleensiaes in North Wale¥.

The Wales Tourist Board (WTB) were incredibly irghtial in the providing the initial
impetus for the transition to heritage at Big Ribng with the Welsh Office, the WTB
was actively engaged in trying to limit the damafjeconomic decline in the context of
the broad pattern of decline in the south WaleseyaP®

The conversion of a working pit to a visitor cents@s no small undertaking, and
required a substantial amount of grant funding fdeo to complete the necessary
conversions and make the site (and the undergrwupdrticular) accessible to visitors.
A collaborative working party was set up with reggetatives from the NCB, local
government, the National Museum, the Welsh DevekmnAgency and the Welsh
Office.”® The party explored the possibility of transformiBig Pit into a heritage site,

and found that the project stood a good chanceiatess if it could draw in enough

*3For a full account of the development of Ironbridgee Bob West, ‘The Making of the English
Working Past: A Critical View of the Ironbridge G Museun’, in R Lumley (ed.Jhe Museum Time
Machine: Putting Cultures on DisplagRoutledge, 1988).

** G Gregory (Big Pit financial and commercial digt ‘Big Pit — The Working Museum’, Evidence on
Behalf of Big Pit for application by British Coab&oration re Opencast Proposal at Pwll Du, 1991.
*5Wales Tourist Board Annual Reports 1981-3.

%A Brief Summary of the History of the Trust’, Appdix a, Big Pit Corporate Plah996.
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visitors to become economically self-sufficient. dhcoal mining ceased in 1980,
Torfaen Borough Council acquired the site for a m@nhone pound and the Big Pit
(Blaenavon) Trust was set up as a charitable toustanage its transitio. The Trust
incorporated representatives from the WTB, bothfder and Gwent Councils, the
NCB, the National Museum of Wales and the Torfaemsélim Trust® A planning
application was then submitted to the Borough Couoc permission to convert the
site in to a heritage attraction, which was grante@ctober 1980. The initial phase of
development cost £1.5million, for which funding wascured from a number of
organisations including the Wales Tourist Board5&R00), the European Regional
Development Fund (£133,098), Torfaen Borough Cduf(€200,000) and Gwent
County Council (£50,000), the Welsh Development #gye (£30,236), along with
further public and private sector sponsdrdhe Tourist Board grant alone had to be
approved by John Morris, the Secretary of Stat&fates. Across the board, this was a
significant level of public investment in a ventushich in many ways was rather
speculative given that there was no significanistaxg tourist industry in the south
Wales Valleys.

There were three distinct phases of developmethtarineritage site’s history. Phase one
was the initial transition, mainly focused on makihe appropriate changes to the site
to allow visitor access, with a minimal ‘museumément. Big Pit opened as a heritage
site in 1983 after relatively minor alterations. $flonotably, the site and the
underground areas needed to be made safe forrgjsénd to comply with the Mines
and Quarries safety regulations which still appbedig Pit in its new role as a visitor

attraction®®

Initially, Big Pit was successful in attracting #ggs in its new role as a heritage site.
There were 139,066 tickets sold in 1983 and 181{a5®84% The underground tour
proved to be incredibly popular with visitdfs At this point, the heritage site was
charging for admission (£2.75 for adults and £ciidren in 1984), but even with this
impressive throughput in its first two years, therere a number of difficulties. It had
been expected that Big Pit could become self-gefficand sustainable by earning

>7*A Brief Summary of the History of the Trust’, Appdix a, Big Pit Corporate Plah996, p. i.
%8 «A Brief Summary of the History of the Trust’, Appdix a, Big Pit Corporate Plah996, p. ii.
%9 Schedule of Grants (March 1983), Big Pit Trusijl1983.

80 A Brief Summary of the History of the Trust’, Appdix a, Big Pit Corporate Plah996.

®1 Big Pit Trust files 1983 and 1984.

%2 Big Pit Trust files, 1984.
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revenue and providing employment in an area wheee 50 mining jobs had been lost
due to the colliery closuf®.In reality, there followed years of uncertaintyths site
faced a struggle to become financially viable. Dtesime initially positive signs, Big Pit
faced a short closure in 1984, due to operatingelesThe site’s maintenance costs
could not be met by income from visitors alone, d@id Pit’s survival relied on
securing further funding from the WTB, the WelshvBlepment Agency and the
European Regional Development FifAd:he site then embarked on its second phase of
development, costing just over £500,600rhis aimed to increase the surface-based
attractions and improve the interpretive display vesll as adding an additional

underground route to allow for more visitor tours.

Initially, Big Pit opened as a ‘visitor attractignthough this term was used
interchangeably with ‘heritage site’ and ‘museum’fact, in its early days, the site had
a limited museum element and no full-time curatelying on the underground tour as
the main draw for visitors. Big Pit was only grahfgovisional museum registration in
1992 (and full registration thereafter), when iterpretive provision was significantly

improved.

The third and most recent phase of developmentivedoa large-scale upgrade to the
museum, adding the interactive tour of the modeimersection. This was funded by a
substantial Heritage Lottery Fund grant of £5,288,0 January 200%. Big Pit was
then incorporated into the National Museum of Wale2001, whereby the museum
was further improved and interpretive resourcesedddt was not until this point that
the site’s future seemed secure. Big Pit is nowsisiiked by the Welsh Assembly
Government (as part of the NMW) and entry is freeall visitors. This has not only
made the site more accessible to visitors, buéibgps a testimony to the way in which
Big Pit (and Wales’ broader mining history) is vaduas a cultural asset and educational
resource. Blaenavon, and Big Pit in particular,enbeen increasingly perceived as a
crucial element in Wales’ cultural heritage. Intfaglaenavon has been recognised by
UNESCO as having ‘outstanding global importance&sulting in the area being
awarded World Heritage Site (WHS) status in 2000.

%3 Big Pit Corporate Plan 1996, p. 2.

% Big Pit Trust files, 1984.

% Big Pit Trust files, 1985.

8 http://www.hlf.org.uk/ourproject/Pages/BigPitBlaena.aspx accessed 20/05/2011.
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Gaining World Heritage Site status has undoubtediyeased the profile of Blaenavon
as a heritage attraction and in many ways has euhtige face of the town, at least on
the surface. Blaenavon as a whole has been reldraagiéheritage town’, and WHS

symbols and brown signs denoting heritage attrast@re now ubiquitous around the
town. There have certainly been signs of improvednierthe area. Torfaen Borough

Council has praised Blaenavon’'s development over ghst decade. The Council
published a review entitledl Decade of Change 2009, which claimed:

Visitors returning to Blaenavon after more thanexatie’'s absence could be
excused for thinking they've wandered into the vgoralley. Gone are the
boarded-up shop windows, empty properties and géneglect of latter days;
today’s visitor will be greeted with restored Vigam shop fronts, refurbished
housing, improved access and car parking, and aWewd Heritage Visitor
Centre®’
However, we must be critical about the nature of thevelopment. Big Pit itself has
continued and grown increasingly successful, wigtive Gulbenkian prize for museum
of the year in 2005 and maintaining its visitor rhers at over 150,000 per y&Ar.
Despite this, the picture from Blaenavon is slightiore ominous, and the extent to
which heritage really has contributed to the ‘conéid economic and social revival’ of
the community is yet to be determin®dPost-2001 data is sparse, making the direct
impact of the WHS designation problematic to assé¢dhbis stage. However, as shown
earlier, according to deprivation indices and cendata, the Valleys in general (and
Blaenavon specifically) have remained in a reldyiweeak economic position. During
the initial phase of transition, heritage did nobyide a large-scale solution to the
problems left by the legacy of industrial decliidlough the regeneration process has
continued (through tourism and other initiativesijs likely that heritage can only claim
to partially fill the gap left by the decline ofdlindustry across the south Wales Valleys,

and the closure of Big Pit in particular.

®" Torfaen Borough Council, ‘A Decade of Change: RealeArea’, February, 2009.
%8 Figures supplied by Big Pit Mining Museum.
% Blaenavon Industrial Landscape Nomination Docuputimitted to UNESCO for World Heritage
Site application, submitted'®December 2000, p. 46.
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3.3 Geevor

Geevor tin mine is located in Pendeen, a smalagél on the West Cornish coast,
between St Ives and Land’s End. As a working m@eevor had employed over 400
people and had been a focal point for the comnesitif St Just and Pendeéms
such, Geevor functioned as a symbol of the longelitton of mining in the area, a role
which it claims to fulfil in its new role as a hexge site. Heritage narratives at the site
not only recount the history of Geevor itself bunao ‘tell the story of Cornwall’s
industrial mining past’* Approximately 40,000 visitors per year pass thtoGeevor,
and the site has been designated as a ‘gatew#ye tGornwall and West Devon Mining

Landscape, which achieved World Heritage Site stat2006'

Geevor is an imposing site, with the striking india$ remains of the winding gear and
mine buildings contrasting with wide views of Comiiis Atlantic coastline. It is one of
the largest preserved mining sites in the world,amy incorporating the Geevor mine
itself, but also several other shafts. Visitors ammenersed in the story of mining at
Geevor, wearing a miner’'s helmet, viewing exhilmtiglaced in the old mine buildings
and participating in an underground tour. The wadkiour of the site begins at the old
mine offices (previously the main museum), wherdemporary exhibition space
displays stories from the Cornish diaspora alorggsidps and references to other sites
included in the Cornish Mining World Heritage Si®ther attractions include the
winding house, where visitors can sit in the wirgleeat and hear the recordings of
voices and sounds of the vast winding gear beimgeied. They can take in the site
offices complete with newspapers from the late $9&mnhd the rescue room, with a

display about mining accidents and Geevor’s reseam.

Geevor now has a more conventional museum dispagdd in the new Hard Rock
Museum, which opened in 2008. The Hard Rock Musaums to tell ‘the story of tin’,
not only providing a narrative of Geevor’s histobyt relating it to the broader history
of Cornish mining® The museum’s subject matter is wide-ranging; fthmgeological

processes involved in hard rock mining to life uggeund, the social history of the

0‘Geevor Tin Mine Historically’, Geevor Advisory Gup Files, 1994.
"L www.geevor.comast accessed 8/3/2011

"2 http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/121&st accessed 9/3/2011

3 Geevor Tin Mine display panel.
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community, and the political disputes of the 1988sactive mining stuttered to its final

conclusion.

Geevor does incorporate oral history into its laget display, though in a notably
limited way. Since 2002, there has been a voluat@goral history programme in place
at Geevor which holds recordings from local peapighe subjects of mining, farming,
fishing, community life and stories from World Widr However, despite the extensive
archive material, very little of this is incorpaedtinto the heritage site display. When
the Hard Rock museum was built in 2008 an oralohystpod’” was added, which

allowed visitors to sit and listen to a small numbksnippets from recorded interviews
which they chose by selecting from three themesn(img stories’, ‘family and church’

and ‘local stories’). However, very little materialas included in the oral history
presentation and the visitor’s ability to engagéhvihe narratives is limited by the fact
that the pod is open to the museum space andresult, difficult to hear. In terms of

content, mining stories focus closely on the minsskes, their jobs and the technical
aspects of how ore was extracted. Family storieslve women describing their roles
in the household, particularly in terms of domestiores. The result of this is that the
inclusion of oral history seems to be rather tokeai with little opportunity to engage

with living memory. Although the public can acceiss oral history archive on request,
this is not by any means made obvious to visitormeaningfully incorporated into the

heritage site display.

However, as with Big Pit, Geevor’s central attrawtis its underground tour. Tours are
accompanied by guides, some of whom are former ngjimeho walk visitors through
Wheal Mexico, a shallow adit (mine entrance) frdva 19" century section of the mine,
as the modern sections of the mine were flooddbdeatime of closure. The tour ‘takes
you from the light into the dark’, giving visitoesvivid sense of what working life was

like for Geevor miner$?

™ www.geevor.conaccessed 8/3/2011.
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3.3.1 Historical and economic context

Geevor is a modern mine which was founded in 19pkrated by a private company,
Geevor Tin Mines Plc), at which time, St. Just'sw@a output value was not far short of
its peak level, which had occurred in the 1860 THte nineteenth and early twentieth
century was characterised by a contraction andesdration of mining activity into the
‘central mining district’, primarily Camborne ande®&uth’®> As mentioned earlier,
Geevor was very much an exception to this broatepabf decline in Cornwall, and
along with South Crofty, it was one of the only esnto maintain production into the
late twentieth century, the last in the St Justridis St Just as a whole had a much
longer history of mining, with communities beingeated and shaped by mining
throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centulieleed, Geevor was very much
flying the flag for the whole mining area, even erking on a significant under-sea
expansion programme in the 1970s.

However, after a long period of turbulent fortunas, 1985 the tin market collapsed
signalling the beginning of the end for Geevor. Th#apse of the tin price in 1985 led
to the first closure in April 1986, when 276 of @ees 385 employees were sackéd.
The mine then transferred to a ‘care and maintexiascheme, employing a few
workers to keep the mine running while financiaisnce was applied for in the form
of government fundingThis was a significant upheaval in such a small roomity.
There was still some optimism about this prospédha time, as tin reserves were
plentiful. If tin prices on the international matkese, Geevor could feasibly resume
mining tin. The Western Morning Newsoted that tin prices had slumped to an
‘artificially low’ level of £4,000 per tonne roughlhalf of its value before the crisis.
The Timesreported Geevor's monthly losses of £350,000, ssiyyg that the mine

would have to lay-off all its 380 workers as a test

Geevor Plc had applied to the government for ariion financial aid package in the
hope it could save the mine from clos(t&his bid was rejected of®June 1985, with

the government instead offering a one million pognant to regenerate the Penzance

> B Deacon, ‘Mining the Data: What Can a Quanti@thpproach Tell Us About the Micro-Geography
of Nineteenth Century Cornish Mining?’ * in PhilRayton (ed.)Cornish Studies Eightediniversity of
Exeter Press, 2010), 15-32.

5 p Barker, ‘Tarnished World of the Tin MefThe Sunday Telegrap&" April, 1986.

"D Green, ‘Cornwall faces worst blow in living mergip Western Morning New8® April 1986.

8 M Prest, ‘Whitehall steels itself for Cornish tienis appeal’The Times3™ April, 1986.

" Western Morning New8® April 1986.
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and St Ives region. As a result, similarly to titeation in South Wales, the fortunes of
the mining industry became the focus of an intgraditical dispute, with a great deal of
hostility directed toward the Thatcher governmdntsoon became clear that badly-
needed financial support from the government waowldcome (or at least would not be
sufficient to keep the mine open). In 1991 the psimere eventually switched off and
Geevor ceased operation altogether, causing futthemployment and distress in the
local community. Lakin and Ross have noted thatctbsure of Geevor represented the
loss of a ‘major source of employment and communitfiesion’ in the are®. The
closure of the mine in 1991 not only caused unegmént and economic decline in the

area, but left a bitter legacy in these communities

Economically, the impact of deindustrialisation hbsen felt in West Cornwall
particularly. Indeed, at a regional level, it haseb recognised that steps need to be
taken to regenerate Cornwall economically, mostabgt with the county being
awarded European Objective One funding from 280a/est Cornwall is known to be
particularly deprived, and indeed Penwith has biglemtified as the most deprived
district of Cornwall, ranking 77 of 354 English district® Tying these trends to
Geevor specifically is problematic, as it is likelyat the mine closure was a highly
localised economic blow. On a local level, in thards of Morvah, Pendeen and St Just,
economic problems have been (and still are) pdatilbusevere. According to 2001
census data, 8.6% of the population were unemplagadpared to 7.6% in Penwith
and 5.7% across the UR There was no doubt that the impact of Geevor'surle in St
Just and Pendeen was acute in both social and meorierms, and it was in this

context that heritage came to be considered ag/afxsaving Geevor.

More generally, Cornwall had already become wdldgsshed tourist destination,
marketing its cultural ‘difference’ and providinggrae consolation to its struggling
economy?* Cornwall as a whole had not been an industrigbreépr some time, and

had in many ways already been transformed in toeatage society’, at least in terms

8B Lakin & C Ross, ‘Geevor in Care of the CommuBitpresented at SW Archaeology Conference
2009 (unpublished).

81 Objective OneSingle Programming Document; Cornwall and Scillp@@0086,
www.objectiveone.com/obl/pdéccessed 3/3/2011.

8 Based on DETR index of local deprivation: Objeetidne Single Programming Document; Cornwall
and Scilly 2000-2006yww.objectiveone.com/obl1/pdéccessed 3/3/2011.

8 NOMIS Official Labour Market Statisticsyww.nomisweb.co.ulaccessed 18/3/2011

8 Amy Hale, ‘Representing the Cornish Contestingitdge Interpretation in CornwallTourist Studies
1 (2001), 185-196.
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of external discourses and tourist marketing. Tuarihowever, was (and is) a highly
contested issue in Cornwall, largely resulting frtma disparity between the image of
Cornwall as a romantic holiday destination (whata@m has called ‘guide book
culture’) and the deeper economic and social problpresent in local communiti&s.

Nonetheless, this perhaps provided a more logmalext for a heritage attraction than

the south Wales Valleys, where active mining waktaking place in the mid 1980s.

3.3.2 The history of heritage at Geevor

The idea for a visitor attraction at Geevor wasertirely new in the 1990s. The effects
of the growth in tourism in Cornwall were beingtfat Geevor even before its closure.
Geevor created its own Tourist Amenity Area (a $1veahle heritage museum) on the
site in 1977, more than a decade before its cldSukéter the first closure of the mine
in 1986 Geevor's new chairman Edward Nassar anresuptan to further develop
Geevor as a visitor attraction (including introdwgian underground tour). It was
claimed that this was still a temporary measureydwer, as a Geevor press release
stated ‘It is intended that the mine will re-opensaon as tin prices recover sufficiently

to ensure a profitable operatidH.’

However, this revenue was not enough to save thanfes of the mine, and in May
1991 the pumps were finally switched off, flooditige mine and bringing an end to
hopes that Geevor could reopen. The underground teere ended and the mine closed
finally in September 1991 when the remaining shast their job$® Geevor Plc then
conceded:

It is almost certain that tin will never be mindtete again, but the mine could
survive as a tourist attraction, museum and hegitgite. It is under this label
that Geevor are attempting the mine’s $ale.
For a year after the mine finally closed, there waseriod of confusion when the site
was put up for sale and much of the machinery vedd 8s scrap. Grants from the

National Heritage Memorial Fund helped to savertiost important equipment, and the

% DeaconCornwall.

8 ‘Geevor Tin Mine Historically’, Geevor Advisory Gup files, 1994.
8 Geevor Plc press release"February 1990.

8 ‘Geevor Tin Mine Historically’, Geevor Advisory Gup Files, 1994.
8 Geevor Tin Mines press releas8 August 1991.
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Cornwall County Council eventually purchased GeewoiOctober 1992, and have
remained owners of the site ever siit&unding was secured from the Derelict Land
Grants (DLG) via the Department of the Environmientrder to purchase the site. The
Council then funded a full feasibility study incilng geotechnical, archaeological and
ecological audit§® Additional funds to develop the site came from tKational
Heritage Memorial Fund, the Rural Development Cossion and Penwith District
Council. In fact, the County Council's Archaeolagitnit was extremely influential in
providing the impetus for preserving the site. laswfelt that Geevor should be
preserved for its industrial archaeology, as itrespnted a valuable and ‘complete’

example of Cornwall’s mining heritad®.

The management contract for Geevor was subsequeamdyded to the Trevithick Trust
in 1993. The Trevithick Trust was an administraty®up formed in an attempt to
create a single organisation to co-ordinate a Weétlditage bid for Cornwaff® It
incorporated representatives from the Countrysiden@ission, English Heritage, the
National Trust, Cornwall County Council and othercdl authoritieS® The Trust
initially aimed to identify and interpret Cornwallindustrial heritage and to manage
these resources, and it subsequently acquired reav@ayg contracts for several of
Cornwall's industrial heritage assets (including e@ar, Levant Engine House,
Porthcurno Museum, Pendeen Lighthouse, Taylor'sftSHalgus Mill and King
Edward Mine)®

Importantly, the process of conversion itself waseah by a small group; a few County
archaeologists and group of ex-Geevor employeethisnsense, Geevor’s transition to
heritage was a local initiative to some extenfeathan heritage being imposed by an
external agency. Over the winter of 1992, the farm&e engineer Stuart Smith (then
the chair of the Trevithick Trust) and a small gyaaf volunteers, who were ex-Geevor

% A Sharpe, ‘Geevor Mine’, Cornwall ArchaeologicatiUReport, 1992, p. 2.

%L A Sharpe, ‘Geevor DLG Works’, Cornwall Archaeolddyit, Cornwall County Council, 1994, p. 10.
92 A Sharpe, ‘Geevor Mine’, Cornwall ArchaeologicatiUReport, 1992.

% Trevithick Trust,Current Projects: A Brief Outline of Projects witotential HLF Funding
Requirement2000.

% Trevithick Trust,Current Projects: A Brief Outline of Projects witotential HLF Funding
Requirement2000.

% Trevithick Trust,Current Projects: A Brief Outline of Projects witotential HLF Funding
Requirement2000.
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men, took on the task of securing the mine builgingd preparing Geevor for a new

role as a mining heritage site with relatively lied resource®

Geevor opened to the public as a heritage site ugust 1993. At this time, the
development of the site was limited, with a smallseum in the old mine offices and
no operational underground tour, though developing underground access was
considered to be a central aim in ensuring theréutuability of the site as a visitor
attraction’’ The Geevor Advisory Group stated that ‘the mineseum as at present
was very hurriedly put together for the 1993 seasoorder to get the site open to the

98

public.”" The Advisory Group was established in 1995 to emnsooperation between
all interested parties; the Cornwall County Coun8&it Just Town Council, Penwith
District Council and the Trevithick Trugl.The Group’s aim was merely to oversee the
development of Geevor, though the site was stilleunthe management of the
Trevithick Trust. The Group received reports on terat regarding the day to day
running of the site, how buildings would be usedyketing plans and site works, for
example. However, the Advisory Group minutes amegaly vague and lack any clear
assessment of Geevor's overall performance, syrateg development or sense of
purpose. This was a sign of the problematic refatigp which developed between the
Advisory Group and the Trevithick Trust, as Geestouggled to become economically

viable as a heritage site.

In 1994, its first full year as a heritage site e@@r received 16,102 visitors. This figure
rose slowly to 20,473 in 1996, and subsequentlyaaexl about 20,000 per year up to
20011 These numbers were relatively low in comparisontter attractions, and did
not bring in sufficient revenue to meet the costnafintaining and developing the site.
Comparatively, Big Pit at this time was attractingarly 100,000 visitors per yeatr,
while the average for the National Coal Mining Muise for England was nearing
60,000'%" In fact, Geevor has always received relatively fésitors for an attraction of
its sort. Although Geevor was situated in many wagthin an existing ‘tourism
culture’, its geographical remoteness has provdxetproblematic in its ability to attract

visitors. Conversely, Big Pit is accessible to adeeater number of day trippers and

% A Sharpe, ‘Geevor Mine’, Cornwall ArchaeologicatiUReport, 1992, p. 3.

"*Archaeological Consultancy During a Second Plefdeand Reclamation and Structural Works 1995-
1998’, Cornwall County Council, 2010.

% ‘Geevor Tin Mine Historically’, Geevor Advisory Gup Files, 1994.

% Minutes of Geevor Advisory Group Meeting,LBuly, 1995.

19 Figures supplied by Geevor Tin Mine.

101 Big Pit Trust Files, 1994 and PLB Consulting L@eevor Tin Mine Development Stu@g02.
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school groups because of its proximity to majoiesit(Cardiff, Newport, Bristol,
Birmingham), despite being in an area with vergfdibther tourist traffic. In its early
years in particular, Geevor also struggled to campath major tourist attractions in
West Cornwall. To take one year as an example994 1when Geevor was establishing
itself as a heritage site, 590,000 people visitadd’s End, and the Tate Gallery at St
Ives attracted 180,008 These are admittedly well-established, largeretimns in the
local area, but the comparison suggests that Gestroggled to take effective

advantage of the existing tourist market (a probigmich the site still grapples with).

As time went on, the relationship between the Theek Trust and both the Council and
the site staff became stressed, resulting in theagement of Geevor being put out to
tender:®® The Trevithick Trust's bid to renew their contrasas turned down and
Cornwall Council then transferred the managemerdgparsibility to Pendeen
Community Heritage (PCH), a local group startechbyumber of existing Geevor staff.
Following from this, PCH suggested that in orderingrove Geevor’s role in the
community, the site would need to reinforce Geasthe ‘heart of the village’, for it to
become a focus for local jobs, and to ensure amgldpment did not compromise
heritage asset§? Bill Lakin, chair of PCH toldThe Cornish Guardiarithere was
strong support in the community to set up a bodiciwimeans the mine can be locally
run.”*% This was then seen as the basis for developm&eeior, as PCH attempted to

capture the values which had supposedly driveinitial preservation of the site.

Geevor has developed significantly under the mamagé of PCH. Visitor numbers
(though still relatively low) have increased stéadiom 20,660 in 2001 to 41,883 in
20091% The site has also taken advantage of the availadiitage funding, securing
grants from the Heritage Lottery Fund and Objectvee as well as from local and
County councils. In 2006, Geevor was awarded fupdm build a new Hard Rock
museum in a move to make Geevor a recognised muasunell as a heritage site or
tourist attraction. This coincided with World Hagie Site designation being awarded to
the Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape (onmnly Cornish Mining). This
status was awarded in 2006 and Geevor has opeaatadgateway site’ for the WHS

192p| B Consulting Ltd.Geevor Tin Mine Development Stu@902, p. 18.

193 Minutes of Geevor Advisory Group meetings 1999200

194 Kinghurst Consultancy Groupaking the Most of Geevor — A Feasibility Stuayport to the
Cornwall County Council, 2001.

1% The Cornish Guardiart9" July 2001.

1% Figures supplied by Geevor Tin Mine.
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since thert’” This was undoubtedly a positive development fer shie in terms of the
broader recognition of the significance of miningritage, but notably has not been
visibly adopted as a ‘brand’ in the same way aBlaenavon.

A large amount of investment has taken place atsiteesince 2006. Geevor’s recent
development having been valued at £3.8million, &chgrimarily by the Heritage
Lottery Fund, the Objective One Partnership, Cothw@ounty Council, Penwith
District Council and the National Tru$€ The HLF provided the impetus for this
project, with Geevor being awarded a £2,444,00@tgnrdich allowed for a large-scale
maintenance programme on site as well as contrigut the cost of the museuff.
The new museum then opened in October 2008, awddthoped that, as a result of
this, the site could continue to develop and thaitor numbers would increase to
60,000 per year in the long-teff!. However, subsequent signs have been less
optimistic, as visitor numbers have again decreasé&d,483 in 2016 Geevor is still
heavily reliant on grant funding from the Countyuoil and heritage funding bodies,
and in that sense still faces a struggle to pravean be economically viable as a

heritage site.

3.4 Conclusion: Comparing Big Pit and Geevor

Reviewing the histories of both Geevor and BigilRiminates some telling points of

comparison and contrast. As Big Pit and Geevored@d similar times, their immediate
local contexts may appear closely comparable. lin lRendeen and Blaenavon, the
effects of closure were severe, not only causirapemic decline, but a great deal of
resentment within the local communities. HoweViee, different time frames, scale, and
spatial distribution of Welsh and Cornish mining m@enerally suggest that Geevor
and Big Pit were located in societies where thepeeSve mining industries had

possibly assumed different roles in the economyparidic consciousness.

107 http://www.cornish-mining.org.uk/project/projectitast accessed 20/3/2011.
1% pendeen Community Heritage, Annual Report of thestBes, 2007.

199 http://www. hlf.org.uk/ourproject/Pagéast accessed 20/3/2011.

1% Minutes of Geevor Advisory Group meeting™Dctober, 2000.

1 Figures supplied by Geevor Tin Mine.
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On the surface, the sites are very similar. Visitencounter very similar experiences;
taking an underground tour, exploring the mine diogs and taking in the more
modern museum displays. Both sites are council-awf@eevor by Cornwall Council
and Big Pit by Torfaen Borough Council) and trust-rBeyond this, it is clear that Big
Pit and Geevor were heritagised in notably diffesgays. As has been shown, Bit Pit's
transition to heritage was a largely ‘top-down’ rfceived externally and driven by the
WTB) in complete contrast to Geevor’s ‘bottom-ugpaoach (driven by a small
number of county archaeologists and ex-miners)aAgsult, Big Pit has been more
obviously successful as a heritage site, partibulgiven its incorporation into the
National Museum of Wales and its consistently higgitor numbers. Geevor, on the
other hand, has continued under more local managgmégh some reluctance to bring

in skills and experience from outside the locabare

There has also been a distinct difference in the thva heritage brand has been adopted
in Blaenavon and Pendeen. At Blaenavon, sinceawe’s inclusion on to the World
Heritage list, the town has been visibly rebrandsdheritage town’, with signs and
attractions pervading the landscape. In Pendeethemther hand, Geevor’s heritage
branding has been extremely low-key, with verydittisible sign of the site in the
village itself. Here, we see a difference in theywhe sites have been promoted to
tourists; Blaenavon has clearly embraced touristketeng whereas Pendeen has
approached heritage much more subtly, possiblgctifig its emphasis on community
values rather than selling the site to visitorsbé@lles relating to heritage at Geevor
tapped into existing contests concerning the rétleurism in Cornwall, whereas at Big
Pit, tourism was an entirely new venture in an améh no precedent for this sort of
attraction. Heritage needed to be sold ‘from stratcthis case, which may account for
the more conscious focus on tourism at Big Pit.sEhsorts of contextual differences
identified set up potentially very different retatships between the heritage sites and
their respective communities. Did Geevor's communiiented approach mean the
value of mining heritage was constructed in différeerms to those at Bit Pit? How

might that impact on the relationship between hggtand living memory?

Of course, in both cases, there were similar issweserning the potential contests
around heritagisation. There has been little evdddhat heritagisation has significantly
addressed the economic impact of deindustrialisatioeither Blaenavon on Pendeen.

Though the face of Blaenavon has altered signifigaparticularly after its designation
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as a World Heritage Site in 2001, underneath thfase the economic picture is still a
problematic one as studying census and NOMIS date Buggested. Although Geevor
was relatively isolated (not part of a much brogaesse of deindustrialisation like Big
Pit), the mine closure had a significant and emduaconomic and emotional impact on
those in St Just and Pendeen, where mining was macé of an immediate concern.
In these terms, Blaenavon and Pendeen are digtisictlilar in their more localised

contexts. In both cases, the contrast betweendbeoenic and political turmoil of the

decline of the mining industry and the ‘heritagisat of mining is pronounced.

Most importantly, both sites made the transitioméoitage relatively quickly after their
closure as working mines (within three years inhboases). As such, heritagisation
directly interacted with living memory, as miningchbeen a way of life for people in
these communities. This combined with the devagjadiconomic and social impact of
the mine closures implies that heritage would betested in Blaenavon and Pendeen.
Heritagisation would naturally involve a shift ialues associated with the mining past,
at a time when people were still living with thensequences of the mine closures. In
these terms, re-branding mining as a heritage ptp@specially as a tourist attraction,
would not be unproblematic in either context. Exka strongest proponents of the
historical importance of mining have been sceptat@but its transition to heritade.
Key guestions remain as to which narratives of ghst were being preserved, and,
ultimately, how the moves to heritage were receivgdocal residents and those who

whose pasts were on display.

The following chapter will much more closely an&ybe process of heritagisation and
its potential impact on living memory. More specdily, it will trace the way in which
narratives of the past were constructed and predaitGeevor and Big Pit. In doing so,
it will be possible to discern whether or not thesmtextual differences play a
significant role in the way heritage sites condtroertain values in relation to the
mining past or, alternatively, whether there areilsir patterns and processes which are

common to each case (and heritagisation more génera

12 Eor example, see G. A. Williamé/hen Was Wales.
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Chapter 4

Heritagisation: institutional voices constructing the past’

4.1 Introduction

As we saw in Chapter 1, heritage is often equatiédd Wwogus history’ as it orients to
present values and ne€dshis general critique of heritage is closely assed with its
institutional priorities. For some, the ‘usabilityf the past as an economic and cultural
resource makes it fundamentally liable to misimetgtion or even exploitation for
political purposed.The use of heritage to validate singular natioretatives or as a
tool for social cohesion is often cited in this njemost notably Patrick Wright's
argument that heritage was used to promote a dearttright wing) image of Britain’s
past in the Thatcher yeatsMore recently, there has been a trend in critiquine
regulation of heritage by national and global orgations, where hierarchies of
heritage ‘value’ are considered to be inextric#bden dynamics of powet.As argued

in Chapter 1, a much broader definition of heritdges been adopted in most
institutional contexts, where vernacular heritage veell as ‘grand narratives’ are
recognised (reflecting social history ideals proedoby Raphael Samuel and othérs).
UNESCO, for example, has pointed to the importantandustrial histories and
‘intangible cultural heritage’, including folk tritbns of various sort8.Nonetheless,
there are still problematic issues of represematibiere an external cultural agency

assumes the responsibility for preserving certajpeats of the past as heritdge.

! Robert HewisonThe Heritage Industry: Britain in a Climate of D, First (Methuen Publishing Ltd,
1987).

2 Ludmilla Jordanovakistory in Practice(Bloomsbury USA, 2000).

% patrick Wright,On Living in an Old Country: The National Past ief@emporary Britain(Oxford
University Press, 2009); Ben Coweéllhe Heritage Obsession: The Battle for England’stPahe
History Press Ltd, 2008).

* Laurajane SmithJses of HeritagéTaylor & Francis, 2006).

® See, for example Raphael Samuel, ‘PoliticsTlre Heritage Readeed. by G. Fairclough (Taylor &
Francis, 2008), pp. 274-289; Raphael Sanmilaatres of Memor{verso, 1994).

® UNESCO, ‘What is intangible cultural heritage’,
http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/index.php?lg=emg&p0002accessed 10/6/2012.

" Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Intangible Herigags Metacultural ProductionMuseum
International 56 (2004), 52—65.
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Underlying these debates is the notion that ‘hgetatself is not necessarily innate or
fixed, but is to an extent constructed in the dgpreservation and (re)presentation as
heritage. The argument follows that heritage, ict,fés ‘made’ not only ‘found’ or
‘preserved® Laurajane Smith is most closely associated wiih #rgument, having
modelled the supposed existence of a singular ‘@igkd Heritage Discourse (AHDY'.
Smith stresses that ‘heritage’ is not inherent ligects or places, there is no intrinsic
‘value’, rather it is socially constructed throudiscourse. As she puts it, ‘What makes
these things valuable or meaningful — what makemttheritage”...are the present day
cultural processes and activities that are undentaound thent® According to this
argument, if language produces social meaning, ledye and expertise in specific
contexts (in line with the linguistic turn), it deés the way the meaning of heritage is
constructed and communicated. In these terms, sites are not ‘heritage’ on their
own, rather they are ‘made’ heritage in the dissesirwhich construct their value in
particular ways. As | will argue, heritagisationaprocess relies on the construction of
certain ‘heritage values’ through (mainly offictal institutional) discourses. We need to
be careful not to underplay the value of mategiaht heritage, particularly with regard
to industrial heritage sites, where structural @reation is a central priority. According
to Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, tangible structures orjedts can be ‘carriers’ and
‘transmitters’ of traditior! In this sense, heritage cannot always be merehdé&hin
discourse, but it exists in the exchange betweejectsb and their discursively

constructed meanings.

As such, there is a complex relationship betwergilbde and intangible heritage, where
the distinction between the two is increasinglyuiat to be arbitrary. If heritage is
about the construction of meaning as much as iakbsut artefacts, the role of
institutions in constructing heritage values needseful interrogation. Rather than
dismissing heritage as ‘bogus history’, we neediniderstand the processes through
which meaning is made, and how the past comes tredmnstructed as heritage in
certain contexts. Certainly, heritage sites likee@e and Big Pit have institutional lives
of their own. In the process of heritagisation atlesite, different discourses emerged
which imputed different values onto the mining pastost importantly, given the speed

with which heritagisation was undertaken, instao#l discourses were particularly

8 Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Theorizing Herigdgethnomusicology39 (1995), 367—380.
° Laurajane SmithJses of Heritage

191 aurajane SmithJses of Heritagep. 29.

1 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Intangible Heritage as Meultural Production’, p. 53.
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influential in constructing particular temporal fnaworks; senses of ‘pastness’ relating
to mining in the two communities. As will be arguexh the surface there were in fact
quite different motives for heritagisation at Geeand Big Pit. Nonetheless, in both
cases, in the act of preserving the mine siteedatabe the past was separated from the
present, which was potentially problematic for locasidents for whom the lived
experience of mining and the experience of deimduisation was still very much
‘present’.

In her critique of UNESCO'’s intangible cultural hage policy, Kirshenblatt-Gimblett
argues that fundamentally different perceptionsroé are central to what she calls ‘the
metacultural nature of heritag’. She suggests that there is an asynchrony of
‘historical, heritage and habitus clocks and ddfertemporalities of things, persons and
events.* Here we risk becoming embroiled in a deeply plipsscal discussion of the
nature of time itself, but it is important to ndteat there are multiple ways in which
people conceive of ‘the past’ and hence multipleysvan which they perceive the

relationship between the past, the present anflitbee.

Across a number of disciplines, scholars have takerthis general idea, and those
interested in memory have increasingly emphasisedniportance of individuals’ own
senses of time in the way they interpret and use#st in their everyday lives. Bernard
Eric Jensen, for example, notes that subjectiveergapces of time are central to the
way in which people conceive of the past, and hioey toperate in human ifé.Bill
Schwartz’s notion of ‘subjective phenomenologicahe’ takes a similar approach.
Schwartz argues that Braudel’'s three-pronged sireicbf time (geographical, social
and individual) failed to take into account thisufth dimension, which refers to an
individual's sense of their own internalised higtal time (or what we might call

autobiographical memory?.

On the other hand, heritage discourses (much I&ermans’ narratives) tend to impose
a much more objective or detached temporal framlewich divorces the past and the

present, allowing a particular narrative of thetgasbe preserved. Framing the mining

12 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Intangible Heritage as Metiltural Production’, p. 54.

13 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Intangible Heritage as Metltural Production’.

4 Bernard Eric Jensen, ‘Usable Pasts: Comparing éqipres to Popular and Public History’ Aaople
and their pasts: public history toddPalgrave Macmillan, 2009).

13 Bjll Schwartz, “Already the Past” Memory and Hisical Time’, inMemory cultures: memory,
subjectivity, and recognitigred. by Susannah Radstone and Katharine Hodgkam§&ction Publishers,
2005).
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past within ‘heritage time’ at Geevor and Big Bxefl mining in ‘the past’ and imposed
certain heritage values. That is, at Geevor andHBignining became ‘historic’ rather
than ‘everyday’, which potentially conflicted witleople’s lived experience in these
communities. When Geevor and Big Pit closed, wWeeg tilready confined to ‘the past’
and apt to be viewed as ‘heritage’? How and whyldidtagisation impose a specific
temporal framework? As a result, which narrativeshe mining past were preserved?
In the following analysis, | unpick the institut@imeritage discourses present at Big Pit
and Geevor at the time of their transitions to thge (and beyond) in order to get a

sense of how and why mining came to be re-framédeipresented as heritage.

4.2 Heritagisation at Big Pit

The transition to heritage at Big Pit was rapide Thine closed in 1980 and opened as a
heritage site three years later. Its transformatido a heritage attraction inevitably
involved a significant shift in the values assogiatvith mining in the area. This was
not only a physical transformation in terms of #ie itself, but a shift in the way the
significance of mining was perceived and experidncklining was now being
heritagised, and in the process, Big Pit was reded as a historic cultural asset that

could potentially ‘regenerate’ Blaenavon.

When the heritage site opened in 1983, there wdleoger 40 active coal mines in
Wales and, despite the obvious and heavily pdididecline of the coal industry in
Wales, it was perhaps not foreseen that the closiuBag Pit was a salient step in the
demise of the whole industry in Wales. At this staghen Big Pit opened as a heritage
site, there were still over 20,000 people employed8 collieries in the South Wales
Valleys® A year later, thousands of miners in south Walesevstriking, embroiled in
the bitter industrial disputes in reaction to tHeicher government’'s programme of pit
closures. At this point, Big Pit was a heritagerespntation of a living industry.
Nonetheless, as will be argued, in order to pronemenomic regeneration through
tourism, heritage discourse promoted the site’stdnic’ appeal, fracturing the past and
the present and almost instantly historicising (depoliticising) the mining experience.

8D, Gareth Evand History of Wales, 1906-20@University of Wales Press, 2000), p. 163.
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4.2.1 Motives for heritagisation: economic regernenain Blaenavon

As we have seen, the Wales Tourist Board (WTB) gdag central role in Big Pit's
transition to heritage. The Tourist Board were vepen about their very pragmatic
motives toward heritagisation as part of the broaddisit the Valleys’ campaigr! So
much so that the selection of Blaenavon as thditotaf the mining heritage site owed
more to local geological factors than to a desirpreserve this pit specifically (despite
much later claims that the area was ‘unique’ imeepf its heritage appedf) The mine
was earmarked for closure as early as 1978, andvisa®d as one of the only mines
where underground tours would be possible. This wasa number of reasons

according to one report:

Big Pit was noted to have certain natural advarstagbich could reduce
operating costs to a level where it might possigceed as a viable tourism
business. It had a second way out for emergency alsgating the need to
maintain two shafts and winding apparatus. It wqarlobably not need pumping
to maintain visitor routes above the water table &nvas shallow enough not to
need elaborate ventilatid.
Having established that Big Pit would accommodageisiting public without a great
deal of modification, the WTB (in collaboration Wwilocal and district councils, the
National Coal Board and the Welsh Development Aggmrenbarked on a feasibility
study, published in 1979 d%he Tourist Potential of Big Pit Blaenavadn. this report

the WTB aimed

to create a working coal mining museum of inteovai significance at Big Pit
and to create year round tourism employment andemprent local income both
at the site and by contributing to the local aticatof tourists to the ared.

Even before the mine had officially ceased coataetion, planners clearly believed
that its future lay in heritage tourism. Notwithsdéng that mining history had an
‘international significance’, couching this in tesrof a tourist attraction may well have
seemed incongruent given that it was still a wagkimdustry. In parallel, ‘regeneration’

emerged as the organising premise for the herimagjative, which was prioritised

7 press Release — Winter Development at Big Pit,Clécember 1983.

'8 Blaenavon Industrial Landscape Nomination Documutimitted to UNESCO for World Heritage
Site application, submitted®December 2000.

9 G Gregory (Big Pit financial and commercial dik@dt ‘Big Pit — The Working Museum’, Evidence on
Behalf of Big Pit for application by British Coabgporation re Opencast Proposal at Pwll Du, 1991.

20 Wales Tourist Board Stud¥he Tourist Potential of the Big Pk979.
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above notions of preserving any specific or loealisultural histories. Regeneration as
a concept was couched in a number of ways. At gstrbasic level, the heritage site
would, it was argued, bring employment to the afée Big Pit Trust claimed

It (Big Pit) can also offer the prospect of longrtefull-time employment in an
area where new job opportunities are scarce ancbeaa catalyst for further
development which can improve the fabric of thel@vironment?!

Attracting visitors to the area, it was assumedjld@lso bring economic relief through
employment as well as (hypothetically) bringingeeue into the town. A year later, in
its second phase of development, Big Pit aimed

To provide a tourist attraction and educationallitsgcof European significance
which will be completely in harmony with the grgatinproved environment of
the area. This is a stark contrast with the sewsdestrial dereliction which
characterised the area prior to this developrffent.

This sort of rhetoric was part of a general regaten discourse which was ubiquitous
in the institutional justification of heritagisation Blaenavon. There was seemingly
little concern given to the preservation of Big Rt its own historic or cultural
significance, however those terms might be defirfldtere was certainly a sense of
needing to provide an economic boost, given thalblgicture of the Valleys (as
outlined in Chapter 3). The tourism ‘solution’ wasided as the silver lining of the pit
closures in the Valleys. However, there was litileno acknowledgement that this may
be problematic for the 250 miners who had lostrtjods at the time of closure of Big
Pit, or for the many more members of the commuiaitywhom the mine had been (and
arguably still was) such a significant part. Atrgato regeneration could be considered
to be a somewhat hollow buzz-word in heritage plagnAt best, it could be a realistic
though admittedly partial economic solution foraea that badly needed one. With no
public consultation process, it was unclear howthge tourism would be received in
the community. This was, after all, an externalrageacting on behalf of a community

and imposing their own sense of value on the mipiasf.

In real terms, planners were overly optimistic @ashe level of economic regeneration
heritage could feasibly bring. Indeed, certain eomtorary accounts reflected the

existence of some local scepticism of heritageisour Gareth Gregory, the former

21 Big Pit Trust Ltd., Community Programme Applicatie Financial appraisal, 1983.
%2 Big Pit Trust Files, 1984.
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manager of the Big Pit heritage site, echoed tlom@mic motivation for the move to

heritage, but was more circumspect about its remepte wrote

There was no immediate prospect of replacing tiws® by attraction of large-
scale manufacturing industries to the area and mora unorthodox method of
job generation in the upper valleys had to be amrsid, however unpromising it
might have appeared to the local population atithe?
The promotion of tourism as a solution to the peablof decline in such a heavily
industrialised landscape (with very few existingrist attractions) undoubtedly seemed

curious to somelhe Economisteported this mood in 1985, stating:

When the Wales Tourist Board in 1978 put togethepoase of statutory
agencies and local authorities to establish anpedgent charitable trust to
develop and manage the Big Pit museum, hoots ghtau filled the valleys.
Turning it and other industrial "eyesores” intorisutraps was seen as a waste
of public money*
In the above extracihe Economistather humorously summed up what was a central
problem for heritagisation in Blaenavon: gettingople to appreciate the mine as a
heritage site rather than seeing it as just anadkeglict mine, an ‘industrial eyesore’.
This inevitably involved a shift in values whereimgtitutional heritage discourse was
extremely influential in constructing the valuetbg site as historically and culturally
significant. For heritagisation (and the associaegkneration plan) to be viable as a
strategy for the Valleys, it had to be underpinildcertain assumptions that the
cultural past that was being preserved and prederstderitage was valued, whether for
locals or tourists. So how was this heritage vatoestructed? How was a living
industry successfully historicised? And which ‘pagas being preserved and used to

regenerate the present?

4.2.2 Constructing ‘pastness’: Instant historicisatat Big Pit

In most of the official documentation relating teettransition to heritage, references to
preserving what we might call the cultural valuenohing are brief, sometimes almost
‘tacked on’ to economic arguments relating to regation. Perhaps this was inevitable,

given the need in the early 1980s for Big Pit tstify itself as economically viable in

23 G Gregory (Big Pit financial and commercial di@dt Evidence on Behalf of Big Pit for application
by British Coal Corporation re Opencast Propos&vat Du, 1991.
24 Wales: Divided They StandThe Economis™ February, 1985.
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order to ensure its survival. The Big Pit Trust dhe various stakeholders in the site
were bound up in an economic mentality; at the nizstic level, the heritage site
needed to survive financially, and this priorityery obviously reflected in the Trust’s

records>

There were some (albeit fleeting) references to Bils heritage value in the Wales
Tourist Board’s original proposai. Lord Parry, the chairman of the Tourist Board
referred to ‘the intrinsic historical appeal of BRit" and ‘its close proximity to other
sites of industrial heritage significance’, but didt elaborate on these phra$es.
Curiously, this was the document which outlined shepe and purpose of the move to
heritage but references to the site’s historicghificance were few and far between.
The report went on to stress the ‘heritage advastagf the site, but only two
paragraphs were dedicated to explaining the smamfie of preserving Big Pit as a
heritage site (in notably vague terms). Where tleetdge value of the site was
discussed, the report fixed this ‘intrinsic historguality in its nineteenth century

origins:

Big Pit or, as it is officially termed, the Blaermav Mine, is one of the oldest
shaft mines in South Wales. It was sunk in 186@hoalgh its workings
incorporated galleries going back fifty years beftrat time?

By emphasising Big Pit's longevity, the WTB docurhefixed the historical
significance of the site in the distant past. Imdacso, heritage discourse constructed a
divide between mining ‘as it was then’ and people/ed experience. Rather than
engaging with mining as a present phenomenon, & eanfined to the past, which
could then be summoned as a cultural and econoesiource, as heritage, in the
present. Blaenavon was mooted as both a potenGateivay’ and ‘Tourism
Development Area’ for drawing visitors to Wafedn this vein, planners were clearly
orienting to the future, mainly focused on the ewuit potential of the heritage site and
its ability to boost the Valleys as a tourist degtion. The historic value or appeal of the

site seemed to be taken for granted as the rawriadafer heritage tourism. This

% Big Pit Trust files 1983-5.

%5 Wales Tourist Board Stud§he Tourist Potential of the Big Pit979.
?"Wales Tourist Board Stud¥he Tourist Potential of the Big P979, p. 3.
8 The Tourist Potential of the Big Pjt. 3.

*The Tourist Potential of the Big Pji, 1.
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approach continued throughout the WTB’s planningutieents and public statements.

For example, as the conversion of the site wasi¢gjiace, it was proposed that:

In the coming months Big Pit will gradually becomee of the world’s major
monuments to the coal and iron industry, and weljib to attract hundreds of
thousands of visitors to provide some economieféb an area badly affected
by the decline in its traditional industri&s.
Here the regeneration discourse ‘monumentalised’ maning, implying loss, pastness
and the need to commemorate. But the site’s regéwerfunction was never far from
focus. It was perhaps simplistically assumed tlaitdgisation and regeneration were
complementary strategies. As the WTB would havehétitage simultaneously (and
unproblematically) preserved a valued past anddaasean economic resource for the

present.

A similar sentiment was expressed by the Big RutsTrthe charitable trust put in place
to oversee the site. They also promoted a cle&rdetween presenting Blaenavon's
past to visitors and a programme of improvemerthéarea. They suggested in 1983

that the transformation of the mine

represents the existing and potential importancénterpreting the physical,
historical and social environment to visitors te threa and in using visitor
revenues to improve the physical and social enunemt for the lasting benefit
of the area’s resident.
Along with the above examples, these broad claimesiathe historical significance and
the regenerative functions of Big Pit were oftegua (perhaps deliberately so), making
it difficult to get inside what these terms mighéam in practice. It was acknowledged
that local residents needed their ‘physical andas@mnvironment’ to be improved but
less apparent how heritage would play out in comtiasnwho were still living with the
impact of the mine closures. After all, in its nese as a visitor attraction, Big Pit was
heritagising the story of mining in Blaenavon, whiwas simply a continuing (if more
challenging) way of life for many residents. Inemse it washeir lived experience that

was being preserved as heritage.

The Tourist Potentialdocument went on: ‘Above all Big Pit has succeeded

preserving a vital aspect of the Welsh story otdal mines and of the men and women

%9 Wales Tourist Board Annual Report, Cardiff 198134.
%1 Big Pit Trust files 1983.
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who worked in them through long years of toil arghger’®* Here the WTB was
clearly constructing a large-scale heritage nareativhere mining heritage was defined
as being central to the ‘Welsh story’. The focusaogrand’ narrative detached Big Pit
from its own local context and promoted a much bHevaview of its value as a
representative symbol of Welsh mining (an elemérhe discourse which was readily
adopted in later promotional texts). In the abox&aet, there was also an implicit
appreciation that preserving Big Pit would servmsaort of commemorative function
for the industry and its communities, even if tigs not the central consideration. This
is a common trend in accounts of Big Pit’s transitto heritage; Big Pit was telling a
human story of considerable consequence for thdendfoWales and memorialising a
way of life lived in the communities of the Southal&s Coalfield. However, it was
never made clear exactly which ‘community’ Big Res supposedly representing, past

or present.

There were a number of challenges to the way irthvheritagisation was couched. For
example, when British Coal disbanded as a resulth@fCoal Industry Act in 1994, it
had the knock-on effect of almost making Big Riificially unviable as a heritage site.
Somewhat ironically, it was in Big Pit’s interest fcoal mining in Wales to continue. In
the 1990s, although it was functioning as a heeitage, Bit Pit still technically had
working mine status and was reliant on the Natiocbahl Board (and subsequently
British Coal) to provide technical support suchsasseying and safety testing the mine
shaft and winding gear. As the industry saw a beoakcline, it became more difficult
(and increasingly expensive) to have these rouimexks carried out once the industry
had been privatisetf. While mining was in one sense being consignedhe past
through its representation as heritage, the cadlagsthe industry was threatening the
survival of the heritage site in financial term$eTheritage site was subject to some of
the same financial and political rigours as thal’reoal extracting systems themselves,
and indeed it remained part of those systems tmrafisant extend. At what stage
mining in South Wales became repositioned as lygrjtaather than being a lived reality

for the population of the Valleys, is therefore hdly clear.

%2 The Tourist Potential of the Big Pit.
% Interview with Peter Walker, Big Pit Coal Miningudeum manager; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6
June, 2011.
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In summary, when Big Pit closed in 1980, the faeit there was an ongoing political
struggle to save the mining industry meant thatetlveas value in constructing a much
older heritage for mining in Wales. Institutionateburses focused on preserving the
distant past, fixing mining and its cultural impactan unspecified past which could
then be summoned up as a cultural and economianasable to be brought to bear on
and to be consumed in the present. By glossing dker potentially negative
contemporary experience of mining communities Ilfatgoint of transition to heritage)
and imposing a particular version of ‘pastnessteptal conflict could be avoided and

Big Pit could more effectively be promoted as athge destination for tourists.

4.2.3 Heritagisation adopted: Recent institutiodacourses at Big Pit

Looking beyond the process of transition itselisitlear that the heritage value of Big
Pit which was constructed in the late 1970s andy eH®80s has continued to be
influential. Broadly speaking, by the 1990s, the svas operating in a rather different
context in terms of the state of the mining indpsks we saw earlier, when Big Pit
first opened as a heritage attraction the minirystry was still a significant presence
in Wales, albeit in the shadow of economic uncetyaand an ongoing political dispute.
In 1990, however, only four pits remained, provgliewer than two thousand jobs. As
mining progressively shifted from being a livinglirstry to a bygone one, it is likely
that it took on a more ‘historic’ quality in publmonsciousness (ostensibly needing to
be ‘saved’), akin to the heritage values which wartally imposed by the WTB. Big
Pit could then legitimately claim to be a memotialan old industry rather than a

window into an operational one.

With this, heritage discourse became more prevabeiite way the site promoted itself.
Big Pit played a significant role in the applicatito UNESCO for World Heritage Site
status, which drew on both the historic preservadio and regenerative heritage
discourses. The application both hailed the roléneritage in the regeneration of the
area and heavily promoted its value as a cultwsaéta Importantly, in the application
for World Heritage Site status in 2000, the sanwtdge narrative was adopted as had
been stressed in the initial transition to heritagke application was based on the
premise that the Blaenavon area as a whole (ingudhe town and ironworks)
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convincingly represented the social and culturgdaoct of industry in the south Wales

Valleys. The nomination document claimed:

Its landscape represents powerfully a particugesiof human development, the
large scale industrialisation of the late eightbesmid early nineteenth century,
the human achievements and sufferings of that geaad the cultural values
which were developed as communities evolved.

Again, the longevity of Blaenavon’'s industrial sttures was stressed, with the
eighteenth and nineteenth century experience facupen. The application drew on
‘that period’ and its enduring economic and cultuegacy in a very detached sense.
This was not evoking a living history which stilhfiuenced people in these

communities, this was a detached past, a ‘foreigontty’ which needed to be

preserved and visited.

Of course, it was the physical environment that vdae designated as having World
Heritage status, but the link between Blaenavorésenmal structures (such as Big Pit)
and their relevance to the social and culturaloniss of the community was crucial to
the award. In this sense, the heritage narratigesed squarely on achievement and the

positive legacy of the mining industry in Wales eTdpplication claimed:

Few settlements in south Wales provide as muchlibngvidence of the culture
and social life of the region as the town of Blasra Within its region
Blaenavon retains the most complete range of palysieidence of the social
and economic structures created by large-scalesiridlisation, and provides an
unparalleled opportunity to understand the histébriand geographical inter-
relationship of all its feature’.

This sort of language was also extended to poplitmourse relating to the WHS bid.
Press coverage praised the bid on the groundsthigatwas a human story which

extended beyond its material landscape. For exampiTimesvrote in 1999:

Several other British areas are also being corsidas World Heritage Sites -
the New Forest for instance, Shakespeare's Sulatfdr have their merits. All

preserve some unspoiled portion of a landscapeulture. But the Blaenavon
site with its outmoded machinery and its stretctcaral, its relics of a horse
drawn railway and battered warehouses, presengiadalively human phase of
Britain's history. This Monmouthshire site speaksnauch of the people who

% Blaenavon Industrial Landscape Nomination Docupsuttmitted to UNESCO for World Heritage
Site application, submitted®December 2000, p. 16.

% David LowenthalThe Past Is a Foreign CountfZambridge University Press, 1999).

% Blaenavon Industrial Landscape Nomination Docuputimitted to UNESCO for World Heritage
Site application, submittedDecember 2000, p. 10.
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once lived there as it does of the place itselfsimalild be treasured all the more

highly for that®’
For The Timesheritage status evidently hinged on ‘relics’, ‘oottled machinery’, and
of course the ‘people who once lived there’. Thigsegs were all part of the detached
past which heritage discourse had constructed ygaxgously. There was no sense that
mining communities did (and do) still exist. Thesfhctively human phase of history’
had supposedly lapsed at some unspecified potheipast. When the local community
was mentioned, the WHS literature focused on tle meritage had played (or rather
was assumed to have played) in the regeneratiaimeotown. For example, it was

suggested that:

Economic and social decline has meant that muc¢heofabric of the town is in
need of investment, but the development of new stréks, the opening of Bit
Pit as a Mining Museum in 1983 and the conservatioBlaenavon Ironworks
have contributed to economic regeneration. The t@md the surrounding
landscape have survived little altered to represeatstory of their past. The
recently formed Blaenavon Partnership is implenmgntia Heritage and
Regeneration Strategy which will both conserve Hhistoric assets of the
Blaenavon Industrial Landscape and contribute ccdntinued economic and
social revivaf®®

In referring to ‘their past’, this was a rare aitrsto the fact that the heritage being
preserved might belong to the residents of Blaenavioo lived through mining and its
decline. However, this was muted by the resurgeoicghe heritage-regeneration

strategy, lauding its impact on Blaenavon’'s soméwlmauantifiable ‘social revival’,

for which The Time®ffered no evidence.

When WHS status was awarded, UNESCO reported tla@nBvon matched two of its

criteria for WHS inscription:

Criterion iii - The Blaenavon landscape constiuae exceptional illustration in
material form of the social and economic structfr&9th century industry.
Criterion iv - The components of the Blaenavonustdal landscape together
make up an outstanding and remarkably complete pbeanf a 19th century
industrial landscap®.

This language very much reflects the heritage vailemed in the application

documents, focusing on the much older structuradpmmnents of Blaenavon’s history.

37 ‘Mine of Information’, The Times6 April, 1999.

% Blaenavon Industrial Landscape Nomination Docuputimitted to UNESCO for World Heritage
Site application, submitted2December 2000, p. 46.

%9 UNESCO World Heritage Site Lighftp://whc.unesco.org/en/list/984ccessed 10/12/2010.
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As a result the World Heritage Site froze Blaenawasna ‘complete example of a
nineteenth century landscape’, despite the fatBIltaPit was a relatively modern mine
which was operational until the late 1970s. Ag#e, large-scale heritage narrative was
readily adopted in public discourse. Offering ‘cdatpness’ as a criterion also reflects a
greater concern with scientific objective approache preservation, which notably
lacks moral reflexivity about the present. The amu@ment of World Heritage status
achieved a substantial amount of press coveragehich Big Pit was celebrated and

likened to famous global landmarkshe Mirror wrote:

It is a magnificent present for us all. This shawat the world's most famous
places don't have to be made of marble. The TajaWaias basically the work
of one architect. Blaenavon and the area arouisdlie creation of thousands of
people who helped to forge a new wofid.
It was seen that the award certainly endowed tle with a broader symbolic
importance, putting Big Pit on the map and likenibhgo other global landmarks.
Blaenavon’s inclusion on the World Heritage listswaarticularly noteworthy, as an
industrial site may have seemed an unlikely candiftadr nomination in some ways. Of
course, this needs to be contextualised within depamoves recognising the
importance of industrial heritage nationwide, bifg Bit was also recognised of being
symbolic of a specific sort of Welsh heritage whighs considered to be nationally-
defining. Peter Walker, the mine manager, was gqLot&he Timesaying:

Wales probably has more castles per square miteahg country in Europe and
we have thought of them as our history. We've mgghrour industrial past
almost as something to be ashamed of. Yet the indusge changed the
landscape of Wales more than all the castles pether**
Walker’'s quote echoed the pattern of knitting BEem'’s past into a broader history of
industrialisation, the legacy of which had a natiioand international significance. The
notion that mining ‘changed the landscape of Walesnt to the heart of why mining
heritage was being preserved, but also which gdpef@tets of the story were being
highlighted. Heritage in these terms was about esg;cthe positive impact of the
mining industry on the national picture. Heritagaswelling the story of how the distant
past shaped the present in particularly abstraotsterather than engaging with the

much more nuanced picture of local experience.

40pjt's a World Wonder: A Soul Made of Iron BlaemavNow a Global AttractionThe Mirror, 1%
December, 2000.
“1 peter Walker, quoted ifhe Times] December, 2000.
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This pattern continues to be evident in the curneatketing of the site. Big Pit is now
promoted as a ‘living, breathing reminder of thalaadustry in Wales and the people
and society it created® Although Big Pit stresses the ‘living’ nature @$ iheritage
experience and foregrounds its associated ‘peopte society’, a similar sense of
pastness is created, implying that mining societybygone and we need to be
‘reminded’ of it. As such, the museum is still keerstress its role as a memorial to the
mining past and the way it shaped social experigncéhe South Wales Valleys,
fundamentally altering the Welsh cultural and ecoimlandscape during the period of
industrialisatiorf® This sort of heritage discourse is extremely pi&vavhen assessing
the current ways in which the site markets itsethito visitors and funding bodies. Big
Pit's self-image is constructed in these terms,scmusly focussing on the site as a
cultural asset and educational resource, allowisigovs to learn about and experience a
‘historic’ industry and preserving a way of life igh has now become part of Wales’
distant past.

From the above examples, we can see clearly havtuitisnal discourses constructed a
very specific set of values around mining heritagfe Big Pit. The process of
heritagisation at Big Pit was characterised byop-tiown’, rather pragmatic approach,
with a discourse of ‘regeneration’ emanating fréva major stakeholders (primarily the
WTB and local government bodies). This was notcallinitiative driven by a desire to
preserve Big Pit's past as heritage, it resultemnfra pre-existing idea to create a
heritage attraction in the South Wales Valleys,ckfound its outlet at Big Pit almost
by chance. ‘Regeneration’ and ‘community’ were batistrumental concepts in
institutional discourses, but their application wague and seemingly rather detached
from the local population at the time. Ideologigadit least, it was assumed that as a
‘historic’ cultural asset, the site could fulfil@mmemorative function, standing as a
memorial to the mining past and operating as am@oac and educational resource. In
planning rhetoric, heritage could unproblematicaffyeserve and remember the
industrial past as well as (in local and specifespects) performing regenerative

economic and social functions in the present.

“2 http://www.museumwales.ac.uk/en/bigpit/aboatcessed 5/1/2011.
43 As Gwyn Alf Williams and others have noted. Seey@v. Williams, When Was Wales: A History of
the Welsh
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4.3 Heritagisation at Geevor

The process of heritagisation at Geevor was egsallit. As we saw in Chapter 3, the
mine actually operated a tourist attraction duritsgfinal years of tin extraction. It
finally closed as a working mine in 1991 and reauktwo years later as a heritage site.
In contrast to Big Pit, however, at Geevor, heigatjon was couched as a much more
‘local’ initiative. The process was driven by a dhggoup of archaeologists and some
ex-miners and as we will see, notions of ‘commundperated as the organising
principle for these heritage planners. As suchrethveas not such an insider/outsider

divide as there had been at Big Pit.

However, although it was not necessarily an extemtgrvention which imposed
heritage tourism, heritagisation in Pendeen wdk astprocess which provoked some
controversy. In fact, twenty years on from the Edesure of the working mine, the role
and purpose of the site is still debated and ctedewithin the community. The rapid
development of the heritage initiative at a timeewlthe devastating impact of the mine
closure was still extremely apparent in St Just &sthdeen generated significant
tension. As | will argue, heritagisation involvedsianilar shift in values as at Big Pit,

despite the different ways in which the transitiomeritage was justified.

4.3.1 Mine or museum? Early heritagisation at Geevo

In Cornwall, mining was already ‘historicised’, aa large proportion of

deindustrialisation had taken place in the nindteand early twentieth centuries (much
earlier than in Wales). Geevor was one of a fewigimg mines in an area surrounded
by much older mining relics, and an already exgstiourism culture (as argued in
Chapter 3). In this context, the move to heritagela be considered to be a natural
progression to regenerate Pendeen after Geevoclosed. However, as we will see,
this was by no means a simple transition, partibukar local residents. In a way, this
different context to the south Wales Valleys hadimpact on the way the mine

undertook the process of heritagisation.
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As we saw earlier, even when Geevor was miningntithe 1980s, it was operating a
relatively successful tourist attraction at the wpthe site. The introduction of the

museum section provoked a contest over the rol¢hefsite which in many ways

endured throughout the following ten years of tlamdition to heritage. Was Geevor a
working mine or a heritage tourism attraction? @atibe both?

The early tourist provision was maintained as a walringing money into the mine
while it reopened. As such, the museum was veryhnauside project indulging existing
tourist curiosity, representing the older historfy tbe mining district, rather than
amounting to an acceptance that heritage wouldhbentine’s only futuré? Geoff

Treseder, a former Geevor miner, recalled the oweoi the tourist amenity area in this
way. He claimed ‘really, it was a bit of useful RRich didn’'t actually cost the mine
anything. It was never seen as a major employisétf.”** In the early 1980s, then, the
priority was bringing money into Geevor in orderkeep it alive as a working mine
rather than preparing the site as a heritage @itracEdward Nassar (the new mine
owner) stated ‘my priority is simply to keep thenmgus working’, and he saw the

underground tour as ‘quite an attraction while wergot mining™*®

Geevor's staff were actively debating whether titewould have a future as a working
mine or whether it should be heritagised. For eXameferring to the role of the tourist
amenity, Keith Wallis (then president of Geevor)Raid ‘any chance of staying alive
and not becoming an historic relic on the Cornisastline must be a plu&’’Although
Geevor was surrounded by remnants of eighteenth randteenth century mine
workings scattered across the Cornish landscapea# clear that there was some
resistance to Geevor being historicised in the samag. Being surrounded by the
mining past worked as an incentive to avoid heis&gn in some ways. Wallis, at
least, wanted to see Geevor keep working ratherlteaoming a relic. This debate also

fed into public discours@.he Western Morning Newsported in 1986:

At the entrance to Geevor, prospering up to onfigva months ago, is a mining
museum. The people of this rugged part of West @alinare worried that the

4 Cyril Noall, Geevor(Geevor Tin Mines, 1983).

5 G Treseder, quoted iFhe Peninsula Voice 993.

“8 E Nassar, quoted Western Morning New42 June 1986.
47K Wallis, quoted inWestern Morning New42" June 1986.
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whole of the mine will soon be a monument to thetpastead of a thriving

work-place with a futuré®
Again, we see a tension between monumentalisingr@ess part of ‘the past’ and
maintaining its present role as a working mine. rEaé this point, Geevor’s role and
significance was changing, which was particularirtipent for the miners whose
livelihoods depended on the fate of the mine. ®nApril 1986, following another of
the mine’s temporary closure3he Sunday Telegrappublished a special report
describing the scene at Geevor as the men worladd Iist shifts. The author of the
report somewhat prophetically wrote, ‘The minersGatevor thought the media men,
nosing in, were like vultures. Perhaps they weghtriShould people become museum
pieces?*® This would become an extremely controversial darsin Pendeen as
Geevor made the transition from working mine tatage site. The above extracts point
to there being a much closer awareness of the shiftalues associated with the
possible heritagisation at Geevor and, indeed, tthexe was a clear resistance to this

process.

4.3.2 Motives for heritagisation at Geevor: herigaigr ‘the community’?

When the mine finally closed in 1993, among certtiekeholders, a clearly defined
preservationist discourse emerged as the jusidicator converting Geevor to a
heritage site. It was frequently asserted thathiiitage site was a way of preserving
Geevor which was too valuable to the (so-calledal@ommunity to simply be lost. For
some, there was a sense that if the working minddcoot be saved, the heritage site
would be the ‘next best thing’. County Councillashé Daniel identified with this,
claiming in 1993 that ‘the council is, at leaslyig to salvage something from an
awfully sad situation® In this sense, there seemed to be a much closggement
with the sense of loss among local residents aacthuments for and against heritage
mobilised around these issues rather than assurthag heritage was an all-
encompassing solution (in the manner of the Walmsi$t Board in the South Wales
Valleys). But was heritagising Geevor as ‘the raedt thing’ based on economics (the
promise of jobs and tourist income) or the desiredtain some sort of physical or

emotional connection with Geevor?

8 \Western Morning Newspril, 5™ April 1986.
9P Barker, ‘Tarnished World of the Tin Mehe Sunday Telegrap5,April 1986.
* J Daniel, quoted ifthe Peninsula Voicd,993.

128



It was thought that preserving Geevor would perl@apside some sense of continuity,
a theme which was adopted by County archaeologiis instigated the heritage
initiative. Geevor was identified as an importaite svhich it was necessary to preserve
as an example of Cornish mining history. Adam Séafan archaeologist for the
Cornwall Archaeology Unit involved with preservi@@eevor) recalled his own role in
lobbying the County Council to preserve Geevor meeent interview with the author.
He recounted the way in which he and a fellow agolagist involved in the project
saw the value of preserving Geevor as a ‘onewffich was more or less intact.

Sharpe described the process as follows:

It was entirely driven by myself, Nick and a couglk others, you know, a
couple of other people in the Council who we'd peded. Plus Bob Orchard
who had been the interim mine manager at the eral wds very keen to see
what, if something, could be done.... You've gotémember that when Geevor
closed, not only did a lot of people lose theirgdiut a lot had to emigrate to
find work and, you know, instead of being the pipie employer in the area,
this was just an eyesore, a reminder that thingsheeen really good and there
wasn't really much prospect of anything decent leajppy in the way of the
economy locally?
In the above extract, Sharpe challenges the ndhiabh Geevor was a strictly ‘local’
initiative. He claims the move to save the site Waagtirely driven’ by the county
archaeologists, who, despite their sensitivitylte problematic experience of the mine
closure, inevitably brought a different perspectivepeople living in Pendeen itself.
Sharpe directly addresses the difficulty of presgnGeevor as a heritage site, noting
that for local people it was an ‘eyesore’ and anireer that things had been really
good’. Clearly, it was known that heritage could he a blanket solution to the social
and economic legacy of the mine closure, but Shatde saw heritagisation as

something positive, that ‘'something could be done’.

During the process of converting Geevor to a hgeitsite, Sharpe wrote a number of
reports stressing the heritage value of the sitehése documents, we see the much
more generic use of heritage discourse. In officlnnels at least, Geevor’s historic
value was emphasised in order to attract heritagding and to justify the preservation

of the site. In 1992, for example, one report state

* Interview with Adam Sharpe, Cornwall County arablagist, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 23 March
2011 (2-3 minutes).

%2 Interview with Adam Sharpe, Cornwall County arablagist, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 23 March
2011 (9-10 minutes).

129



Everyone agreed that Geevor was special. It has bHee last mine in west
Cornwall and unlike every other mine all its ma@mnwas still in place. Surely,
it was argued, such a unique part of the historthefcounty should not be torn
down and its assets cut up for scrap... When Geeapens at the beginning of
August, visitors will once again be able to expldnes unique and fascinating
site, guided by people who actually worked therd enthe autumn, the work
will begin afresh to ensure that this site contsitee explain the central place of
mining in the history of Cornwall for many yearscmme>*
Naturally, this sort of report would not foregroutin local debates over the role of the
site and the appropriateness of heritagisationnEeg it is interesting to note how the
institutional discourse drew on similar strategieghose identified at Big Pit in order to
construct a similar sense of ‘heritage value’ at¥&e. As this document stated, from an
archaeologist’'s perspective, Geevor’'s apparenguemness’ made it worth saving as a
representative of Cornwall’'s broader mining histdfgre we begin to see the way in
which the values associated with the site shifteds new role as a potential heritage
artefact. In these terms, Geevor was very muchgia@ornwall’s history; a part of the
past which needed to be preserved. Despite a muach heightened awareness of the
problematic impact of the mine closures in the l@saa, heritage discourse inevitably
followed similar patterns to those present at Big B order to promote the
preservation of Geevor, Sharpe and others neededtify its case as a historic site. As
such, Geevor was historicised and endowed with mbslic value as being

representative of the much longer history of minm@ornwall as a whole.

Even though Geevor was being historicised in thag,whose involved in the transition
were keen to stress that by establishing a herisitgeto tell the story of mining in
Pendeen, Geevor could actually counteract an egistiimplistic or romanticised view
of the broader mining past which surrounded it. theo Geevor report in 1994

described this aim, suggesting

Ruinous engine houses, derelict mine buildings swlaied chimneys are
everywhere visible on the skyline along this stieit coast from Cape Cornwall
to Pendeen. In their dereliction, however those ngawins have been

romanticised. The resulting folksy image of Cornmning presented to most
visitors to the county has done nothing for thé-esleem of local people, and
masks the history, the dangers and the complexafigke mining process and
the central part which it has played in the histofyhe area and its inhabitants
for so long. Geevor is intended to set the storgigit, and to displace those
simplistic myths by revealing the fascinating stofytin and copper mining in

%3 A Sharpe, ‘Geevor Mine’, Cornwall ArchaeologicatiUReport, 1992, p. 3.
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West Penwith — an endeavour which is being undentaks much for local
people as for visitord'

This statement suggests that Geevor was perceivednally as a response to an
existing romanticised popular construction of Caoaivas a mining region, focused on
the eighteenth and nineteenth century mining peléhing, in some respects, was
already a historic industry in Cornwall and plarmeeemed keen to make sure Geevor
was not ‘romanticised’ in the same way. Though s@aeies were evidently keen to
preserve Geevor as a heritage site, there wasit@ desvoid the negative associations
with tourism and commercialisation which had taldsce in other parts of Cornwall.
Again here, the explicit link is made with the veduof ‘local people’ which are
assumed to be at odds with the ‘folksy’ interpiietatof mining heritage sought by
visitors. Most contemporary arguments in favouthaf heritage site reflected this view
that Geevor’s local history was too valuable to@yrbe ‘lost’. This sentiment was

echoed by Bob Orchard, then mine manager, whodstate

Geevor is very, very special, and should not bgdtten. It had to be preserved
and restored...It should be a monument for PendadnSt Just. There was too
much blood, sweat and tears scattered around the amd underground for it to
be abandonetf.
Here we see the influence of having an ‘insiden’ tfiis case an ex-mine manager)
involved with planning the heritage site. Orchalebdy valued the social history of the
site, seemingly prioritising the preservation dadditions and memories; the ‘blood,
sweat and tears’ rather than the material or aaibgieal resources at the site. On the
surface, at least, Geevor was not focused on piagethe distant past, but on linking

the heritage site with the local community.

Similarly, the Trevithick Trust, the body who imlly managed Geevor as a heritage
site, also claimed to be focused on preserving Geav the interests of the local
community. They stated their objective as being ¢baserve the site as an educational
resource for the future and to operate it in a reanthat benefits the local
community.®® Despite the prominence of references to commuugtyefit, there is a
sense of ambiguity as to what constituted the ll@cemmunity’, a vagueness which

continues throughout much of the documentationtingato the heritage site.

% A Sharpe, ‘Geevor DLG Works', Cornwall Archaeoldgdpit, Cornwall County Council, 1994, p. 9.
*5Bob Orchard, quoted in ‘Re-birth of Geevor as aria Attraction’, The Cornishmar§ August, 1995.
*6 Geevor pamphlet (Trevithick Trustuide to the Geevor Experiend®97.
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Presumably if Geevor had some significance to Calinas a whole, there are different
levels at which the notion of ‘locality’ can opegan this context. In parallel with big
Pit, it is unclear whether the emphasis was ongpvasy Geevor as a ‘Cornish’ mine or
for a more geographically localised community; Westnwall, Penwith or the villages
of Pendeen and St Just. Beyond this, symbolicalyaging with the community might
not be enough to counteract the inherently complaxd problematic) nature of
heritagisation.

The Trust was an umbrella organisation which matiesgveral heritage sites across
Cornwall. Their mission was ‘identifying and integing the industrial heritage
contained within Cornwall and to preserve and marthg resources identifiedf.’In
promoting Geevor, it was stressed that ‘Mining rlike a thread through Cornwall’s
history and has shaped much of its landscape ankiri. Geevor is the real thing.
Here there are echoes of the Wales Tourist Boalwtoric, aggrandising the mining
past and focusing on the industry’s role as culysdefining. As was the case at Big
Pit, the story being preserved and promoted was afnguccess; the growth of an
industry which defined Cornwall in certain fundartedrmespects. But was this truly the
‘local’ story? Despite its focus on ‘community’ its promotional material, Geevor
was still memorialising the past ‘as it was therdther than representing the more

recent experience of ex-miners and local residents.

Generally speaking, the values associated withptheess of heritagisation at Geevor
were much less clearly defined than at Big Pit.héiligh there were elements of
standardised heritage discourse in official docusearchaeologists and ex-miners
explicitly tried to foster a sense of ‘local’ owsaip of the site and tie it to local people.
In this sense, the central disparity between liexgerience and its representation
through heritage narratives was to some extentaucleuged. However, this appeal
was not fully coherent in that it was not appamhich ‘community’ Geevor would be
benefiting, and how it would do so. Geevor's tréosi to heritage would not
necessarily prove a welcome initiative for localopke. In this way, the move to
heritage was still relatively detached from livegberience in Pendeen.

" Trevithick Trust, ‘Current Projects: A brief outé of proposals with HLF finding requirements’, 200
p.1.
*8 Geevor pamphlet (Trevithick Trustuide to the Geevor Experiend®97.
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4.3.3 Contemporary challenges to heritagisation

The process of creating a heritage display in thkenof the devastating effects of the
mine closure inevitably provoked mixed reaction®amlocal residents. Heritagisation
required a significant shift in values relatingth@ mining industry. Geevor, which had
previously defined a way of life for people in Pead and St Just was being
recontextualised and re-presented as a heritagetath. Lakin and Ross have alluded
to the fact that this was a problematic processame regards. They note that the

effects of deindustrialisation in the area werk Iséiing felt, suggesting that:

This phase in the life of Geevor saw many changkspf which altered the
construction of the institution’s identity. Thera@rsion of a working mine to a
heritage centre and museum proved to be difficjob losses lessened
participation by community members and increaseibseconomic problems.

Indeed, for some the move to heritage was repugemdrew Stone, an ex-miner,
epitomised this view writing inThe Peninsula Voicéa monthly magazine in West
Cornwall), he argued that heritage was a ‘dirty dvavhich was succeeding a ‘once
proud industry®® He claimed that ‘heritage [is] a word if mentionad St Just or
Pendeen, that is likely to provoke more spittingntimine dust ever did” Stone went
on to address the disparity between the heritafjgi@o and its perception within the

community:

So that's that. Geevor Mine has been saved; therlsute is in the ownership of
the county council, the scrap dealer has (provalgnhbeen sent packing and a
new museum is in place. Grant money has been wtmsmepressed area (with
the promise of more to come). Cornwall has a lgstmemorial to its
distinguished mining history and a handful of jdles been created locally.
Why, then, do so many of the natives view this braew dawn with, at best,
scepticism and, at worst, outright hostil{§?

In this extract, we see the case being made thédct, the transition to heritage was not
‘local’ in the sense that it had been describediiptsly. In these terms, the heritage
initiative was not simply accepted as being bermadfioy most ‘natives’ (presumably
residents of Pendeen). The benefits of the heritadiative were clearly contested

9B Lakin & C Ross, ‘Geevor in Care of the CommuBitpresented at SW Archaeology Conference
2009 (unpublished) p. 3.

%0 A Stone, ‘New Dirty Word Succeeds a Once Proudisty’, The Peninsula Voicd,993.

®1 A Stone, ‘New Dirty Word’The Peninsula Voicd,993.

62 A Stone, ‘New Dirty Word’ The Peninsula Voicd,993.
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within the local area, and opinion was not merely dividéxhg insider/outsider lines.
There was a significant gap between the way in wheritagisation had been sold ‘for
the community’ and the existence of ‘outright hiasti to the process. This would
suggest that, regardless of the way in which hgiggion is motivated, there is
something fundamentally difficult about represegtilived experience as heritage
alongside living memory. These tensions have nehlsolved over time. Seven years
after the opening of the heritage site, this refathip was still problematic, and there
was evidently still some animosity towards heritagen people who would rather see
Geevor as an operational mine. Mike Dougan, theermanager at the time, reported to
the Geevor Advisory Group in 2000 that the perceptf Geevor in the community

was still controversial. He claimed:

We try to cooperate with the local community butdeeseem to suffer from the
actions of various splinter groups. It is importémtunderstand that Geevor Plc
does not exist and that tin mining does not takecglany more at Geevor.
Geevor is an industrial heritage site and a museunin mining. Its current
primary role should not be in doubt. Partnershig aooperation are needed to
promote Geevor and move forward. Change is ineeitaind should be
recognised and accepted by anyone who wants tGaeeor succeedf.

The manager, here, points to the central probleth weritagisation. Dougan felt it
necessary to reiterate the fact that ‘mining dagstake place anymore at Geevor’ and
that it is now ‘an industrial heritage site and ew®s to mining’. This shows that the
‘current primary role’ of the site was still debatémplying that some found it difficult
to accept Geevor as a ‘historic’ site, rather ttta working mine which had been so
influential in their lives. In fact, by turning tderitage Geevor was being
reconceptualised in a way which for some would bese than seeing the site disappear
altogether. Heritagisation inevitably separated plast from the present which, for

some, was difficult to come to terms with.

4.3.4 Heritagisation ongoing: recent institutiordiscourses at Geevor

Despite its lukewarm reception in Pendeen, in thary since the Geevor opened as a
heritage site, institutional discourses have caomthto focus on the nature of the site as

a ‘community’ resource, rather than merely a tduaitraction. When the management

% Mine Manager's Report, Minutes of Geevor Advis@soup meeting, 8 December, 2000.
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contract for the site was renegotiated in 2000yiping ‘community benefit’ was top of
list of priorities for both the Trevithick Trust drPendeen Community Heritage. The
Geevor Advisory Group also expressed concerns thdhlrevithick Trust and felt that
they were not being kept sufficiently informed afigity at the sité* It was argued that
the Trevithick Trust had become over-stretcheegtims of resources and that it was not
sufficiently focused on Geevor. In an attempt ttaire the management contract for
Geevor, the Trevithick Trust prepared a revised agament plan for Geevor in 2000,
stressing its promotion of community values. Amariger agenda, this stated that it

aimed to

become the premier hard rock mining museum in Calipnvto reflect the
County’s desire to promote Cornish excellence, pestent and future, to fulfil
a role within the local community whilst respectitige prime business aim of
Geevor, and to make the site financially self Snstale®
Of course, in these statements the Trust also kdpat specific value related to the
mining past. The notion was to promote ‘Cornishedienice’, presumably focusing on
Cornish achievements on a national and global scaleer than representing a range of
local lived experience. As we saw with Big Pit, dbesorts of claims form part of a
broader discourse of national heroism, highlighting mining past as a cultural high
point in spite of its problems and hardships. l&snes to ‘fulfil a role within the local
community’ in this light seemed vague and ratheiacleed. Meanwhile, the County
Council and the Trust both recognised the needfdoge stronger links with the
community so that Geevor is seen to be its site imndhuseum and to increase the
number of community-based activities taking parttioa site.°® The decisive issue in
this case was the need to maintain locally-basedagement for Geevor (meaning
Pendeen-based in this case), highlighting the jpeaca of the ‘community’ agenda and
the dominance of a local preservationist discoassepposed to a more visitor-focused
tourism agenda or ideas about economic regeneré@endeen Community Heritage

identified their primary objective as

to manage, preserve, protect and interpret thengiheritage of Geevor mine,
and other mining sites in the Pendeen and St Jest for the benefit of the
people of Pendeen and St Just and the publicge3ar

%4 Minutes of Geevor Advisory Group meetind, Becember, 2000.

% Geevor Tin Mine, The Way Aheddiscussion document prepared by Cornwall Courayr@il in
conjunction with the Trevithick Trust, 2000, p. 1.

% Geevor Tin Mine, The Way Aheddiscussion document prepared by Cornwall Courtyr@il in
conjunction with the Trevithick Trust, 2000, p. 2.

®” pendeen Community Heritage, Annual Report of thestEes, 2006.

135



Other objectives included ‘educating the public wbh@ornwall’'s mining history’,
advancing education and skills in heritage presemand centrally the promotion of
charitable purposes within the community. Thiswas argued, reflected a broader
feeling among local residents. In 2001 a commuandgsultation was carried out Iin
Pendeen, which noted a sense of impatience amspgnédents who had hoped to see
‘real and lasting change at the sfté.In these terms, while PCH still stressed the
importance of Cornwall's broader mining history,eyhsaw their community as
particularly localised, promoting the value of Geevo the villages of St Just and
Pendeen specifically.

However, there were other forces at work which iotga on the way the heritage
narrative was constructed at Geevor. While Geevor&agement was increasingly
locally-focused, other institutions were taking tqua different approach away from
Geevor’'s gates. English Heritage and a number ghees put forward a bid for the
Cornwall and West Devon Mining Area to be considei@ World Heritage Status in
2000. Throughout this process, the value of Cormmshing heritage was couched in
much more generic terms. The application documenbanced, ‘The Site is being
nominated to UNESCO in recognition of this uniqoatcibution to the development of
the modern industrialised world, the enduring tetbgical and social consequence of
the exceptional survival of distinctive structuraad landforms® The narrative
adopted here was clearly one of large-scale sucedssreby mining in Devon and
Cornwall was considered to have been globally-grilial in its early development. As
was the case in Blaenavon, the much earlier robteiming heritage were stressed in
order to provide a more obvious sense of historiciedding credibility to the

application.

WHS status was awarded on the basis that Cornigniions had helped shape the
progress of the Industrial Revolution and that @@nish landscape was particularly
distinctive with its ‘characteristic engine housasl beam engines, as a technological
ensemble in a landscape’, which UNESCO claimedecefthe substantial contribution

the area made to the industrial revolution and &ive changes in mining practices

% Kinghurst Consultancy Groupaking the Most of Geevor — A Feasibility Stugport to the Cornwall
County Council, 2001.
% Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape: Worlditdge Site Management Plan 2005-2010, p.1.
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around the world™ Similarly, the UNESCO web site currently descrilties site as

follows:

Much of the landscape of Cornwall and West Devors wansformed in the
18th and early 19th centuries as a result of thergrowth of pioneering copper
and tin mining. Its deep underground mines, enginases, foundries, new
towns, smallholdings, ports and harbours, and tegillary industries together
reflect prolific innovation which, in the early I9tentury, enabled the region to
produce two-thirds of the world’s supply of copp€he substantial remains are
a testimony to the contribution Cornwall and Westvbnh made to the Industrial
Revolution in the rest of Britain and to the fundaral influence the area had
on the mining world at large. Cornish technologybedied in engines, engine
houses and mining equipment was exported aroundvtrl. Cornwall and
West Devon were the heartland from which mininditextogy rapidly spread.

Clearly, the Cornish World Heritage Site rhetoriglldws the same pattern as
Blaenavon’s. Eighteenth and nineteenth century ldpweents were again stressed,
giving a more obvious sense of historicism to therative. There was also a trend of
aggrandising the narrative; mining was ‘pioneeririgtolific’ and had a ‘fundamental
influence’. UNESCO recognised that preserving theimy past was important because
of its legacy in shaping structural, cultural arethnological development of the
modern world. These sorts of values were notabtgdied from the localised debates
about the impact of recent heritagisation in St dnd Pendeen.

Even so, since the Cornwall and West Devon siteeghWorld Heritage Status, this
more generic heritage discourse has spread intovdlyehe narrative of the mining past
is constructed at Geevor. Interpretation panetbeaisite have adopted the slogan ‘Our
mining culture shaped your worl&’In the new Hard Rock museum, visitors, are
encouraged to see Geevor in these much broades.t&@me panel claims ‘Cornish
mining is internationally significant: it contribed to the development of our modern
industrial society and the world as we know iislivalued alongside other global icons

such as the Taj Mahal and Stoneherdd&eevor itself is described as follows:

Geevor is a modern tine mine situated in an area hlas been mined for
thousands of years. It is made up of more thanif2€reint buildings and covers
around 68 acres. Geevor now operates as a minntgdeattraction, part of the
UNESCO Cornwall and West Devon World Heritage Sitethis museum you

O http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1GkZessed 20/05/2012.
"L http://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/1GkZessed 20/05/2012.
2 Geevor heritage site display panel.
3 Geevor heritage site display panel.
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can discover how the ore was mined undergroundvamat happened on the
surface. You can also find out what life was like those who worked hef&.

Through these texts we can clearly see the wayhictWUNESCO'’s grand industrial
heritage narrative is borrowed and re-used at GedVe ‘heritage value’ of the site is
now pinned to Cornwall’s much older mining histognd Geevor is promoted as a
‘modern mine’ in an area ‘that has been mined famusands of years’. Perhaps the
implication here is that the modern mine alone Wit justify heritage status. As for
local people’s experience, the extract above sugdhat at Geevor you can ‘find out
what life was like for those who worked here’, kihis seemed focused on people’s
roles in contributing to the ‘development of ourdem industrial society’, rather than
the more recent impact afeindustrialisation and its particular social and remmic
legacy. Indeed, romanticising Cornish mining (anee®r by association) as a ‘global
icon’ seems to run contrary to its stated aimseshdp preserved for the benefit of local
people. Whether or not Cornish mining did so cieaHape the modern world as these
assertions would have it, this sort of discoursepsistically glosses over lived
experience, actually not taking into account thenmey of the local community whom

Geevor's management was seemingly so keen to serve.

4.4 Conclusion: Constructing ‘the past’ at Geevor ad Big Pit

As we have seen, the turn to heritage was motivdiféerently at Geevor and Big Pit.
As such, subtly different brands of heritage dissetemerged at each site. At Big Pit,
the transition to heritage was ‘top-down’, with tNeales Tourist Board tirelessly
promoting heritage tourism as a means to regendhatesouth Wales Valleys. In
Geevor’s case, the more ‘bottom-up’ approach reduh a desire to preserve the mine
for both its archaeological value and the beneffithe community. Nonetheless, in
being recontextualised as heritage, both siteslvedothe re-framing of mining (and of
the mine sites) as ‘historic’ assets, which invdhgesignificant shift in values. To this
end, despite contextual differences, there werdairpatterns in the way institutional
discourses imposed a temporal framework which fixeshing in ‘the past’ and

separated it from lived experience in these comtiami

" Geevor heritage site display panel.
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At Big Pit, in order for heritagisation (and subsenqt regeneration) to be viable, a clear
line had to be drawn between the past and the mireEkre WTB'’s heritage discourse
oriented on the one hand to the distant past (piynthe wide-ranging impact of
nineteenth century industrialisation), and on ttleepohand, to the economic demands of
the present and future; regenerating to post-indlidBlaenavon via tourism. In the
process, living memory and lived experience wemssgd over. This trend was then
adopted in the way the site promoted itself, tohbasitors and funding bodies, and
continues to the present day. A large-scale heritagyrative was constructed which
emphasised the role of Blaenavon in the Indus®&eVolution which shaped Wales
economically and culturally. Above all, heritagisat fixed the story of mining in
Wales in the distant past. As a result, miningtage became a story of success which
needed to be remembered, rather than engagingitwithore recent history and the

lived experience of decline.

However effective the economic regeneration plars wareality, there was still a
disparity between the values constructed in thatin®nal discourses and the way in
which the decline of the industry was experiencBage extracts drawn upon in this
chapter suggest that the ‘loss’ associated withdiestrialisation was limited to jobs
and the economic landscape of the Valleys. Evennvthe needs of the community
were alluded to in heritage discourse, it was eithéerms of the romanticised past or
the economic demands of the present. There wasensesthat heritage planners
engaged substantially with the sensitive natureepiresenting lived experience as
heritage for those who were living with the realciab and economic legacy of
deindustrialisation. It was assumed that the calt@xperience of mining and its
associated communities had lapsed and that extéerdage planners could act to
‘regenerate’ what was left. In the act of pressgvor ‘remembering’ the past and
regenerating for the future, the present, for thisimunity, was being forgotten.

At Geevor, this sort of heritage discourse devedopauch later. Nonetheless,
heritagisation still involved the same processisfdmicising lived experience, resulting
in a clash of values in terms of what the role sigghificance of the site should be after
its closure. At first, institutional discourses stmicted a number of different notions of
heritage value. The archaeologists who initially@hted saving the site did recognise
the impact of the mine closures, but they weré fetdused on preserving the mine as a

‘unique’ example of Cornwall’'s mining history. Detp the prominence of
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‘community’ in institutional discourses, there ranmead a significant gap between the
way Geevor promoted itself and its impact for lopabple in St Just and Pendeen.
There was still the concern that Geevor would bexdjust another relic on the
coastline’ which so many people had feared. Assaltehow the ‘community’ agenda
played out was continually contested. AlthoughThevithick Trust had paid lip service
to the importance of ‘community’, there was no seaswhat this meant in practice or
how they would implement this agenda. This fractwees further highlighted by the
later adoption of a broad (but simplistic) heritag@rative of mining in Cornwall,
which was shaped by external values and fundingdage In spite of frequent claims
that mining heritage was being preserved for ldgoahefit, more recent rhetoric
constructed the value of the mining past in mudader terms, in line with UNESCO
World Heritage values (and those promoted at BiYy Eeevor was ostensibly being
preserved for ‘the community’, but the narrativeiethwas used to justify its heritage
value was still rather detached, somewhat romaeti;iand based on the success story
of Cornish mining. There was no sense that the maent local experience of decline

and loss would be represented.

Both cases illustrate the way in which heritagmatconstructs a disjunction between
the past and the present. Through its display agge, mining was frozen in ‘the past’
and identified as a cultural resource which nedddat preserved for present purposes.
Heritage (in these particular contexts) in many svpye-empted the intergenerational
shift from living memory to ‘history’. As argued i€@hapter 1, Nora and others have
assumed that memorialisation only comes into baihgn memory laps€s.However,

as has been shown here, when heritage representsdént past, there is inevitably a
much more complex process at work in the spacetwden present experience and its
representation as the past. These mining siteg Wwestantly historicised, heritage
discourse fixed mining firmly in the past - albaitusable past’ as a resource for the
present - making it possible to impose a heritagkiesr on the mining past which
showed little engagement with the nature of pegple’ed experience (or living
memory). Where heritage coexists with living memawyes are inevitably contested,
according to perceptions of real versus imaginestspariorities of heritage planners

were notably different at each site but in bothesaseritage discourse was driven by

5 Pierre Nora, ‘Between Memory and History: Les bidke Mémoire’ Representationsl 989, 7—24.
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funding priorities and assigned an intrinsic ‘higtbheritagised value to mining, which

would potentially conflict with living memory.
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Chapter 5

Heritage and Living Memory

5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter argued that heritage disceunsposed temporally-fixed heritage
narratives at Geevor and Big Pit. Heritagisation teadily assumed a break between
past and present which would potentially be incstesit with the experience of ex-
miners and other local people, for whom the minipgst (and subsequent
deindustrialisation) was still within living memaoryhis chapter attempts to deconstruct
the complex implications of representing the minipgst at Geevor and Big Pit,
establishing what happens when heritage and limagiory meet.

5.1.1 Heritage and memory

As we saw in Chapter 1, the way in which we chamsd the relationship between
heritage sites and memory depends largely upoiméenpretation of ‘memory’ itself. It

is widely accepted that memory functions at a numdke levels, and these are
articulated through a wide range of terminologye Ténsion between the multiple ways
memory operates (both at micro and macro levels)de®n the subject of a great deal
of research in oral history and memory studies.eReavork has focused on the
relationship between autobiographical memory (irtligl memory based on lived
experience) and public or cultural memory (wherenmoey is assumed to be ‘collective’
in some senses, rather than autobiographicafportantly, both are assumed to be
intimately related to the ways in which culturatiteges are preserved, embedded and
understood. Assuming that there are a number ardapf memory itself, there are
multiple ways in which memory interact with herigagHowever, as shown previously,
heritage literature often assumes an implicit ivith memory in a broad sense, but the

relationship between heritage diviing memory is somewhat under-researched.

! Maurice Halbwachgialbwachs/Coser: On Collective Memdgyniversity of Chicago Press, 1992); Jan
Assmann and John Czaplicka, ‘Collective Memory @udtural Identity’,New German Critiquel 995,
125-133.
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Thus far, memory and heritage have been linkedaiter abstract terms. Their
relationship is often bound with ideas about plaghich has long been considered
central to memory and the process of rememberitgchwhas been a key strand of
research since the supposed ‘memory boom’ in aciedscholarshig. Pierre Nora’s
idea of ‘lieux de memoire’ acknowledged that mem®are fundamentally linked to the
places in which they are produced and are hendedieertain social identiti€sin this
vein, heritage sites can claim to offer a sensenaferiality to memory. Shopes and
Hamilton, for example, suggest that heritage is@cially sanctioned institutionally
supported process pfoducingmemories that make certain versions of the pasliqu
and render others invisibl&.lt is often claimed that heritage sites ‘memosieli
‘commemorate’ and ‘remember’ the past, but thesegeare often taken for granted
with the somewhat simplistic assumption that hgatanherently has a public
mnemonic function for valued cultural pasts. Instimodel, museums and heritage
might be seen to ‘house’ or ‘produce’ memory inr@adl metaphorical send€urators
can then be memory ‘makers’ and visitors to museamd heritage sites can be

memory ‘consumers’.

5.1.2 Reasserting the value of individual memandseritage

These conceptualisations work on the premise tleaony is an abstract concept which
can operate at a ‘collective’ level; where heritageratives can be extremely influential
in the way societies value and ‘remember’ certaistp However, as we have seen, the
notion of collective memory itself has been corgdstOf course, we have to concede
that memories are embedded, remembered and tslacial contexts, perhaps meaning
that they never truly exist as ‘individual’. In atidn, as Halbwachs identified, there are
some contexts in which collective memories are npoexalent; where small family or
working groups construct similar memories basediered experiendeHowever, as
argued earlier, we need to resist a simplistic adopof collective memory which

2 Andreas Huyssefwilight Memories: Marking Time in a Culture of Aesia(Routledge, 1995).

P Nora, ‘Between Memory and History: Les Lieux\démoire’, Representation®6(Spring, 1989)

“ Oral History and Public Memoriegd. by Paula Hamilton and Linda Shopes (Templigdisity Press,
2008), p. 3.

® Susan A. Crandfluseums and Memof(ptanford University Press, 2000), p. 2; Hamiléowl Shopes, p.
3.

® For critique, see Anna Green, ‘Can Memory Be @tile?’, inThe Oxford handbook of oral histgry
ed. by Donald A. Ritchie (Oxford University Pre2610).
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extrapolates this theory to much bigger groups. @kistence of public or cultural
memories does not necessarily mean individualsremtiember the same events in the
same way, nor that they will attach a similar sesfsmeaningto those memories in the

broader context of their lives.

When heritage representations coexist with livingmmory, the relationship is more
complex. The broad-brush approach to heritage agdary outlined above leaves little
space for a sense of individual agency. Heritagisagas argued in Chapter 4, involves
the construction of generalised narratives in whibbre is often little space for
individual experience. There are undoubtedly a remdé ways in which individuals
remember, meaning that we have to take into accame degree of individual agency
in these recollections. As a result, we need t@weirthe binary between ‘individual’
and ‘collective’, and take a more nuanced viewoasaw autobiographical memory and
broader public or cultural memories interact. Imfuve can more specifically analyse

the ways in which heritagisation interacts withsthelifferent layers of memory.

Relatively few studies of heritage and memory ha@en concerned with the recent or
contemporary past, and hence with the role of gjvmemory. War memorials have
provided a few exceptions to this pattern, whickehheen notably controversial. For
example, a number of studies of memory noting pnemi contests over public war
memorials that have emerged in the United States {lee Vietham War Memorial in
Washington DC, the Enola Gay exhibition at the 8sahian’s National Air and Space
Museum)’ As such, public memorials have provided the bfsisome more detailed
investigations into the interaction between, on dhe hand, public representations of
the past and commemorative practices (though rextifsgally termed ‘heritage’) and,
on the other hand, individual memory. In his stafl\european Holocaust memorials,
James Young argues precisely that we should breakn dhe notion of collective

memory relating to public representations of thet pédoung writes:

| prefer to examine collected memory, the many rétec memories that are
gathered into common memorial spaces and assigoganon meaning. A

society’s memory, in this context, might be regdrds an aggregate collection
of its members many, often competing memoriesotieties remember, it is

" David Thelen, ‘History After the Enola Gay Contensy: An Introduction’The Journal of American
History, 82 (1995), 1029; Kristin Ann HasSarried to the Wall: American Memory and the Vieina
Veterans MemorialUniversity of California Press, 1998).
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only insofar as their institutions and rituals org®, shape, even inspire their

constituents’ memories.
Young importantly reasserts the value of individagéncy when it comes to memory
and remembrance. He suggests that while memopadpagate the illusion of common
memory’, ‘collective memory’ in its truest sensenpat exist, ‘for even though groups
share socially constructed assumptions and vahegsorganize memory into roughly
similar patterns, individuals cannot share anothenemory any more than they can
share another’s corteX.Indeed, as others have noted, individual memadtyhsts ‘a
will of its own’ and does not necessarily simplyigal with dominant historical
narratives:’ Autobiographical memory is particularly influeriti@hen an individual has
experienced events or ways of life which are nopresented as heritage, and this
perspective provides a starting point for the asialyn the remaining sections of this
chapter. Surely, where heritage representationsistogith living memory, we need to
understand the dialogue between the two; both dimgpof convergence and the points
of contestation.

5.1.3 Temporal frameworks of heritage and livingmoey

As argued in the previous chapter, heritagisatiopased a sense of ‘historicism’ which
effectively separated the past from the presenneStheorists have also assumed that
historical narratives and memory need to be disistged from each other. Nora, for
example, differentiated between memory and histarguing that ‘sites of memory’
only come in to being when memory no longer funid The implication here is that
where memory (meaning living or autobiographicalmoey) still exists, there is no
need for memorialisation, that everyday experierm@d memorialisation are
fundamentally different concerns. However, thisuasss that living memory and fixed
representations of the past (in any form) do notrlay. Given the wide-ranging
practices of preservation now being undertakenli(mat in Chapter 1), this is clearly
not the case. In fact, heritage institutions amFdasingly valuing the need to preserve

the more recent past, particularly in the casendustrial heritage. This means that

8 James Edward Younghe Texture of Memory: Holocaust Memorials and MeguiYale University
Press, 1993), p. xi.

° Young, p. 6.

2 bouwe Draaismawhy Life Speeds Up As You Get Older: How Memorp&h@ur Pas(Cambridge
University Press, 2012), p. 1.

! pierre Nora, ‘Between Memory and History: Les bidde Mémoire’ Representationsl 989, 7—24.
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many sites present the past which some individstilsremember in a direct sense.
And, as we have seen, given that the motives foitdggsation are inevitably more
complex, there is not always the neat transitiotween living memory and heritage

that Nora has implied.

More recent thought has contradicted this stristimction between the past and its role
in the present, or between memory and history. Relp§amuel, for example, claimed
memory ‘is dialectically related to historical thght, rather than being some kind of
negative other to it® Geoffrey Cubitt similarly defined the study of mem as ‘the
study of the means by which a conscious senseeopaist, as something meaningfully
connected to the present, is sustained and dewkloft@in human individuals and
human cultures:® Memory, in these terms, is both individual andtwnall, both past
and present. It can be shaped by social forces ¢aitdral representations such as
heritage) but it is also fundamentally individudil.relates to the past but relies on
meaningful (re)construction in the present. Indebd, historical study of memory has
essentially been concerned with the social dynaofitse past-present relationship, not
only asking ‘what happened then?’ but ‘why is thmportant now and to whom?’ In
this model, there is no clear distinction betweastmnd present, rather a continuous

flow of knowledge, memories and meaning.

This approach has been adopted by Bernard Ericedew$io proposed ‘historical
conscioushess’ as a framework which resists equakiistory’ and ‘the past'! He
wrote ‘It is crucial that we continue to examine ttlifferent ways in which people’s
pasts shape their ongoing lives — ways that vampnfone culture to another and from
one epoch to anothel>’Along these lines, Jensen advocated paying chtsention to
‘how interior (subjective) and exterior (physicaidabiological) modes of temporality
are related to each othéf.In other words, focusing on ‘objective’ sensesimie which
separate past and present is not enough to underdtee nature of historical
knowledge. Put simply, we cannot simply write abitwt past ‘as it was then’, we need
to understand how people conceive of vhkieanduseof particular pasts in their own
lives. These ideas are very much in the spiriteaent oral history research. Since the

12 Raphael SamueTheatres of MemorfVerso, 1994), p. x.

13 Geoffrey CubittHistory And MemoryManchester University Press, 2007), p. 9.
14 Jensen.

15 Jensen, p. 54.

18 Jensen, p. 52.
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‘cultural turn’ oral historians have increasingbctised on analysing the frameworks of
meaning which are central to our understandinghefdast. Perhaps most influentially,
Alessandro Portelli and Luisa Passerini separasgbued that the ‘problems’ or
‘inaccuracies’ of individual memory in fact enharama historical understanding rather
than being barriers to it. In these terms, we cagee the past as an isolated ‘foreign
country’, but something which is actively constedttand negotiated in the present.
Most importantly, oral history is a vital source fanalysing the way in which people
remember, recount and make meaning of the pasiirtdntext of their own lives and

experiences.

Though these scholars were critiquing the way inctwvlsome professional historians
viewed oral history in particular, a similar appcbacan be adopted when thinking about
heritage. As we saw in the previous chapter, hggitaroduced a relatively fixed
‘objective’ narrative about the past, separatirgyast and the present. On the contrary,
memory (in its various forms) is assumed to prowadeontinuous link between past,
present and future. This chapter attempts to miegelyg model the relationship between
heritage and living memory from the two case staidie doing so, the chapter draws on
oral history data from interviews with miners anddl residents who lived through the
period when the mines were operational in BlaenarahPendeel.Firstly, it analyses
the way in which living memory is used as part loé theritage ‘experience’; how
miners’ memories are harnessed and presented deednperformed) at the sites and
how they reflect on their roles as guides. Secqnidlyaddresses how mining is
remembered in the community, where memory challerged/or goes beyond the

heritage narrative.

5.2 Representing memory as heritage at Geevor anddgBPit

Autobiographical memory is, in fact, a central cwderistic of the way in which

heritage is presented at both Geevor and Big RithEsite offers an underground tour
guided by ex-miners in which the miner-guides tiedlir stories and recount memories
for visitors. The tours are very popular and featheavily in the tourist marketing in

both cases. Big Pit invites visitors to:

7 All oral history interviews were carried out byethuthor in 2010 and 2011.
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Go 300 feet underground with a real miner and skat Wfe was like for the

thousands of men who worked at the coal face... dsitvear the very same
equipment — helmet, cap lamp, belt, battery andf ‘sescuer’ — used by
miners*®

At Geevor, very similarly, marketing material sugge

The Geevor guides will take you around the workjrngfsaring their mining

experiences with you. Get coated up and keep yaut hats on as you go from

the 20" century mine down into the early days of miniig.
Unsurprisingly, the online promotional texts tendstress the material authenticities of
the two sites and the availability of experiencehenrguides as key elements of the
tourist offer. In both texts, emphasis is placedtlb@a value of hearing miners own
narratives first hand. Big Pit stresses the presesfca ‘real miner’ while Geevor
similarly focuses on guides ‘sharirtheir experiences’ with you. In this way, the
miners’ autobiographical memories are commodified aa marketable resource for
heritage tourism. Miners are effectively ‘insideasid, through telling their own stories,

they can provide specialised insight into miningtage.

As such, miner-guides are invaluable assets totageri sites which promote an
‘authentic’ experience of the mining past for vos#. However, when their memories
are told or performed as heritage, they are inbljtlamed in particular ways. From
brief examples above, we can see that the focos Misitors ‘experiencing’ the past,
learning ‘what life was like’ and in some ways maeting mining (wearing the same
‘gear’ such as hard hats, lamps and belts). Thias that miners’ narratives are still
temporally-fixed within the heritage frame, the u¢f which might be to limit and
shape the way in which miners ‘remember’ and tedirtstories in a heritage context (as

will be argued later).

For the purposes of this research, oral histogrurtws were carried out with a number
of miner-guides at both Geevor and Big #itThe focus of this section is not to
establish exactly how the miners carry out thairseand what is said to visitors, but the
way in which miners reflect on their roles as gsidad the implications their tour-
guiding roles have for the ways in which they rerhemand articulate their own
narratives of the past. In this sense, the mineg'atives operate at a number of levels.

'8 http://www.museumwales.ac.uk/en/biggiticessed 1/7/2012.
19 http://www.geevor.comaccessed 12/12/2012.
%0 See Chapter 3 section 4 for account of oral histezthods.
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In the interview data, miners show signs of movingand out of a fixed heritage
narrative (of the sort identified in Chapter 4) lawe also more reflexive about their
roles providing a more nuanced story of the legaicynining in these areas. As oral
historians have noted, memory is evoked and tdi@réntly in different contexts. In
this case, it can be expected that miner-guidek frgilne their narratives differently
when undertaking tours and during oral historymvigavs. These contextual differences
may reveal the ways in which the heritage frameesbavhat aspects of the mining past
are remembered and told to visitors in relatiorth® way in which miners remember

these experiences in the broader context of their loves.

5.2.1 Memory in the heritage frame

At both Geevor and Big, ex-miners and heritage stit#f showed a close awareness of
the value of the miners’ culturally authenticatimde in telling their stories to visitors.
Ceri, a Big Pit curator and ex-miner, describeddigmificance of the miners’ accounts
claiming ‘We are the coal industry. It's our stoWe tell our story?! Even in this short
utterance it is clear that miners’ memories cartdrgsidered to provide direct cultural
access to the mining past simply by virtue of time#@terial presence. He implies that the
miners own the historical narrative and that, belytmt, they physically embody the
traditions of mining (‘we are the coal industry’He goes on to describe the accounts
given by former miners as tour guides, implyingt ttmey provide a largely unmediated

story of mining history for visitors:

It's what the boys think. They’re not told to sayything. They're told not to
swear, not to be racist and not to be misogynistpart from that it's how they
saw it. They may not be able to give you a run-de@ivawvhat happened in the
Tonypandy riots but they can say what it felt likework at the coal seam.
They're not trained historians but they pick up ey need to know?
Ceri refutes implicit claims that guides might berfprming to a script, claiming that
their representations to visitors are true to theirefs and feelings (‘It's what the boys
think’). Though the miners are given freedom to tieéir stories as they wish, they are
still operating within the heritage narrative, fsowg on ‘what it felt like to work at the

coal seam’. There is also an implication that,actfthey need to learn elements of the

L Interview with Ceri Thompson, ex-miner and Big &itator, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June
2011 (6-7 minutes).

22 Interview with Ceri Thompson, ex-miner and Big &irator, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June
2011 (38-40 minutes).
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history to tell visitors (‘they pick up what theged to know’), suggesting that there is a
broader heritage narrative that the guides havengage with as well as sharing their
own experiences.

Interestingly, Ceri also distances ‘the boys’ fr@wademic history as a source of a
reliable historical account. The miners may not Wwnthe historical details of the
Tonypandy riots, but they can tell the culture frdmir own immediate experience. In
another interview, Peter, a Big Pit manager, ech©ed’'s assumptions. Peter, when
asked why Big Pit has been a success, responded:c¥uld simplify it, cut it down to
its bare bones and say it's a real coal mine,meaérs... That first person interpretation
Is important. They don'’t use “they”, they use “Fida“we”... They're not historians and
they’re not mining engineers, they have their owewg on things. What you get is the
real thing as it were?® Again, Peter focuses on the centrality of the msnearratives
in terms of attracting visitors and similarly cansts a binary distinction between
‘miners’ and ‘historians’. This proved to be a rgemt theme in Peter’s interview.

Later, he described the changing role of minereimgrng guides:

We discovered what were viewed as bolshie trogksiyily some people in
society who emerged from underground every couplears and played merry
hell with whatever government was in power at theet You actually find that

these people, certainly in terms of South Walesoat purpose-made for the
tourist industry. There’s always a bit of repartadaugh and a joke waiting to
pop out and that's the same with miners aroundwbdd...an authoritative

voice you're unlikely to challenge that becausgrailing quotes] ‘the historian

has told you’ but if you've got conflicting viewseimg expressed and the
extregse views being expressed, it seems to sagudtys OK for me to have a

view.

Peter’'s humorous characterisation of miners asstbeltroglodytes’ contrasts sharply
with his tongue-in-cheek reference to ‘what theidrian has told you’. Together, the
curator and the manager neatly invert the welldesdheritage critique popular among
historians — that heritage is ‘bad history’. Initheew, the miners tell the ‘real’ story of
the coal industry where their memories are centradur understanding of historical

knowledge. For Peter, the combination of the minefsaracter and their lived
experience makes them ‘purpose-made for the tandsistry’.

2 Interview with Peter Walker, Big Pit Coal Miningudeum manager; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6
June, 2011 (18-19 minutes).

4 Interview with Peter Walker, Big Pit Coal Miningudeum manager; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6
June, 2011 (14-15 minutes).
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At Geevor, similar value is placed on ex-miners’mmogies making up the heritage
narrative. Geevor already employs some youngereguitho were not previously
miners (due to the generational shift). Nonetheless the promotional text above
showed, the site still advertises tours which aa by ex-miners, stressing that first-
hand experience is seen as more valuable to \gsitsdam, Geevor’'s archaeologist

noted this when discussing the underground tour:

Its what they come for. They come to go down dleitdark hole
underground...But again, for me, it works best wthere’s a guide there taking
you round and saying ‘this is a bit smaller thae fitaces | used to work’ and
telling you a story about that and how many peasied to work here and how
hard it was, and that people were in the dark. Rethyen think ‘blimey, this is
where people came to work every morning, placestliks.?®
Adam refers to the somewhat curious nature of time ours as a visitor attraction. By
pointing to the fact that visitors come to walkand ‘a little dark hole underground’ he
hints that the space has a very different meamnggeing recontextualised as heritage;
what might be merely a ‘hole in the ground’ for &g is a heritage attraction for
visitors. At Geevor, due to the mine flooding afitsrclosure, the tour takes place in a
much older (probably 7century) section of the mine. Guides are then gggamith
making connections with modern mining, despite fiet that visitors are supposedly
‘experiencing’ a much older past. Adam claims thdiat makes this work is the
guides’ telling their own stories. He suggests twaen they can compare the mine
which visitors are walking around with their own nkimg conditions, the story comes
alive and makes a more ‘real’ social connectiomwisitors. In a sense, the fact that the
tour takes place in a very different environmenesimot matter, it is a vehicle for
guides to share their own memories. On the othed hide guides have to take on two
roles, telling the much earlier (more ‘historictpsy of mining as well as drawing on
their own memories. This brings us to the questibhow memory (and the stories told

based on memories) are shaped within a heritagexton

The above quotes recognise the centrality of theeral memories to the heritage
narrative, and the two become interchangeableannidty people talk about the stories
told at Geevor and Big Pit. This perspective, hasvedoes not take into account the
way in which the guides’ stories are moulded byhbkdtage context - by the existing

institutional narrative, by the material surrourgdirof the sites, and by the demands of

%5 Interview with Adam Sharpe, Cornwall County Archlist; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 22
March 2011 (45-47 minutes).
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their audience of tourists and heritage site visit®ral history interviews carried out
with miner-guides at Geevor and Bit Pit reveal itla@vareness of the value of their own
stories in the heritage context, but also a sefigheoway in which they frame their

narratives for visitors. John, a Big Pit guide, addsed the popularity of the

underground tours and why he thought visitors etheyn:

There’'s a couple of things, the banter and theohistWe can't tell them
everything but we can tell them how the conditiaras, the social conditions, a
bit of your own experience. In ten years’ time veeot going to have no miners
about. We're a dying breed. The tours will be maotifred because they’ve got
no experience like the rest of them have. It'll oiish from what we have
now2°
John isolates ‘the banter’ and ‘the history’ as tive key features of the underground
tours. In terms of ‘the history’, he echoes Pete€stiment (in his quote above) that the
miners ‘can’t tell them [the visitors] everythingdresumably meaning the ‘official
history, but that their own stories about the ast equally valuable. John effectively
equates ‘the history’ with ‘your own experiencehish he repeatedly emphasises as the
central historical narrative. John also stresseswvilue of their lived experience by
implicitly contrasting the miners’ stories with threanufactured’ tours that he says will
result from the absence of the ‘dying breed’ ofl neéners who can tell the ‘true’
history. By equating miners’ experience and ‘higtodohn historicises (or heritagises)
the miner-guides’ memories. He claims their taskoistell them how the conditions
was, a bit of your own experience’. This is perh#ps most important insight John
gives into the purpose of the tours. Miner-guidesiesively frame their narratives in
terms of what mining was like ‘then’, i.e. when thienes were working. The heritage
frame therefore results in freezing the miners’pesence’ in the past, rather than

extending it to the legacy of the mine closurethmpost-industrial era.

When carrying out their tours, the miners seemiriillance the demands of the past
and the present. Not only do they tell their s®rigf ‘how it was then’, they
simultaneously orient to visitor priorities in tipgesent which, in turn, shape the way
their memories are told in the heritage contexe $acond key element of the tours that
John identifies, ‘the banter’ among miners, suggdbht miner-guides are able to
perform (as well as to narrate) some of the autbgmactices of working miners. ‘The

banter’ is mentioned by a number of other minedgsiat Big Pit, including Dewi, who

% |Interview with John Williams, Big Pit miner-guidescorded by Bethan Coupland, 5 June 2011 (5-6
minutes).
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says ‘I think people [visitors] like that [hearimginers’ banter] as soon as they come
through the top of the pit there, put their helnwetsthey like the banter, the boys. They
like the banter of the boys, the atmosphere ofplaee.?” He again contrasts miners’
banter with the prospective tour commentaries of-miners as guides, who he says
‘won’t have been underground, it will be read offseript.?® Again then, we see
complex oppositions between guides telling stooi@sed on their memories and patrtial
acknowledgment of a performative element of the,totenting to visitor needs. John
and Dewi are both happy to acknowledge that bastan attractive design feature of
miner-guides’ performance to visitors (and to thatent it addresses the realities of

their own experience).

This sort of struggle between past and preserissevident in responses from Geevor
guides. Dennis, a Geevor miner-guide, describedwhg in which many people
perceived the guides to be ‘living in the past’this sense, he makes reference to the
rosy-eyed nostalgia critique of heritage, and hemseto accept the validity of that
critigue to some extent. But he then reframes lkisoant from the perspective of

visitors’ priorities:

Guys like myself, and there’s about six others hiea¢ were all here together at
one time, we still look back a bit, you know. | doknow if people, um, some
people here on this site don'’t - they think we linghe past too much but we're
relating to people at the moment. People who walk ihis shed and we can tell
them, you know, we can relate and tell them whateoperiences is, ‘cos that’s
what they want to know, that's what they're here e tell it as it was. We
hope it'll stay alive but again, you know, in a waye're the last of a line really
because some of us now are coming up for retireraedtthere’s no young
people that want to do this, you know? We're jdsdid that the history of it, the
actual nuts and bolts of mining is going to be kmshewhere. | think that's what
some of us are afraid of. This is a mine and that®t it should be. We're
afraid it'll turn into something you can look apyll just see something on a
wall or a screen. There are some places now osittéut, it's telling the right
tale. The underground side of it, that's what weifiaid of, that it'll be goné®

As in several other interviews Dennis construatsigers’ in-group (‘guys like myself’,
‘we were all here together’, ‘our experience’), kitg an ownership claim to the

narrative and stressing the culturally-authentigatiole of miner-guides. Just like John

%" Interview with Dewi Lloyd, Big Pit miner-guide; cerded by Bethan Coupland, 7 June 2011 (2-3
minutes).

%8 Interview with Dewi Lloyd, Big Pit miner-guide; cerded by Bethan Coupland, 7 June 2011 (5-6
minutes).

2 Interview with Dennis Way, Geevor miner-guide;aeted by Bethan Coupland, 22 March 2011 (12-
13 minutes).
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at Big Pit, who referred to the miner-guides aslyrg breed’, Dennis shows concern
for what will happen when the last of the ex-mine¥8res. He equates the memories
and experience of the miners with ‘the nuts andsbof mining’ and ‘the underground
side of it’, presumably meaning the stories, tiadg and techniques of working in the
mines. He implies that once the ex-miners are dtree history of it’ will be gone,
suggesting that the miners’ memories are synonymatissmining history. For Dennis,
visitors want to know what only miner-guides cafl. telowever, this is only one
specific narrative of the past; mining ‘as it waen’. This reinforces the sense that
miners’ stories are in a sense frozen in the masttaining a specific section of their
‘memories’ (those which are told as stories dutiogrs) within a heritage frame and
affirming the sense of a break between past andepte which was a fundamental

characteristic of heritagisation discourse.

At Geevor and Big Pit, miners’ autobiographical noeies are endorsed as ‘heritage’
and promoted as culturally-authentic historical ratives. In a similar process to
heritagisation, miner-guides’ narratives are fixethe past, telling stories about mining
‘as it was then’ rather than engaging with a broaderative linking the past and the
present. We might say that to an extent, guidesitatgy ‘live in the past’ when

performing their memories within a heritage context

5.2.2 Living memory or heritage narrative? Guidexflections on their roles

When miner-guides were asked specifically abouir ttedes, patterns emerged which
suggested a number of key points in terms of tkeioaship between living memory
and its commodification and performance at thethge sites. On the one hand, some
clearly felt that they were retaining a positivengection with their pasts, constructing
continuity between the past and present. On therpgome were more disillusioned
with their guiding work, suggesting that it was elgrperformative or ritualistic rather
than meaningfully connected to their living memsri@hrough their talk, the guides
negotiated the past-present relationship, with nmoster-guides showing signs of
moving in and out of heritage discourse. Some vesfen reluctant to discuss their
experience other than in the terms they describenglwnderground tours. As | will

argue, when oral histories moved away from inteveies’ experiences when the mines
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were operational, responses revealed a much mamgler relationship between

individual memory and heritage at the two sites.

Some miner-guides’ accounts clearly showed the vimyshich their own reflections
are shaped by an existing (institutional) heritagerative, illustrated in this exchange

between the interviewer and Bob, a Big Pit minedgu

Interviewer: What do you think mining means to this area?
Bob: Well all | can say to you, it was the biggest istly in Wales at one time. |
think the year is 1913 there was quarter of a amllminers working in south
Wales, 613 collieries. They're all gone now, evawér colliery has gone. I'd
still be a miner today now, had they not changeBut in a sense I'm glad that
my boys can’t follow in my footsteps. | know theyomld do and | mean that.
You just imagine now, that person’s ten feet awaynfyou and you can barely
make out one another’s lights because there’snthith dust in the air. That's
the way it was?
Even within the context of being asked about his1dife history (in the preceding
questions), when asked a more general questiont abioing, Bob clearly draws on
heritage discourse in his response. Assertions'isBkeas the biggest industry in south
Wales’ reflects the aggrandising language founthénpromotional texts for Big Pit we
saw in Chapter 4. His attempt to draw on a numbé&ats and figures implies that Bob
is re-using information which he has possibly learfor the purposes of telling visitors
(he says ‘I think the year is 1913’, as if he’s sate he is remembering the history
correctly). However, in the next utterance, he nsoweo a rather personal reflection on
the closure of the mines, ‘I'd still be a miner nbad they not changed it...but I'm glad
my boys can't follow in my footsteps’. Here, Bolfleets the love/hate relationship
with mining which was common to a number of intews. Even though he would
rather be mining coal, he would hate for his sendd the same. When he then justifies
this statement, he seems to revert back to toutegspeak, describing the harsh
conditions of working underground and encouragimg interviewer (as a stand-in for
visitors) to play along with him, ‘you just imagim®w...that person’s ten feet away...
you can barely make out one another’s lights’. Bolnal statement in this extract,
‘that’s just the way it was’ again echoes the waywhich the miner-guides outlined
their narratives above, telling visitors specifiorges about the past ‘as it was’ in a

temporally-fixed fashion. Despite the very differ@udience and demands of a one-on-

%0 Interview with Bob Harris, Big Pit miner-guide;o@rded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (2-3
minutes).
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one oral history interview, in this section of timerview, Bob sticks closely to the

heritage narrative which he is apparently comfdetadlling.

Later on in the interview, Bob showed much mordimghess to move away from the

embedded heritage narrative and reflect on hismenas a guide:

Interviewer: How do you find being a guide?

Bob: | do my work, shut my mouth and get on with its ia job. The novelty

soon wear off. If you mix it about a bit, you calate back to when you was in

the pit, things that went on in the pit. It doeteabut it is pretty much the same

thing>*
Again, Bob describes the aim of the tours as rdiilked; to tell stories about the past,
‘things that went on in the pit. Here, he suggesiat during tours his narrative is
somewhat formulaic, inevitably becoming repetitaweer time and he turns out to be
rather ambivalent about his guiding role in somgsyaeeing it as just a job rather than
attaching a sentimental value to retaining a cotimeto mining. This would imply that
guides actively control their narratives, tellingeatively fixed story each time they
give a tour. In this sense, miner-guides’ memoaiesframed in a very specific way in
the context of the heritage sites, rather thaménnuch freer context of the oral history
interview. Though based on their own autobiograghioemories, they tell specific

stories about the past which are aligned with tis&tutional priorities outlined above.

In a group interview with four miner-guides at BRgt (Simon, Andrew, Steve and
Dewi), a range of complex positions were articudatdere, the miner-guides discuss
how they came to work as guides and how it diffese their previous roles working

underground. As we will see, some clearly find niegnn being able to relate their
memories and experiences to others, some are gotaie circumspect

Interviewer: Can you tell me how you came here [to Big Pit]?

Simon: | come up here, it sounded like an interesting job like going back to

your roots a little bit but in a different way. tead of working down the mine
physically, you take people down around and expMiat you used to do down
the mine. That's the good thing about it, espegicttildren.

Interviewer: What do you mean by it's going back to the rootsybu?

Simon: Going underground, working in the mine, you kndi\s based on the
same system. You've got shafts, you've got a wingeu’'ve got an engine

3 Interview with Bob Harris, Big Pit miner-guide;o@rded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (1-2
minutes).

32 Big Pit miner-guides focus group, recorded by BetBaupland, 14 November 2011 (Recording 1, 1-5
minutes).
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takes you down, tunnels underground. Nothing hangbd that way as far as
underground is concerned.

Gareth: You've still got the camaraderie amongst the bogswell and
everything like that. Although we - a lot of us didmeet each other until we
started here you know what | mean, straight awayalv@ulled together you
know. It's absolutely brilliant, it's good isn’tt

Dewi: We've all worked outside the mine and come back tecause there’s
nothing out there really, nothing at all. You caeriten do or say anything
outside of this place. This place, we call eacleotbtten by the end of the day
but we get on you know.

Steve:But | think if we was all honest, if you was to amky of the boys here,
we’d all go back to a working mine tomorrow. [oth@gree]

Interviewer: Why is that?

Steve: The camaraderie. All the boys you worked with ugdeund were good
blokes, totally...l worked in a factory for a whileell most of us finished in the
pit and worked in factories, different environmeldnhderground, like we said,
you'd have a laugh, the banter, you know, goodaut times, you always had a
laugh about it. Totally different breed of men, Jaugot to have that mentality
underground otherwise you wouldn’t last five miraite

Dewi: It was hard work, we don’t miss the hard works H lot easier walking
around talking to people about it [laugher].

Steve:The job is a good job. | came here because attt@kithe day it was a 9
til 5 job and at the moment, touch wood, we havénal salary pension.
Whether that will alter with the government and tidha@oing on or whatever.
That was my main reason to come here, not to coaek bnto the pit
environment. When 1 finished in the pit that was #nd of it, | didn’t want
anything to do with it after. That's one of the seas | came here, the hours
suited me. I've been working shifts since | lefigol. At least it was 9 to 5 here
and final salary, that’'s what attracted me herd, lawpefully being a secure job,
especially with Blaenavon being a World Heritage Si

In this extract, we see quite different perspestibeing taken on the relationship
between the past and the present and the sigrekcahthe miners’ memories for the
heritage narrative. Simon and Gareth constructnaesef continuity between the past
and the present, pointing to the similarities betvéheir roles as miners and guides,
which helps them give meaning to their own preselgs. Simon describes guiding as
‘going back to the roots’, evoking the materiallitees of mining in technical terms

(‘shafts’, ‘winder’, ‘engine’, ‘tunnels undergroudas a way of highlighting the

similarities between his work in the past and hisspnt role. In a separate individual
interview, Simon went as far as to satill call myself a miner, yes. A miner with a
little bit of knowledge of how to present yoursesf people as welf? On a personal

level, Simon finds meaning in being able retainilentity as a ‘miner’ and sharing his

memories with visitors. For him, he is still worginn the same environment where

% Interview with Simon Barry, Big Pit miner-guidezaorded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (18-19
minutes).
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‘nothing has changed’, even though he concedesathatguide he is now doing things

‘in a different way’.

Similarly, for Gareth, the main characteristic bfstis the miner-guides maintaining
their occupational identities and their sense ohicwnity. Gareth claims that they still
have a sense of camaraderie and can interact adh ether in the same way as they
used to in the pit, (which Dewi then implies wolld unacceptable in other contexts).
Gareth uses ‘the boys’, the commonly used in-grefgrence referring to the miners as
a collective, suggesting that they constitute asupational community even though the
nature of their work is now fundamentally differeRbr Gareth and Simon, remaining
in the mining environment and maintaining its seokeollective experience seems to
help them make meaning of their own pasts whicly ttheem to be valuable in the
present. Framing the guides’ narratives as heritagécitly endows their stories with a
‘heritage value’ which is institutionally-recogndseln a very localised way (for some
guides), heritage provides a platform for theseviddal senses of continuity between
past and present, which allows individuals to ma&ase of their own life histories
within a broader narrative. However, we have to emtber that re-enacting or re-
creating elements of the mining experience withimedatage context inevitably shapes
which narratives are told. In the context of theithge sites, miners are performing
these interactions to an audience as well as mglat each other in these terms. As
such, these sorts of performances become part ef apppeal of the heritage

representation of mining.

Taking a very different line, Steve strongly implgi a break between the past and
present in the way he sees his guiding role. Desggeming to enjoy guiding, Steve
says ‘we’d all go back to a working mine tomorrowhich is endorsed by the other
miner-guides. In similar terms to Bob (mentioned\a), he implies that despite the
hazardous working conditions, he would much ragitidirbe a miner. In justifying this,
Steve describes the atmosphere when the minerswegkeng, saying, ‘Underground,
like we said, you’d have a laugh, the banter, ynavk good or bad times, you always
had a laugh about it. Totally different breed ofnmgou’ve got to have that mentality
underground otherwise you wouldn’t last five mirsutédgain, we see the camaraderie,
the collective spirit of the miners and the ‘bahbaing drawn upon as a positive of the
mining experience. Notably, Steve describes théseacteristics as being in the past

(‘'you'd have a laugh’), and he describes miners amwtally different breed of men’
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(presumably tougher, with the sort of collectivepesience that comes from manual
labour). In this way, Steve strongly suggests atrash with the present situation,
implying that the social experience of mining haeib lost and can’t be reconstructed
through heritage (which will be argued in more dd#der). As a result, Steve takes a
much more pragmatic approach when recounting hosahee to be a miner-guide. He
clearly prioritises the steady working hours an@dyincome and benefits that come
with the job rather than a sentimental attachmerib¢ing in the pit environment’. In
fact, he remembers that when the pits closed {fzt it. | didn’t want anything to do
with it after’, suggesting that he had quite negagassociations with mining after the pit
closures. Through creating these sorts of loadga®ipons between ‘then’ and ‘now’,
Steve hints that returning to Big Pit as a guidal@¢dave been quite problematic for

him in coming to terms with the process of hergagon.

Other guides also described similar senses of gpatheven) disillusionment about
their work as tour guides. Thomas, another BiggRitle, goes beyond Steve’s assertion

that guiding is ‘just a job’, even describing it‘asental torture’ on busy days:

You get your days, because we’re busy in the sumduoéng five or six tours it's
like mental torture really because you keep on... MVeu get to the fifth tour
you think ‘what did | mention then? Did | say ths that?’ But this time of the
year now it's quiet and you do two trips it's GK.
Thomas’ response raises the question of what $orh@mory’ is being recalled and
told during tours. As Thomas implies, it is likelyat guides develop very set ways of
describing their experiences (doing so severaldiemday), meaning that their memories
become fixed and embedded as a single story witthie heritage frame.
Autobiographical memory, therefore, is evoked amld tn a very specific (and hence
limited) fashion in the context of heritage, as oggd to within the broader scope of
individual or group oral histories which addresdiwduals’ life narratives. In being
told in this ritualistic way, miner-guides’ memasiare institutionalised and codified as

heritage.

As we have seen, both Geevor and Big Pit have keen to incorporate memory into
their representation of mining heritage, but in eryvparticular form. Visitors are

encouraged to ‘experience’ the mining past, whiahitté miners’ accounts, limiting

% Thomas Hill, speaking in Big Pit miner-guides fe@roup, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 14
November 2011 (Recording 2, 5-6 minutes).
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their stories to ‘what went on in the pit’ and fiedy it as it was’. While heritage sites do
draw on individual accounts, the stories told anariably those which ‘make sense’ in
the context of the heritage sites and the narmatilrey have constructed. Indeed, miner-
guides’ memories are a key commodity for heritagessas illustrated in the brief
examples (above) of promotional texts from the tit@s. However, through being
framed as heritage, the stories miners tell admpast are limited to remembering the
past ‘back then’, without engaging with the longgm picture (notably the impact of
deindustrialisation and decline in these areasmbfg represented as heritage in these
contexts distances the past from the present, a@parthen’ (when the mines were

working) and ‘now’ (when mining is ‘heritage’) amgibssing over the spaces between.

Oral history interviews reveal much more complelatienships. As we have seen,
heritage narratives can be selectively incorporatém miners’ talk, but miner-guides’

responses also go beyond set frameworks when dgelhieir broader life stories in

interviews, opposed to when performing for a tdusisdience. In the extracts analysed
above, the miners struggle to negotiate the valuéh@r roles as miners and tour
guides. While some find continuity in remainingthre mining environment and their
narratives about the past, others see it as formuthallenging or ‘just a job'.

However, without exception, the miner-guides clainat despite the hardships of
mining, they would go back to it tomorrow if givéime choice, implying that there was
a more far-reaching sense of loss as a resultiofldstrialisation, which the heritage

sites do not engage with.

5.3 Memory beyond heritage: community memory challeging heritagisation

Oral history interviews with miner-guides, otherminers and local residents revealed
a much more complex (and possibly more comprehephsiarrative of the past which
went beyond the period when the mines were activé suggested a much more

difficult legacy of the mining past in Wales andr@wall.
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5.3.1 ‘It broke my heart’: remembering the minescies as a point of trauma

An alternative narrative emerged from most of tha bistories, one which challenged
heritage discourses at the two sites, suggestiag rhining had quite a different
significance within living memory. Oral history enwiews naturally allowed for a much
broader scope, where interviewees could reflecth@r own experiences of mining
within the longer-term perspective of their liferraive, rather than simply telling
stories about what it was like ‘back then’ (thetsof temporally-fixed narratives
encountered in the institutional discourses an@nt@xtent, in tour guides’ narratives).
In these stories, the closure of the mines oftemsitiuted a point of dislocation or
trauma. The concept of ‘trauma’ has been commarahhistory and memory studies,
with a range of definition¥ Often evoked in relation to war or genocide in the
twentieth century, most approaches to trauma sabntext have dealt with the impact
of life-changing distressing events and their impac memory and rememberifyA
special edition oDral Historyin 1998 focused on trauma and remembering, an@ysin
memories formed ‘in combat, during the Holocausthatural disasters or stigmatising

events’’

Of course, it is not the intent to compare theaotpf deindustrialisation to

these atrocities, which were clearly of a much gremagnitude. However, the closure
of the mines was indeed a central feature in thg mvaners and local people framed
their narratives, one which provoked extremely eomatl responses, and after which,
everything changed for those living in these comims As such, trauma in this

context is used to refer to the closures as a wdidtslocation, a fundamental break in
the way these people experienced their lives amdtoacted their communities and

identities.

Eddie, an ex-miner at Geevor now a maintenance evakd part-time guide at the site,
shared his memories of the mine and pointed towtag life changed after closure.
Asked how he came to work at Geevor, he recalledaatys in which his young life

was shaped by his family association with the mine:

% Kim Lacy Rogers, Selma Leydesdorff and With Gratzamson,Trauma and Life Stories:
International Perspective@sychology Press, 1999).
% For examples, see Wendy Rickard, ‘Oral History-oté Dangerous Than Therapy”?: Interviewees’
Reflections on Recording Traumatic or Taboo Issu@sl History, 26 (1998), 34-48; Sean Field,
‘Beyond “Healing”: Trauma, Oral History and Regeatéyn’, Oral History, 34 (2006), 31-42; Jessica
Wiederhorn, “Above All, We Need the Witness”: Tlal History of Holocaust Survivors', ifhe
Oxford handbook of oral historgd. by Donald A. Ritchie (Oxford University Pre2610), pp. 244—-255.
37 Editorial’, Oral History, 26 (1998), 2 (p. 2).
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There’s a lot of history here, even in this mineuYcan go back way before my
family even- even lived in the local villages. Myda used to be able to take me
back. | never took much notice when | was youngeitiey all worked in the mine,
you’'ll see the photographs of her daughters on tihere. They used to work here.
She had a good right hook, that's all | can rememnjhaughs] Everything was done
by the hooter here. | remember a little - about8rg of age | should say, sitting on
the wall right there and waiting for the hootergo at Geevor and Gran used to
know then it was time to take the pasties out efdben, they're on the way up, and
it won’t be long. Obviously there was no fridgesnothin’ in those days, things was
just laid in the parlour cooling down. And | used lbok at them then and my
mother used to say to me ‘don’t you ever go unaengd to work’. ‘Cause her
brothers and all, all worked here on the mine. Téaleyays looked white and wishy-
washy, never looked well. They've all gone now ¢tcene. But they always
looked white, never seen no daylight. But | endedhere, and if | had another
chance | would go agaffi.
Eddie’s story reveals a number of key themes insthg ex-miners construct a sense of
meaning around the mining past, particularly immerof the centrality of Geevor to
people’s lifestyles in Pendeen. He describes the iwavhich Geevor operated as the
structural centre of the town, with most peopleadydroutines were synchronised with
the mine’s time-keeping hooter. Eddie seems to pakke in the longevity of his family
connection to the mine, fondly describing the way drandmother would tell stories
about his relatives who were mine workers. Givingegy personal account, he links the
history of mining very closely to his own familystory, thereby placing himself in a
longer tradition of mining men in his family tre@espite clearly outlining the hardship
of working underground (describing his mother’sthess as ‘white and wishy washy’
and her desire for him to avoid mining as an octtapy Eddie reflects affectionately
on his time as a miner. Given his negative charaetigon of mining, it is perhaps
surprising that he then echoes the sentiment aimaber of Big Pit guides discussed
above in stating ‘if | had another chance | woubdagyain.’ In this statement he evokes
the love/hate relationship that ex-miners commomigve with their previous
occupation. Although they frequently vividly des&ithe dirty and dangerous working
conditions, in retrospect, most experienced a sefidess when the mines closed.
Going beyond the heritage narrative, Eddie recdilmd he felt about the mine closures

later in the interview:

| couldn’t believe it ever happened. The men heda’'tthink it would happen
either - was always led to believe that it wouldayoforever. That's what we
were hoping. That's why we take on the mortgagekvainatever. But it was a
big shock to the system to be tapped on the shoaldg say ‘you don’t drill

% Interview with Eddie Strick, Geevor miner-guidegcorded by Bethan Coupland, 23 March 2011 (8-10
minutes).
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another hole, you won'’t be paid'. | think gosh dahhappened the second time
around as well under new management. You couldwdest was happening
there because the writing was already on the Whlkre was no development
going on underground. It was just stripping out plilars and of course when
the pillars are gone, there’s no go-forward. Jtmpiag* it out. Stripping it. Just
asset-stripping really. After two years in pull theg, they'd made the profit.
As you can see in the mill there, everything wapgéd out to pay. Pity really
because we’d have more to show. But we never knewvas going down that
avenue shall we s&y.
Here, Eddie describes the sense of shock and disdpyent he experienced when the
mine closed, not only once but several times. A®sult of the price fluctuations,
Geevor initially closed in 1986, but was maintaireda care and maintenance basis.
The mine subsequently reopened when prices roseldaed for the final time in 1991.
Eddie remembers the first closure coming as ‘agbigck to the system’, not only to
him but to all miners. He locates the sense of iesconomic terms; men wouldn’t be
able to pay their mortgages as their livelihoodd haen threatened without warning.
Following this, Eddie also hints that the trangitio heritage was not considered by the
miners at the time; had the mine not been stripgfeitls assets in the final years, he
says, ‘we’d have more to show. But we never kneww&s going down that avenue’,
presumably meaning preserving Geevor as a hersiégeeEddie’s story contrasts quite
sharply with his earlier assertion that he ‘wastetelieve that it would go on forever'.
In this context, it is easy to see that the minesutes and the ensuing transition to
heritage was in fact quite difficult for the minets make sense of as their own
remembered experiences included bitterness anenm@rtoss in a number of ways.
These features are not only absent from the heritdigcourses identified, but

antithetical to them.

In fact, in almost all the interviews with ex-misefat both Geevor and Big Pit) the
mine closures emerged as a pivotal point in thieiries. In many ways, the closures
were discussed as a point of trauma, with wideirengconomic and social impacts.
Firstly, many of the miners described their senéoss in similar terms to Eddie’s

story above. Cyril, an ex-miner at Geevor, saidftilewing about the mine closure:

| had a feeling it was coming. | came off nightfsland that morning they
stopped them from going in and changing and goowrd | could see what was
happening, we've got no help from the governmemt you know that was it.
But yeah it was a worry because a lot of people Wad mortgages and hire

% Interview with Eddie Strick, Geevor miner-guidegorded by Bethan Coupland, 23 March 2011 (7-9
minutes) *stoping: a technical mining term mearniagoving ore.
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purchase, this that and the other, | was one ofuitiey ones that didn’t have a
lot of debt?
Cyril closely echoes Eddie’'s sense of bitterness aesentment, an emotional
dimension which was common to a number of accoldgsnis, for example, told the

story of Geevor’s closure as follows:

I must admit | enjoyed every moment of it. Good esphere, good camaraderie
here, good club, yeah we was all heartbroken whénished. | mean was on
the phone to my mother and | was choked up becauséhought you had a job
for life, you know. A lot of the old miners who was - down the mill. | mean
they left school at 14, some had a job to readvenité but this was their life you
know. They’'ve never been out of work in their litegy was happy down there
doing what they’ve been doing for donkey’s yeais. them to come up and say
‘that’s it’, they just couldn’t cope with it. Nobgdwas going to take them on
‘cause they just couldn’t do nothin’ else. Not vevgll-educated as well. But
yeah it was a shock...People just went. Then you'tdsee people for a long
time. And | think, | think too, for a long time,was a little that way. | was a
little bit bitter because it took away somethingdnted to be doing. | think a lot
of people felt that. When the reunions began tceappl didn’'t go for 4 or 5
years. | thought, well, no | can’t be doing thatjrgy up there and talking about
the pasf’
In Dennis’ quote, we get a sense of the intenssopat attachment the miners had to
their occupation and the deep sense of loss tltaingzanied the mine closures. Dennis
admits almost crying on the telephone with his ragtlunderlining the depth of his
sense of loss. He also confirms Eddie and Cyrdtants of surprise (‘you thought you
had a job for life’, ‘yeah it was a shock’) and Kaof other opportunities for other
miners. He describes the miners as ‘happy dowretdemg what they’ve been doing
for donkey’s years’, illustrating the wide-reachimgplications for the community. For
Dennis, the mine closure clearly left him with ase of bitterness, so much so that he
says he didn't want to engage with other formerarsnor attend reunions. In the
context of his life narrative, Dennis seems to yriphat his bitterness has subsided with
time; when the mines closed, he couldn’'t bear ftegkabout the past’. This is a
particularly telling statement pointing to the fdbat he clearly struggled to come to
terms with the closure of Geevor, and that the efterctioned as a pivotal point in his
life narrative. As such, the Geevor miners’ orastbwies challenged fixed heritage
narratives to reveal a much more nuanced (and pensonal) sense of the way mining

impacted on their lives.

“Unterview with Cyril Honey, Geevor ex-miner; recertby Bethan Coupland, 2 November 2011
(Recording 1, 11-12 minutes).

“! Interview with Dennis Way, Geevor miner-guide;aated by Bethan Coupland, 22 March 2011 (17-
18 minutes).
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There was a remarkable consistency in the sortoofes encountered at Geevor and
Big Pit, despite the different historical and locahtexts in south Wales and Cornwall.
The mine closures in the Valleys also emerged esnéral point of change in the ex-
miners’ interviews, and they shared very simildtetions to the Geevor miners. For
example, at Big Pit, Bob discussed a similar exgm&e when the mines were closing in
the south Wales Valleys, saying ‘We thought we &gdb for life but it wasn’t to be.
Terrible, mun [man]. There was no work or anythihgvas like dog eat dog, you know
what | mean? Not very nice at all. Thought we haabafor life.”*? Bob repeatedly uses
exactly the same terms as Cyril at Geevor (‘we ¢giwuwve had a job for life’),
emphasising his sense of loss and the struggl®ntedo terms with the process of
change. This assertion was a curious one in the bf the long patterns of decline
experienced in the mining industries in both Wades Cornwall; in both cases, jobs
were reliant on a notoriously volatile market. Thigen, is a telling example of the way
in which ‘collective’ memories (according to Halbetes' definition, in small face-to-
face groups) are articulated through oral testim®niA number of miners
retrospectively claim stability and continuity, whiwas seemingly entrenched in these
communities. This in turn allowed miners to frarhe tlosures as shocking and unjust,

thereby qualifying their emotional responses.

This was a common theme in a number of the intessji@vith a sense that this period
was a pivotal point in their own lives and in terofsthe ongoing impact on the local
area more generally. Peter, an ex-miner and BigRitager, stated:

Well, there was a lot of people moved out of thdléfas. Certainly when | was
coming out of school | considered it as well. Mtigaale in joining the mining
industry was to get my qualifications and then eatgy People perhaps realised
the industry wasn’t going to be as big as it haenbeut | don't think anybody -
at least | didn't - thought what happened has hapgevould happen. Even
during the strike in 1984/85. People in the indugiilought ‘well yeah, there’ll
be a bit of a sort out after the strike and hatfozen pits will close and then
we’ll get back to normal’ but the reality of whatieck home after the strike
surprised most of US.

Although Peter remembers being rather pragmatiaitabis reasons for entering the
mining industry, he still recalls the closures Im@gva wide-ranging impact. In similar

“2 |Interview with Bob Harris, Big Pit miner-guide;oerded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (0-1
minutes).

“3 Interview with Peter Walker, Big Pit Coal Miningudeum manager; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6
June, 2011 (10-12 minutes).
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terms to Bob, Peter describes a sense of comphagérinking after the strikes things
would ‘get back to normal’), but also gives a setisd there was collective surprise at
the decline of the industry and that a wide rangeeople would be affected. In a group
interview, Dewi and Gareth (mentioned previoustk a similar view, but described

their job losses in much more emotional terms:

Interviewer: What it was like when the mines were closing?
Dewi: Sad. Sad. Well, the last pit | worked in, the day, the last one | worked
in we were gutted, totally gutted. Went through tjades more or less crying. It
broke my heart.
Gareth: [interrupts]Well, they were taking people’s livelihoods off thevasn’t
they really? Well it did, it affected your communiKnock on effect. It affected
everybody.
Dewi: What people don’t realise is that when they shpttalown, it's not just
800 miners out of work it's probably, that figuredmmes probably 1500 or 1800
people. For every one miner, there’s probably 3 goeople in jobs. There’s
people who supply the overalls, make the helmbatslamps, supply the timber,
the steel, machinery. It's a knock-on effect.
Dewi’s reflection on his last day is extremely pwmgt (‘we were gutted, totally
gutted...almost crying...it broke my heart’). Thagatement is reminiscent of that of
Dennis who also recalled being choked-up when tepGeevor for the last time. As
Gareth says in support, ‘they were taking peopligiihoods off them'. Clearly, the
extremely emotional response to the mine closumddwnot easily translate to support

for heritagisation.

The miners’ memories told in their oral historieggest that the mine closures were a
point of trauma for them, which still has a profdumpact on their lives and their
senses of their own pasts. DeindustrialisationlaeBavon and Pendeen was evidently
accompanied by deep sense of loss, a factor wieems to be all too easily omitted
from the discourses which emerged during the reés@etansitions to heritage. In this
context, heritagisation was inherently problematidoth sites. Beyond this, however,
the data from the oral histories begins to constudifferent narrative about the mining
past which reveals the ways in which living mememhallenge and go beyond those
framedas heritage (in heritage site displays and miner gslitik), arguably building
towards a more comprehensive sense ofrieaningof the mining past in the present.

So what was it that was lost when the mines closed?
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5.3.2 Stories of decline: the loss of ‘camaradeaied ‘community’

As we have seen, many of the miners referred t@tio@omic losses which came with
the mine closures, but as Gareth hints in the exethove, there was much more to it;
‘it affected your community’ as well. Many of thetérviews suggested that the
emotional loss associated with the mine closuresaveesult of the loss of community,

and this emerges as a common narrative themeumaer of accounts.

Mining, ‘camaraderie’ and ‘community’ are often smwoned up together in oral
testimonies, where the narrative of the perceigtigbhgth’ of community is bound up
with the fortunes of the industry. During the periof deindustrialisation, the strength
of this symbolic link is perceived to unravel whicbsults in the perception of
community being ‘lost’. This points to a much mamplex legacy of mining in these
areas; not only loss in terms of economic declng also an emotional loss, apparent in
the common narrative of loss of community. It issgible that (to an extent) this
seemingly idealised community is retrospectivelynstaucted by the ex-miners and
local people interviewed, so perhaps we should @amonsider the theoretical basis
for the narrative construction of community. Recsatiological and anthropological
understandings of community have leaned towardcsalsconstructivist perspective,
reading community not only as an essential or strat phenomenon (i.e. bound by
geographical place or ethnicity) to recognising thays in which community is
discursively constructedm@ade in the way it is understood and articulated by its
members). Benedict Anderson’s notion of ‘imaginemnmunities’ was perhaps the
most influential in this regartf. Anderson applied this theory to nations, notingt th
community or a sense of collective identity coulel éxperienced without physically
experiencing them first hand. In Anthony Cohen’srdgp community is ‘more than
oratorical abstraction: it hinges on consciousn&éhss consciousness of community is,
then, encapsulated in perceptions of its boundabesndaries which themselves are
largely constituted by people in interacti6A.For community to be successful, there
also needs to be commonality of symbols and thedetstanding. In other words,
community relies on members making falievingthey make) similar sense of things,

and that their community differs from others. Theubdaries around community,

“4 Benedict Andersorimagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin 8pdead of Nationalism
(Verso, 2006).
“5 Anthony P. CoherSymbolic Construction of Communityew Ed (Routledge, 1985), p. 13.
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Cohen argues, are symbolically constructed, noy phlysical, spatial, linguistic etc.
They are also value-loaded, meaning that symbolsndee than stand for something
else, they imply (and entail) meaning. Here we loagin to understand community as a
positive construct, valued by its members as assenr ‘spirit’ of community (in

communitarian terms).

If we interpret community in these terms, the distue and symbolic construction of
community becomes the object of study in itselftheathan asserting that community
objectively ‘has’ or ‘had’ a unique durable refer@m Blaenavon and Pendeen, we can
only analyse how that community is understood ms¢hwho identify as community
members. Following these assumptions, we can seenoo narratives of community
emerging from oral history interviews. Referenaesdmmunity operate at a number of
levels in the miners’ oral accounts. Firstly, as h@en briefly referred to, ex-miners
commonly refer to themselves as a collective indggrasummoning a specific sense of
occupational identity based on masculinity and emiVe spirit or ‘camaraderie’.
Secondly, this is then extrapolated to the broad@mmunity’, usually implying the
collective experience of miners’ families and locatidents, based on the fact that
mines were the structural centres of communitient@lly, interviewees all associated
the closure of the mines with a subsequent ‘loEsbonmunity, which in turn interprets

community as a value system more than as a localiggsemblage of people.

This extract from an interview with Glyn (a retiréarmer miner at Big Pit) illustrates

this common construction:

Interviewer: Can you tell me how you came to work in Big Pit?

Glyn: Well, the biggest part of my friends all workedtive collieries, you tend
to drift that way. Although it was hard work, it srighe best place | ever worked.
Interviewer: Why is that?

Glyn: The comradeship, we looked after one another. Whegnt in industry,
it's a different ball game altogether in the faater just didn’t have that
comradeship...same with the town.

Interviewer: What do you remember about what the town was like?

Glyn: Well, how can you put it? You'd go down town spom and it would
take you an hour because everyone would be tatkirape another, everybody
knew one another. That's how the Valleys are, abnie that...Well, when we
first went on strike you had a hell of a lot of popt, a hell of a lot. Not one
miner starved, let’s put it that way. We was outdeven weeks the first one, not
very nice. But you've got to make a stand and ghiat'lf they push you that way
you'll fight, it's as simple as that...It's changedlot now mind. A lot have
moved in, some from London, Bristol, Gloucesterjtsoall changed now. Sad
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really in a way. But then again we all get in atttd boxes and go on our own
way don’t we? [laughter]... It's still going, it'a strong community, but not as
strong as it used to be. Not as strong as it usdoetbecause when we was
working in the pit you would work together all dayop home and have your
dinner, then in the night you have a few pintshia pub all together, that's how
strong it was. Very good. But you don’t get nonetaft now, unfortunatelff
Glyn’s account shares several characteristics atliler ex-miners discussed previously.
He states that despite the hard work, ‘it was tbst Iplace | ever worked’ because of
what he calls the ‘comradeship’. By contrasting kirg in factories with mining, he
suggests that the sense of trust and collectivet spas exclusive to mining as an
occupation (‘we looked after one another’), imptyithat this was lost when Big Pit
closed as a working mine. Glyn then associatesnine closure with a similar decline
of community within Blaenavon. Talking in the pashse, he defines the bygone
‘strong’ community in terms of face-to-face sharexperience and mutual support
which he claims was common throughout the Valléggefybody would be talking to
one another, everybody knew one another’). Glym ttedls a brief story about the
miners’ strike in 1984/85, where ‘you had a helladbt of support’, as if to evoke this
as an example of his ideal community. This sensecahmunity is powerfully
contrasted with the present day in which he clditissall changed now’ as a result of
in-migration and diversification of working patternAt the end of his response, Glyn

comes back to his initial definition; equating theners’ solidarity with ‘community’.

Glyn’s notion of ‘comradeship’ was commonly artiatdd in Big Pit miners’ responses.
Bob, for example, focused on the dangerous aspEctaine-work as a force for

cohesion. He suggested:

| don’t miss a certain side of it, but | do misg theople, definitely. The people
you worked with couldn’t be better people becaugerife depended on me
and my life depended on you. You were in troubl®, &dlongside you helping

you out. And the same, I'm in trouble the next dayl you're helping me out.

You all come in as one and you all work togetheos, as a team. That's the
way it was, teamwork, you don’t see that today.

This notion of mutual reliance resulting in minei@mradeship’ or ‘camaraderie’ was

also touched upon by Simon (a Big Pit miner-guide):

“‘Interview with Glyn Probert, Big Pit ex-miner; reded by Bethan Coupland, 16 November 2011 (6-8
minutes).

“ Interview with Bob Harris, Big Pit miner-guide;a@rded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (4-5
minutes).
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If 1 had my time over again, | would do it all ovagain. | enjoyed working
underground. It may sound stupid, it may sound hdérd/as hard, dangerous
dirty work, but it was OK as well. Um, like | sag&hrlier on, the comradeship
was one of the main things about working down thwesy You all looked after
each other and you all helped each other as welt;sta good thing. And of
course the community was there, we were all theirgetp in the community as
well. It was a nice close-knit community there, lnday it's gone. Most of the
villages now, | go up the old village where | usedive, | don’t know if | know
about say 20/30 people there out of a thousants thihl know. The rest are all
newcomers who come in, don’'t even know them...Adl mines had gone out of
the Valleys and the work had gone out of the Vallapd all the comradeship
had gone out of the Valleys as well because pekpésv each other and of
course you had to start looking for work elsewh&wseyou were going into a
different environment to start with. Also you wewsrking with different
people. And of course when you worked in the mirespecially where |
worked, you knew each other ‘cause you all livedthe village. Once you
started going outside the area with the factorieg that it was an entirely
different aspect of lifé®

Simon confirms Glyn’s assertion above that deingigtation brought a (perceived)
decline of community. This is articulated as boltygcal (people moving out) and in
terms of a decline in community ‘feeling’ or ‘spirbased on the fact that the men no
longer worked in the mines. Again, we see the cempbve/hate relationship with
mining (‘it may sound stupid...it was hard, dangeralirty work, but it was OK as
well.’) Almost all the miners’ accounts turn to theense of community (both
occupational and local, material and symbolic)esredeeming factor of the difficult
working conditions, so much so that the declineea@ihmunity is perceived to be the
real loss when the mines closed, as much as theeto impact. The fact that most of
the ex-miners would return to the job without hesiin is testimony to the depth of
their belief in their idealised mining community ah they now assume has declined.
Ceri, the Big Pit curator (and ex-miner) perhagialated this most clearly. Describing

how he felt when the mines closed, he said:

[It was] absolutely awful. You're so used to beimga large community, you
know, you might hate going there every day - uged touldn’t stand getting up
and going to work, used to be dragging your feethgre. But once it stops
you're completely lost ‘cause, you know, the wholiethat community has
disappeared...it was like being lost really, likedavement’

“8 |nterview with Simon Barry, Big Pit miner-guidezaorded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (8-10
minutes).
“9 Interview with Ceri Thompson, ex-miner and Big &lrator, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June
2011 (3-4 minutes).
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Likening the mine closures to ‘bereavement’ agdirstrates this event as a point of
trauma in many of the miners’ lives. For Ceri, etleough he ‘couldn’t stand getting up
and going to work’, without it he was ‘completelyst’. It is unclear precisely which

‘community’ Ceri is referring to (the mine-workeos shared experience within the
local town), but again, the story is unmistakalie @f decline and loss, in many ways

contradicting the dominant heritage narrative.

As we saw in the miners’ descriptions of the clesurthere are consistent parallels
between the Big Pit miners’ accounts and their @eeounterparts. Returning to the
Geevor miner-guides (Cyril, Eddie and Dennis), &g from their oral histories quite
directly mirror the way in which the Big Pit minemsmembered a loss of camaraderie
and community. Dennis recalled the centrality ofe@® to the local community in

these terms:

| thoroughly enjoyed it as a workplace, even noenjby what I'm doing, but as
a workplace as a working mine, | mean there waelgeve it or not, there was a
great atmosphere here you know. It was fun, there avbit of a laugh, a bit of a
joke, there was sadness sometimes and stuff.it dotvn to a good manager as
well, Mr Gilbert at the time was our manager, a faan, a hard man, some
times and obstinate man but he cared for the pabpleworked for him - the
men, even his community, the whole area. If anybadje area needed a piece
of timber for an emergency job or a load of gramesomething, they'd have it
no questions asked...That's what made the plade supgeat, tight community,
you know. Everybody knew each other. You'd finisbriwhalf past three, walk
through St Just and you’d meet five people youghsenderground today. Then
tonight, you'd probably be in the pub with them swmething, or at the
weekend. We were in contact a lot of the time, wdaly and social time. We
had a social club on the site it was well usedvds a great thing really, a great
community>°

Dennis shows a similar fondness for his work asoentered amongst the Big Pit
miners, claiming that despite its ups and dowrlsré was a great atmosphere’, not
only between the miners but in the village moreeggalty. He indiscriminately equates
the miners’ sense of collectiveness (‘being in aonht lot of the time, work day and
social time’) and a sense of community in St JDsinis doesn’t directly discuss how
this ‘community’ has changed more recently, buhis consistent use of the past tense,

he strongly implies that the community he is remermy is a ‘past’ community, rather

%0 Interview with Dennis Way, Geevor miner-guide;aeted by Bethan Coupland, 22 March 2011 (16-
17 minutes).

172



than it being situated in the present. Cyril, oa tither hand, more directly described

the process of change in Pendeen:

It was nice, good village- changed over the yedgjause you've got young
people come in from different estates, you've h&vgot a clue who they are.
Years ago you could walk up the street- you coplkebk to anybody and have a
good old chat, call it a chinwag. Now you talk teople and they don’t even
answer you, you know. Times have changed. It wasemdhe same
atmosphere... We had tug of war teams, rugby tetoothall teams, you name
it... but it just dwindled away

Eddie also described a parallel situation in St ihe adjoining village). When asked

what he enjoyed about mining, Eddie responded:

The comradeship really, you know. We were a veps&lknit community. |
lived in St Just. All families knew each other, yknow. We all stuck together
really. We worked hard and played hard. It's lifeeawork if | say - of course
St Just was buzzing then, communities were thrivikinen this mine shut,
believe me it took home up there because you sepléite up there now really,
it was like a ghost town. A lot of the miners dipapred, went abrodd.
In the first quote, Cyril evokes the importanceGdevor as a structural centre of the
community. Independently of Dennis, he uses vanjlar terms in recounting the way
in which people would meet in the street and stfae social time as well as working
in the mine. In a similar vein to the way in whiBlaenavon was remembered, Cyril
refers to the population change in the village e sees as diluting the bounded and
cohesive community which grew up around the minggssting ‘you don’t even know
who they are’. He displays some resentment abeutlianging nature of Pendeen as he
sees it, resulting in his overall view that ‘timesve changed’. Similarly, taking Eddie’s
quote in the context of his earlier extract at beginning of this section (when he
recalled his childhood memories of Geevor), we saa a much fuller story of the
legacy of mining becoming apparent which was comnmmmost of the miners’
accounts. Having initially stressed his economiaries associated with job losses,
Eddie too draws out the decline of community asltral element in his life story,

noting how it had a wide-ranging impact in the area

* Interview with Cyril Honey, Geevor ex-miner; reded by Bethan Coupland, 2 November 2011
(Recording 1, 56-60 minutes).

*2 Interview with Eddie Strick, Geevor miner-guidegorded by Bethan Coupland, 23 March 2011 (6-7
minutes).
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As argued earlier, rather than identifying fixedinidons of community, we can only
interpret the way in which these communities wemad( are) constructed by their
members. The sorts of retrospective evaluation&ahmunity’ experience outlined
above are perhaps inevitably idealised, even racisetl, since their perceived
‘decline’. Undoubtedly, the significance of the méto these communities has shifted
and the so-called communities in Blaenavon and &amtlave inevitably evolved in the
wake of deindustrialisation. Of course, it can l@bated whether such communities
truly exist in any objective sense and whether air these changes can be partially
attributed to broader social and structural shdtanclear. However, what is important
is theperceptionof the decline of community and the prevalencehdd barrative in the
miners’ life narratives. From the oral history exits above, a strikingly common story
emerges with several key characteristics. At bd#ssminers’ narratives stress the role
of the mines as structural centres of communitgy throvided the arena for a specific
(and collective) occupational identity which wasséd around ‘camaraderie’ and
‘comradeship’. Not only this, but accounts of conmityisuggest that it is perceived to
be both value-based as well as structurally distittee miners’ collective spirit is
claimed to have spread into and partly constituted broader community, in which
everyone relied on everyone else in order to owveecthe hardships of working in the
mines. This perceived sense of community (oftenduseterchangeably with
camaraderie) appears to be the basis for the miogeghate relationship with the
industry. Although the work was hard, dangerous dity, all miners interviewed
displayed nostalgia for this idealised communityichiithey assume to have lapsed as a

result of the end of the mining industry in theseaa.

5.3.3 Nuance within dominant accounts: divisiond ariormal working practices

Within the construction of this ‘collective’ narnat, oral history interviews also
revealed other aspects of living memory which paxro the existence of a much more
nuanced, complex narratives than constructed tlhrdogritage discourses. Miners
frequently recounted aspects of their informal vimgk practices, described the
hierarchical divisions and personal disputes betwiée men. In many ways, these
more subtle aspects of their stories counteractstmewhat simplistic portrayal of
collective experience in heritage displays. Of seuthis is not to say that there was not
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a sense of collective experience at all. Indeegkethvere many collective elements to
the way in which the miners remembered, as we baga: the miners’ in-group (or ‘the
boys’) being a common frame of reference, the hawsihking conditions (but a
common desire to return to mining), and the stooleemotional loss associated with
closure. Nonetheless, these examples remind ughih@rocess of heritagisation has the

effect of bleaching out a number of aspects ohgunemory.

Geevor miner Cyril described the camaraderie antotigsmen, which he illustrated
with a number of stories about how ‘the boys’ usedlay tricks on each other. In
following extract he recounts a practical joke teypd on Harrold, a fellow miner who

shared his changing space:

It's a very smelly place - You come up, you wertiing that Dry*, it was hot, it
smells. The chap next to me wouldn’t wash his @stht all... God, | thought
I'll have you next day. There was some aftershaviheé cabinet, been there for
years. Blue Stratus | think it was. Of course yaver lock your lockers with
working clothes. So | splashed it all over his leést, you know, his working
gear. | said to me mates, make sure we get indge with Harrold. So we got
in and of course they were saying “mm Harrold, yeusmelling nice today”
[laughter] “Yeah some bugger must have tipped sbimgtover me clothes” he
said. But he never twigged it was Rfe.

These are the sorts of rich stories which provideimmore nuanced insights into how
the mining past was experienced and is now remesdd®y those who lived through it.

Telling stories through oral history narrativesoaled the miners to construct much
more varied accounts of the mining past, which ome respects contradicted
established heritage narratives. Despite the peacal of collectiveness in heritage
narratives and in many of the miners’ interviewsms gave a much more subtle
account of their working relationships. Some painte the existence of hierarchies in
the working environment which shaped the way the ne¢ated to each other. Thomas,
a Big Pit miner-guide, described the division betweolliers (who he describes as ‘the

elite’) and others, saying:

When you became the collier you were the elite pRebave a distinction in the
mines. We always talk about where we work, if yadntt work at the coal face

*3 Interview with Cyril Honey, Geevor ex-miner; reded by Bethan Coupland, 2 November 2011
(Recording 2, 2-3 minutes) *'the Dry’ refers to thitners’ changing rooms at Geevor.
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it's like ‘ah, you're not really a miner’ Not nogally a miner, but the collier was
like the elite you know*
Indeed, comments of this sort were common in theemsi interviews. Although most
did refer to the camaraderie and collective expeeeof the working environment as a
positive, there were clearly more complex divisiomshin this collective. Dennis at
Geevor, for example, discussed his experience wigbgromoted from a miner to a

management position. For Dennis, this felt likessiog a divide:

You took flack from both sides if you like. | fourtdat transition rather difficult
for a time. I'd just come out of working with mem ithe mine, then you’re now
the enemy if you like. And you had to again, yod kabuild a relationship with
your - with the men you knew already again... Asoatinary worker on the
mine getting your wages every week, that's all yhd. You didn’t have to
worry about whether the ore has got any value cgrevithe next lodes can be
found, that wasn’t your problem. Once you becdha side, it was all there in
your ear and you could hear it every d&y.

Here, Dennis clearly juxtaposes the ‘ordinary work&ith ‘that side’ (the
management). Dennis’ third utterance is particulglling. Beginning to say ‘you had
to build a relationship with your-’, as if he migtefer to the other miners as his friends,
he then shifts frame to distance himself from thealling them ‘the men you already
knew’. This suggests a significant difference ia #ocial experience between different
levels in the mine’s hierarchy. It wasn't only laeshical divisions which caused
tension between the miners. Geoff, a former mih&eevor recalled being treated with
some scepticism as an ‘outsider’. He had moved Wdates to take a job at the mine
which, as he suggests in the following extract, hascause of some animosity towards

him:

Well there were, yeah | mean [laughs], | think sapbservations, as someone
who wasn’t local, if you worked underground theruywere accepted more
than, you know - you could fit in the area becaymse had a bit of an advantage
of people who worked on the surface because thasealso a bit of back biting

from people at the surface because their childoehda’t get work underground.

There’s all these people from up country gettingpleryed. But there were

reasons. But lots of great humour, y&ah.

** Thomas Hill speaking in Big Pit miner-guides fogusup, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 14
November 2011 (Recording 2, 1-2 minutes).
%5 Interview with Dennis Way, Geevor miner-guide;arted by Bethan Coupland, 22 March 2011 (4-5
minutes).
%% Interview with Geoff Treseder, Geevor ex-minegaeled by Bethan Coupland, 2 November 2011
(11-12 minutes).
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Again, Geoff's view of the collective experiencesigihtly different from that which is
implied in the majority of accounts. Some went asds to suggest that they actively
disliked some of their working relationships. Cyslggested, ‘Some people just
couldn’'t work together, they was always falling ,oatways going through different
partners. We was just lucky, keen and here fombaey.®” Similarly, Dewi at Big Pit
claimed ‘In one respect | was sad to leave, intarono. Probably, if | look at my own
focus on things | was glad to leave. Myself and éhgineer didn’t get on. It was that
aspect- that's why | lefe® These quotes illustrate the way in which the ot a
homogenous community of mineworkers may perhapse hbaeen retrospectively
inflated. There clearly was a sense of camaradgiien the frequency with which the
miners describe this positive aspect of their waogkexperience. However, as we have
seen, there were naturally variations within thisipon, where some may have had
differences based on job roles, insider/outsidevisitins or merely personal

disagreements.

As we can see, ex-miners’ testimonies also providadh more varied insights into the
experience of mining. There are different degreesviich the collective experience
was felt and how it is remembered. Beyond thisielie a range of less formal practices
which are not preserved in dominant heritage naast suggesting that heritagisation

bleaches out a wide range of living memories.

5.4 Conclusion: Reflecting on heritage and living mmory

This chapter has argued that the existing conckgatians of the relationship between
heritage and memory are inadequate; that existiogk vapproaches this question
focuses primarily on ‘collective’ interpretation$ memory, at the expense of living

memory. It began with the assertion that therenauktiple layers of memory, and hence
multiple ways in which memory and heritage inter#&s has been shown, there is not
necessarily a neat transition between living menamy memorialisation as Pierre Nora

suggests® Practices of preservation do not merely becomeifgignt where (living)

> Interview with Cyril Honey, Geevor ex-miner; reded by Bethan Coupland, 2 November 2011
(Recording 1, 46-47 minutes).

*8 Interview with Dewi Lloyd, Big Pit miner-guide; cerded by Bethan Coupland, 7 June 2011 (3-4
minutes).

% Nora.
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memory lapses. There is a much more complex proaessork where different
narratives of the past are constructed in diffecamtexts. So how can we characterise
the interaction of heritagisation and living menfbry

In the case of the sites considered here, we cantts® heritagisation and living
memory overlap but conflict with each other. Fystiving memory has the capacity to
challenge both the content and meaning of heriteageatives. As we have seen, the
patterns identified in the miners’ oral historiesrey largely incongruent with the sorts
of heritage narratives constructed during the m®cef heritagisation discussed in
Chapter 4. Miners’ accounts clearly challenge tbenanticisation of the heritage
narrative, suggesting that the legacy of declines wede-ranging even beyond the
economic impact of deindustrialisation. In this t@xt, heritage discourse which
stressed historicisation, regeneration (particylatiBig Pit), and promoted the success
story of the early industrial societies in Walesl &ornwall appeared to be detached
and notably problematic for people who were livingh the real impact of the mine

closures.

Secondly, from these case studies, it seems thigadpee and living memory function in

notably different temporal and interpretive framek# The oral histories moved

outside of the temporally-fixed heritage narratimet only focusing on what life was

like when the mines were working, but stressingdéetrality of the mine closures as a
point of trauma and the accompanying narrativehef decline of community in both

Blaenavon and Pendeen. In the case of the mingngabe sites considered, where
heritage and living memory co-exist, framing livimgemory as heritage is complex. As
argued in Chapter 4, heritagisation imposes a teahffoxedness’ which can be at odds
with peoples own experience. At Geevor and Big tRe, mining past was historicised
and presented to visitors ‘as it was then’ rathantaddressing the ongoing legacy for
local people. As has been shown, while ‘memory rafes as a useful resource for
heritage sites (in the form of miner-guides’ nawes), it is shaped - and indeed limited
— by being contextualised as heritage; by the iegisteritage narrative, by the material
surroundings of the mine site and by the needswffidt visitors. In this sense, the

notion that heritage sites ‘house’ or ‘protect’ nugn as some have suggested is
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undoubtedly simplisti€® Heritage narratives can, in fact, frame living neeies in

certain ways which align with institutional econ@naind political priorities.

In more general terms, autobiographical memoriesessed through oral history
interviews revealed a much more continuous relatign between the past and the
present in living memory, akin to Jensen’s modehistorical consciousne8sThese
more comprehensive accounts gave nuanced sens#ése olvay in which people
rationalise the mining past and its demise in tbegryday lives. From these stories, it
was evident that memory both challenged the tentigdieed heritage narrative,
amounting to an alternative narrative of the legatynining in Wales and Cornwall.
The closure of the mines and the associated degfirmamaraderie’ and ‘community’
was by far the most prominent narrative patterrthiese individual memories, which
focused on the negative impact of deindustrialisatin shaping the life stories of
interviewees, which in turn very obviously challenghe romanticised discourse

encountered in the language associated with hesatgn.

Moving beyond the primarily ‘objective’ sense ofetlpast presented at the heritage
sites, living memory filled in the gaps left in theritage narrative. The central story in
the oral histories was not the success story afstrdhlisation, but the decline and loss
experienced with deindustrialisation. For intervé®s, the mining past was not only
about ‘what happened then'. The past did not ‘evitén the mines closed, as the rather
distant heritage narrative implied. In reality, ne@mas of mining and its associated
communities lived on, and for the moment, the Iggalcmining (and its subsequent
decline) still has resonance for those who livedulgh it, bringing the story of mining

into the present and suggesting a much more finkddetween past, present and future.

Where heritage displays represent the recent deogorary past, living memory both
challenges and goes beyond heritage narrativeliditontext, oral history allows us to
access living memory and hence re-evaluate theepsoaf ‘heritagisation’, showing the
ways in which heritage might be problematic, ad aglwhy it is valued. The ‘memory’
performed through miner-guides’ tours and recountedoral history interviews

emphasised very different senses of value attatbeithe mining past, most likely

0 Crane.
®1 Jensen.
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reflecting the priorites and norms of the differenontexts in which these

autobiographical memories were being recalled.
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Chapter 6

Beyond living memory: Heritage and cultural memoryat
Geevor and Big Pit

6.1 Introduction

The previous chapters have focused on the comiljgemporal frameworks of heritage
representations and living memories at Geevor dgdPB. The analysis of institutional
discourses in Chapter 4 showed the ways in whicftalgesation attached particular
values to the mining past in order for the sitedbbéocommodified and consumed as
‘heritage’. In the process, heritage discoursesdithe mining experience in the distant
past and constructed a large-scale aggrandisedatiwarrwhich emphasised the
nationally and culturally-defining characteristifsthe industry in the context of global
industrialisation. However, these ‘official’ hemga narratives were challenged by
‘unofficiall’ memories. Oral history interviews shed that miners and community
members remembered the mining past in somewhagreliff terms. Their stories
challenged and went beyond fixed heritage narrstivevealing much more personal
stories which counteracted the romanticisatiorhefmining past. As such, their living
memories construct an alternative narrative, onglwhtresses the ongoing impact of
loss and decline as a result of deindustrialisatather than the nationally-defining

story of the industry ‘as it was then’.

Currently, these two alternative narratives of mhi@ing past exist alongside and in a
complex dialogue with each other. But what happghen living memory lapses? If
heritage practices are assumed to be influentizlemembering’ elements of the past
which are being lost, which narrative is being preed and whose ‘memory’ will

endure?

Having identified the processes through which thieimg past was heritagised at
Geevor and Big Pit, and how those narratives wergome ways challenged by living
memories, we now turn to the question of how hgis@tion impacts on another layer
of memory. This chapter analyses the role of tis#t®s in the construction of broader
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cultural memories of mining in Wales and Cornwallthough currently heritage

narratives exist alongside (and in conflict witiyirig memory at these sites, there will
inevitably be a generational shift when individoalautobiographical memories will no
longer exist in their original form. As a resulhet ‘memories’ associated with these
sites will then rely on accumulated knowledge tiglouepresentations of the mining
past. At present, these case studies provide aarpity to analyse the relationship
between heritage and memory in its various formpeg#ically, to unravel the interplay

between official heritage narratives, autobiographmemories and broader public or

cultural memories.

In order to trace the construction of cultural meynehis chapter draws on oral history
data from a range of interviewees with differenviele of attachment to the mining past.
Some of these are the same miners and staff whubskiagraphical memories were the
subject of the previous chapter, others are loeabpfe (both long-term residents and
relative newcomers). The chapter draws on thederdrift perspectives in order to
establish how different parties (miners, site staifl local people) orient to the value of
preserving the mining past. Specifically, in thghti of the competing narratives
outlined above, it focuses on the specific sortwfural memory which is cultivated
through heritage representations; namely, whichefgs of these stories are preserved

and ‘remembered’, both in the present and for titeré.

6.1.1 Theoretical framework: why cultural memory?

As shown in Chapter 1, the terminology used to lesdorms of group memory is

contested terrain. Though it has been widely reisgghthat memory has become
ubiquitous in both academic and public discourseginains an ambiguous concept
when applied to a group. Before turning to the casdies it is necessary to revisit the

various theoretical implications of the differeisies of ‘memory’ in this context.

Recent work in memory studies has experienced v8ugannah Radstone and
Katharine Hodgkin have called a significant ‘expansof memory from the individual

to the cultural or collectivé.Indeed, memory has become an umbrella term foostim

! Susannah Radstone and Katharine HoddWemory Cultures: Memory, Subjectivity, and Recagnit
(Transaction Publishers, 2005).
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any representation, use or understanding of pasidrpresent. So what do we mean
when we refer to public or social memory? As Anneedd has noted, under the
category of ‘memory’ are ‘hugely divergent forms diistorical evidence or
representation that in other contexts would betitled by specific terms reflecting the
different processes and purposes of creafi@irmilarly, Radstone and Schwartz have
argued that there is some ambiguity when attempbngdjstinguish between public or
social memory and other modes of public discounserative and practice At this

stage, the question might not be ‘what is memaby®, in fact, ‘whaisn’'t memory?’

As we have seen, understandings of the way in whrclips can ‘remember’ have
borrowed from Halbwachs’ concept of ‘collective nmmwyi, which was the first
recognition of the social nature of the remembenmgcess$. Although Halbwachs
specifically referred to small groups (like famdier working groups), the concept of
collective memory has often been directly adopted simplistically applied to much
larger groups or societies. There has quite righddgn some criticism of the broad use
of collective memory in this vein. We need to avthd assumption that all groups can
‘collectively remember’ in a literal or direct sensAs argued above, we need to break
down the homogenising concept of collective mensorg allow space for the existence
of individual agency within dominant ‘collective’nderstandings of the past. Along
these lines, Green has called for more claritylmissue of collective remembrance,
identifying a ‘need for a much more precise ternogyg around memory’ rather than
broad, generic labefsScholars across a range of disciplines have heeggiing to re-
define and re-conceptualise the ways in which gsaemember, refining and reflecting
upon the nature of memory as a social phenomensna Aesult, the terms ‘social
memory’, ‘public memory’ and ‘cultural memory’ havw®come widely used, as if to

skirt the problematic issues associated with merbeiyg truly ‘collective®

Given the amorphous nature of ‘memory’ as a tetnis difficult to assert that any

conceptual terminology will be watertight. It ispwever, important to note that the

2 Anna Green, ‘Can Memory Be Collective?’,The Oxford handbook of oral historgd. by Donald A.
Ritchie (Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 96.

¥ Memory: Histories, Theories, Debatesl. by Susannah Radstone and Bill Schwartz (feondbniv
Press, 2010), p. 7.

* Maurice Halbwachgalbwachs/Coser: On Collective Memdyniversity of Chicago Press, 1992).
® Green, ‘Can Memory Be Collective?’, p. 97.

® Oral History and Public Memoriegd. by Paula Hamilton and Linda Shopes (TempledJsity Press,
2008); James J. Fentress and Chris Wicki&mgjal Memory: New Perspectives on the RB&ickwell,
1992); Jan Assmann and John Czaplicka, ‘Colledtteenory and Cultural IdentityNew German
Critique, 1995, 125-133.
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terms public, social or cultural memory and colleetremembrance imply several
central points for the study of memory beyond thdividual or autobiographical.
Firstly, the existence of public or cultural menasriare characterised by distance from
individual experience. This is not to say that vidiual and ‘collective’ memories do
not interact and influence each other, rather tm&mory’ in its broadest sense can
include knowledge outside the realm of one’s owediexperience. In other words, at
a group level, memory can lbearnedas well aknown Halbwachs himself proposed
the idea of ‘historical memory’ which incorporatedents beyond an individual’s
experience into their ‘memory’. Though initiallyfiicult to comprehend, the use of
memory in this context allows for the fact thatrthes an active dialogue between past
and present. This brings us to the second poiat, tmlike the claimed ‘objective’
nature of academic historical accounts, memoryremtéy implies subjectivity. It is not
only about what happened in the past but how teeipainderstood and has meaning in
the present. In more general terms, the broad Utalmememory studies allows for the
analysis of historical consciousness in its mamng) including the multiple processes
through which knowledge about the past (and it®@ated values) are constructed.
Importantly for the purposes of this research, rrefg to public memory or cultural
memory creates space for the idea that memoriesbatle incorporated in and
dependent upon dominant public narratives of aetéstorical events. In these terms,
the heritage discourse (along with other represientaof the past) has the potential to

shape memory in a broad sense.

As suggested in Chapter 1, this thesis uses Jamakss concept of cultural memory,
which gives particular prominence to institutioselil cultural representations and their
power to harness or cultivate group memories, begytre realm of individual
experience. In Assman’s terms, cultural memory itadced from what he calls
everyday ‘communicative memory’. Cultural memory,is argued, provides fixed
points, expressed through monuments, texts, herigigs (‘figures of memory’) or
‘institutional communication’ through material orab practices. Assman writes: ‘The
concept of cultural memory comprises that bodyeafsable texts, images, and rituals
specific to each society in each epoch, whose iVatibn" serves to stabilize and
convey that society's self-imadge.’Centrally, Assman asserts that cultural

representations provide ‘fixity’ to memory and tléfjectivised culture is closely linked

" Assmann and Czaplicka.
8 Assmann and Czaplicka, p. 132.
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to group remembrance. According to this theorynheeritagisation inherently shapes

cultural memory.

However, as suggested earlier, while using cultur@mory as a framework for
analysis, we need to be wary of its shortcomingsltual memory is itself a
generalised concept, which is largely detached fcontested and politicised processes
through which certain pasts come to be commoddigdheritage in particular contexts
and the values constructed in the process. Assnaifi'sition of cultural memory still
preferences collective aspects of memory, treagugryday (or autobiographical)
memory and cultural memory as separate entitiesugdln he identified the existence of
a transition point between ‘everyday memory’ andbjéativised culture’, his
characterisation stressed the similarities betwibentwo, particularly in terms of the
way groups use the past for what he called thecaion of identity’. In this chapter,
the concept of cultural memory is investigated erogily, attempting to provide
specificity to this general concept in terms of tdase studies considered in this study.
Does heritagisation translate to the constructibrst@red cultural memory in these
instances? And, if so, how does this relate todeplex living memories already

identified?

6.1.3 Heritage and cultural memory

If memory (in its broadest sense) incorporatesnked@knowledge, it follows that public
or cultural memories can be actively constructethepresent. Indeed, it has often been
noted that practices of memorialisation (of whidritagisation is one example) have
the ability to influence public historical conscgmess; not only in the present, but in the
future, well beyond the scope of living memory. s saw in the previous chapter, the
link between heritage and memory is often assuroampérate most powerfully at the
group level, particularly when memorials or herdaites deal with subjects beyond the
lifespan of living memory. Geoffrey Cubbit has meésl to culture as ‘our own basic
mnemonic support system’, adding weight to theamthat memory (in its broadest
sense) is sustained, or indeednstructedvia a network of cultural symbols and

narratives about the pasHeritage sites and displays, after all, claim &ptare and

® Geoffrey CubittHistory And MemoryManchester University Press, 2007), p. 172.
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represent the past, to ‘remember’ it in the preseamdl to preserve it for the future. Bal

et al. have suggested that:

cultural memorialisation [is] an activity occurring the present, in which the
past is continuously modified and re-described ea®it continues to shape the
future. Neither remnant, document, nor relic of plast, nor floating in a present
cut off from the past, cultural memory, for betterworse, links the past to the
present and futur®.
The materiality of heritage is often consideredbtmost the mnemonic function of
heritage sites and displays. Tim Benton notess‘din axiom of the heritage industry
that buildings, as well as objects, places andggirenshrine memory” Certainly,
heritage sites make claims to remember, celebrateramemorate certain pasts which
are at risk of being ‘forgotten’. To some extemistassumption has been adopted in
academic discourse. Susan Crane, for example, stisggeat memory only becomes
coherent through processes of recollection ancesgmtation, reaffirming the view that
memory can be boosted or triggered by objEcReferring specifically to memory in a
museum context, she argues that through beingsepied, the value or significance of
objects is affirmed institutionally. This value (f€rane) is then incorporated in to the

‘memory’ of visitors.

We need to exercise caution when assuming sucteetdiinear link between heritage
and cultural memory. If we accept that heritagedq@as mode of representation of the
past) has the ability to shape and sustain cultmexhory, we must also assume that
‘memory’ in these terms is necessarily partial myomplete. Given that heritage sites
are inherently selective in the way they re-package recontextualise historical
narratives, only certain aspects of the past camepeesented. Shopes and Hamilton
have noted this, referring to cultural heritageaasocially sanctioned institutionally
supported process of producing memories that makeain versions of the past public
and render others invisibl&® Green similarly argues that ‘the process througticiv
public or cultural memories are created and susthiare diverse and complex,
emphasising some aspects of the past while negdeotirepressing other§''So, while

heritage sites can have mnemonic functions for conities or societies in a broad

1% Mieke Bal, Jonathan V. Crewe and Leo Spit2ats of Memory: Cultural Recall in the Present
(UPNE, 1999), p. vii.

1 Tim Benton,Understanding Heritage and Memoflylanchester University Press, 2010), p. 25.
2 5usan A. Cranvluseums and Memof(tanford University Press, 2000).

'3 Hamilton and Shopes, p. 3.

1% Green, ‘Can Memory Be Collective?’, p. 103.
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sense, their representations impact on which elsmeinthe past are preserved (and
indeed the sorts of values associated with thostspaCertain narratives can take
precedence over others meaning cultural memoryediated at a number of levels. Of
course, individuals bring their own pasts, emoticarsd understandings to their
interpretation of heritage displays. As will be @ed later, there are undoubtedly diverse

ways in which people approach dominant cultural ees.

In order to provide some empirical grounding to teacept of cultural memory, then,
we need to understand the processes through wheahony is embedded and shaped in
cultural contexts (not only heritage sites but maather forms of popular
representations of the past). James Young's sthidsomemorials similarly argued for
a greater understanding of the processes involvedhé construction of public

memories:

The “art of public memory” encompasses not jusséhenemorials’ aesthetic
contours, or their places in contemporary artidtgcourse. It also includes the
activity that brought them into being, the constgnte and take between
memorials and viewers, and finally the responseseafers to their own world
in light of a memorialised past — the consequent@asemory.®
While accepting that memorials provided fixed psifdr collective remembrance (or
‘collected memories’), Young suggested that in faet ‘divest ourselves of the
obligation to remember’ by memorialising pasts ionmmental form but neglecting the
process of their creation and the different softseraction with memory which they
provoked. Young importantly favoured reuniting meials with their process of
creation, suggesting that objectivised represamtatof the past can only allow us to
truly ‘remember’ when we are aware of the specdarial, cultural and political
demands of their creation and subsequent recomiiésdtion. Indeed, it has been shown
that heritage is not innate or fixed, rather thatitagisation is a complex and contested
processthrough which narratives of the past are constdiend communicated. As a
result, we need to treat cultural memory as a fleodistruct, both in the way it is
promoted (via the construction of dominant naregiwf the past, in this case) and the
way in which it is received (how it might be undersd, ascribed to or challenged by
those who evoke those dominant positions). So wwe investigate cultural memory

empirically?

15 James Edward Younghe Texture of Memory: Holocaust Memorials and MeguiYale University
Press, 1993), p. ix.
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6.1.4 Autobiographical memory and cultural memarypial history

In general, the interaction of group and individuakemory is relatively under-
researched, with most memory studies focusing am @nthe other. However, oral
historians have been influential in highlightingethntersection of individual life
narratives and public or cultural memories, seelkimgunderstand how individuals
interpret and are influenced by existing culturarratives. Alistair Thomson, for
example, has shown the way in which people fredquewtopt popular narratives within
their own life stories to create frames of meandmgund certain event§.In Anzac

Memoriesstudy, he explored the impact of national mytholagythe ways in which
individual soldiers remembered their experiencesdifig close parallels between
popular representations of the Great War (throulgh dlepictions) and soldiers’ life

narratives. Recognising the power of public navestiof the past, Thomson noted:

Our memories are risky and painful if they do naform with public norms or
versions of the past. We compose our memoriesadhhy will fit with what is
publicly acceptable, or, if we have been excludednfgeneral acceptance, we
seek out particular publics which affirm our idéie8 and the way we want to
remember our livel.
This sort of research highlights the fact that papaccounts of the past can influence
individual remembering in a subconscious way. Titigot to say that individuals are
necessarilymigemembering their own life stories, but that treuesthey place on
certain aspects of their accounts are directly stidyy existing representations. In the
case of Thomson’s interviewees, their accounts \wkaped to align with more official
accounts. Of course, there are a number of fasthish shape the way individuals
remember, and it is notoriously difficult to digjunsh between truly ‘individual’
memories and those which are shaped by broadeicpablcultural memories. As
argued in Chapter 5, the relationship between iddal memory and cultural memory
is best characterised as a dialogue, where the nyeshdhe individual operates within
broader historical discourses, but also has a measupersonal agency (rather than
passively adopting dominant narratives).

16 Alistair Thomson, ‘Anzac Memories: Putting Populéemory Theory into Practice in Australi@ral
History, 18 (1990), 25-31.
7 Alistair Thomson, ‘Anzac Memories’, p. 25.
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To this end, others have been keen to reassenotheof individual agency in the
remembering proces&.Graham Smith, for example, has recognised the auydf

influences on individual memory:

As a number of oral historians have pointed oudjviduals’ understanding of
the past are not simply constructed or constitdigdoublic memory, public
history, institutions and media. Rather, by remenmigein small social groups —
such as families, work colleagues, and friends dividuals actively produce
historical interpretations. The process of remeinigeis not only influenced by
public remembering but it is also patterned by a&odtructures, gender,
generation, ethnicity and ideological beliéts.
Considering these different perspectives, the amalyf oral history interviews has to
take into account the ability of the individual taring their own experiences,
understandings and frames of reference when irgi@ngrdominant narratives. In other
words, there are multiple ways in which we ‘remerhbleeople may adopt dominant
cultural narratives but take their own positionshivi them. Autobiographical memories
are not deleted by dominant cultural memory, rathere is a more complex process of
negotiation. In reality, perspectives differ andfetent interviewees sometimes take
very different perspectives in the way they tedlittstories. Nonetheless, as we will see,
it is certainly possible to discern broad patteimghe way in which individuals are
influenced by heritage narratives, particularly wheoking to the future and defining

why the mining past should be remembered.

6.2 Institutional discourses: ‘remembering’ the miring past

As shown in Chapter 4, during the process of hgigtdion at the two sites, planners’
discourses created a sense of pastness by empbattisi earlier histories of Geevor
and Big Pit. In these terms, heritage discourseated a divide between mining past ‘as
it was then’ and lived experience of the people wdmained in these communities. The
past was represented as a ‘foreign country’ whigeded to be preserved and
remembered, rather than a living history whichl stilpacted on people’s lives in the

present.

'8 Green, ‘Can Memory Be Collective?’.
19 Graham Smith, ‘Toward a Public Oral History’, The Oxford handbook of oral historyd. by Donald
A. Ritchie (Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 439.
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At Big Pit, according to the Wales Tourist Boattuk site’s so-called ‘intrinsic historical
appeal’ lay in its nineteenth century past, onecWwhshaped Wales and played a
significant role in the development of global intfisdisation?® As the mine made its
rapid transition to heritage, there was certaimyeaphasis on these older facets of the
site’s history in order to justify its value as fhiage’ rather than a living industry. As
previously argued, although there was both cortynand change in the associated
heritage discourses, the emphasis on these ‘laselements of the discourse endured
and were patrticularly influential in the way in whiBig Pit promoted itself. Similarly,
at Geevor, it was claimed that ‘mining runs likeheead through Cornwall’s history and
has shaped much of its landscape and thinking. @dswhe real thing?* Along with
this, heritage rhetoric frequently focused on Cslingéxcellence and the way in which
mining shaped the county’s landscape and cuftufthough Geevor was focused on
preserving the site for ‘the community’, plannersnetheless justified the site’s
‘heritage value’ in rather detached terms, ofteseblaon the success story of Cornish
mining. In the process of re-framing the mine siéss ‘historic’ assets, there were
similar patterns in the way institutional discowsenposed a temporal framework
which fixed mining in ‘the past’ and separated ribrh lived experience in their

respective communities.

At both sites, the success story of how mining Gbated to global industrialisation
was prominent in the applications to UNESCO for Waieritage Site status, and these
were subsequently adopted in the WHS literatureBigt Pit, the World Heritage Site
froze Blaenavon as a ‘complete example of a niméteeentury landscape’, despite the
fact that Big Pit was a relatively modern mine whiwas operational until the late
1970s* In similar terms, Cornwall and West Devon’s apgiion stated, ‘The Site is
being nominated to UNESCO in recognition of thisique contribution to the
development of the modern industrialised world, éneluring technological and social

consequence of the exceptional survival of disitrecstructures and landform?'’

Underwriting these assertions was the need to pres® ‘remember’ the mining past
which was at risk of being lost. In fact, theseimk are made explicit in some of the

2 Wales Tourist Board Stud§he Tourist Potential of the Big Pit979.

2L Geevor pamphlet (Trevithick Trustuide to the Geevor Experiend®97.

22 Geevor Tin Mine, The Way Aheddiscussion document prepared by Cornwall Courayr@il in
conjunction with the Trevithick Trust, 2000, p. 1.

23 UNESCO World Heritage Site Lighftp://whc.unesco.org/en/list/984ccessed 10/12/2010.

24 Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape: Worlditdge Site Management Plan 2005-2010, p. 1.
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heritage site texts and display panels. As we salieg Big Pit is now promoted as a
‘living, breathing reminder of the coal industry Wales and the people and society it
created® While still evoking a sense of pastness, this sbrthetoric implies that
mining society is bygone and we need to be ‘rendhdéit. At Geevor, there are signs
of similar claims to remember the mining past ior@ad sense. One of the most popular
sections of the Geevor site is ‘The Dry’ (the mgiesld changing rooms) which has
been reconstructed ‘almost exactly as it was wherast working miner leff® This in
many ways operates as a commemorative space, dhd ahtrance to the Dry: ‘Here
we try to preserve the memory of the men who wotkerk.?” Notably, the sense of
preserving memory is closely linked with the mathkty of the sites. The mining
artefacts ostensibly embody or provoke memory, e/imeemory is ‘preserved’ through
the exchange between objects and the meaning ootetraround them. In the case of
The Dry at Geevor, it is claimed that preserving thiners’ old possessions as if they
had just left the site allows them to be remembaredway which descriptive panels or
photos would not. Here, of course, we are in tlanmeof public or cultural memory,
constructing or sustaining memories outside ofviigial experience. In this way, the
heritage sites claim to have a mnemonic functionganstruct an enduring cultural

memory relating to mining, even if in very speci@rms.

As we can see, in justifying the need to presereev@r and Big Pit as heritage sites,
several interlinked arguments emerged from stakighns! Firstly, it was argued that
mining had an intrinsic ‘historic’ appeal due teetlong histories of mining in Wales

and Cornwall, and the age of its associated matartafacts. Secondly, large-scale
national narratives of the way mining shaped Waled Cornwall were extremely

prominent. This came with both community and idgntlaims (assertions that heritage
is locally and culturally-defining) and simultaneby elevated Wales and Cornwall as
influential in the long history of global industiigation.

25 http://www.museumwales.ac.uk/en/bigpit/aboatcessed 5/1/2011.
26 www.geevor.conaccessed 8/3/2011.
" Geevor Tin Mine display panel.
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6.3 Cultural memory in miners’ stories

The institutional claims outlined above were thetsaf official narratives which
conflicted with living memory, in the terms outlochén Chapter 5. It was apparent from
the oral history interviews with ex-miners that ithmemories operate differently in
different contexts. The way they told their storiesoral history interviews reflected
quite different priorities to their roles as towrdes. Nonetheless, there were elements
of adopting the heritage narrative in the way thaked about the mining past. As
argued earlier, miner-guides drifted in and outhafir set narratives used during tours
(discussing the past ‘as it was then’) but wer® asich more reflexive about these
memories when discussing their roles as guidesoudr their oral histories, there
emerged a certain sort of ‘collective’ memory, whiwas akin to the way in which
Halbwachs initially used the term; to refer to ecotive remembering in small groups.
The miners recalled their working lives in notakiynilar ways, both in terms of the
events they remembered, but also their narratitenps and the emphasis they placed
on certain aspects of their life stories. When using the period before the mine
closures, there were common themes such as théh&deaelationship with mining, the
hardship associated with the work and the posittense of community that

accompanied the thriving mines.

However, in the context of their broader life néuas, themes of decline and loss
shaped their stories, with deindustrialisationragtas a turning point in many of the
miners’ lives, not only in economic terms but i thvay they perceived their lifestyles
and communities. Given these competing narratinestiae different domains in which
miners’ memories operate, it is sometimes diffidalt distinguish between what is
‘memory’ in a direct sense and what is the inflieent ‘cultural memory’ in the sense
of learned knowledge or values adopted from offibiaritage narratives. We would
expect there to be a similar tussle between thesepeting narratives in the
construction and preservation of cultural memorpwever, as | will argue, when
looking to the future, miners consistently turnexd imstitutional discourses, which
reinforce the preservation of official narrativestioe mining past, rather than drawing

on their own autobiographical memories.
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6.3.1 ‘It should be here forever’: Miners comitagterms with heritagisation

One of the ways in which the issue of cultural mgmimecame apparent was in the
discussion of generational change. During thegrinews, many of the miners reflected
on heritagisation and the need to preserve (or m@me mining in the light of the
decline of living memory. As we will see, althougtany of the miners recalled being
extremely sceptical of heritagisation when it wastfmooted, they also trace the
process of coming to terms with this shift and rafieto justify why the mining past
should be preserved. In doing this, they often &sbplements of the dominant heritage
discourses identified above. For example, PeteBica Pit manager and ex-miner,

recalled the reaction to heritagisation as follows:

When Big Pit was first mooted, you know, there waeeple saying ‘why do we
need to preserve the heritage of the industry?alt’sround us!” There’s forty
coal mines in south Wales. Now nearly thirty ydater we’re virtually the only
one. We are the only shaft mine left in Wales. ¥ know, that has happened
right across the country. So the traditional indasthave been in decline, you
know — a certain amount of nostalgia — it's onlyentsomething disappears you
realise how important it was and what it gave usd Aining had dugeimpact
on this country, not just the industrial but ruaa¢as as well - it really did affect
south Wales more than anything else in its histdfgu know, most of the
communities in these valleys only exist becauseoofand coaf®
Here, we see Peter looking back to the past atettiely upon the process of change in
his own interpretation of heritage. This is an eglamof a ‘meta-statement’ which
Anderson and Jack identify as a telling featureral history narrative$’ As they note,
when interviewees reflect on their own stories,gaé an insight into an ‘individual’s
awareness of a discrepancy within the self or betvwehat is expected and what is
being said® In this case, Peter articulates the tension betwee ‘old’ and ‘new’
perceptions of heritagisation. Given Peter’s curreanagement role at Big Pit heritage
site, we would expect him to reflect the institntb discourse to an extent. Interestingly
though, he also adds a more personal perspectweembering his own changing

perception of heritagisation as follows:

8 Interview with Peter Walker, Big Pit Coal Miningudeum manager; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6
June, 2011 (8-10 minutes).
#9 Kathryn Anderson and Dana C. Jack, ‘Learning &idn: Interview Techniques and Analyses’, in
Women’s Words: The Feminist Practice of Oral Higt@d. by Sherna Berger Gluck and Daphne Patai
(Routledge, 1991).
%0 Anderson and Jack, p. 22.
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Those of us who were in the industry didn’t givedamn about heritage
obviously, and what we were interested in was a gobving and some of us
were interested in making a career out of it. Bat)y know, some perhaps wiser
heads, people in the museum world recognised walbdy this is an important
industry, it is in decline, let’s try and preses@me bits of it before it's all gone.
Ultimately they were right*
Initially, Peter groups himself with other miner&h¢se of us who were in the
industry’), evoking the common in-group we see iany of the oral history interviews.
He then creates an opposition between the minershase he refers to as ‘wiser heads’
(here meaning heritage planners). At the beginairtgis story, his allegiance was with
the working miners, emphasising the way in whichtagisation was resented by the
miners in the first instance. His statement thaytldidn’t give a damn about heritage’
contrasts sharply with his previous discussionhef merits of preserving the industry.
Further on in his narrative, however, he comes dotm feeling positive about the
transition to heritage, effectively switching sidesagree with the ‘wiser heads’ and
recognising the importance of preserving miningt ié be forgotten. The movement
between these two positions or frames implies tbaming to terms with the
heritagisation of mining was problematic in someysyagiven the significant shift in
values it entailed. As noted in Chapter 5, reprisgrived experience through heritage
narratives was a problematic process which was nigieeent with the hardship
associated with living with the legacy of deindiadisation in these areas, in order to

commodify the mining past as a tourist attraction.

Peter’s account of coming to terms with heritagigatn this way was in fact common
to many of the miners’ interviews. As a result, maf the miners’ narratives reflected
a similar discursive shape, shifting from bittesvemnd disbelief to the eventual
acceptance of the heritage site. In a group ird@rwith several Big Pit miner-guides,
after discussing the closure of the mines, the @piidere asked what they knew about

the plans to turn Big Pit into a heritage site. Desgponded:

Dewi: This was already - we was all working in pits whbis was a museum. It
was, | think 1983.

Interviewer: What did you think about it then?

Dewi: | think if we was all honest, if you had said totuenty-odd years ago ‘in
twenty years’ time you’d be working as a guide ig Bit’, you'd have fell down

laughing wouldn’t you? [laughs]. Are you seriouisel? Or what? [laughter from
Dewi and others].We’d have never thought aboutplase, we was all working in

% Interview with Peter Walker, Big Pit Coal Miningudeum manager; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6
June, 2011 (12-13 minutes).
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the pit and you know, all of us from different msnéNe probably weren’t

interested in this place ‘cause you was working imine. But yes, like | said it

should be here forever, for the next generation.
Dewi effectively uses humour to highlight the sigrance of the shift in his views of
heritage over the years. Entering into their freglyeused banter with the other guides,
he jokes that it would have been inconceivablehion to be told he would one day
work as a guide at a mining heritage site. Thisysbacurred in a number of the miners’
interviews to illustrate the contrast between ngnamd guiding. Simon (another Big Pit
miner-guide), for example, said ‘I often say to mie now in fact, ‘little did | think
when | started underground that I'd be taking peophderground as a tourist
attraction’.**As Dewi suggests above, he and the other minerddwbthave even
thought of Big Pit as ‘we was all working in minggaturally with different priorities
and norms. However, in the last utterance of hspwoase, Dewi shifts gear and returns
to a more serious statement suggesting that herghguld be preserved ‘for the next
generation’. This underlines the vast shift in &istude over time, as he now seems to
value the site as a heritage asset and is keeetmsing remembered beyond his own
lifespan. In a way, heritagisation retrospectivehdowed the mining past with a sense
of importance, giving the industry a status whithvould not otherwise have had. In
turn, Dewi and others show desire for this moreitp@s version of the past to be

preserved.

These patterns were also visible in the Geevor reimesponses. In the context of their
life stories, many of the miners remembered beaggptcal or even bitter about heritage
when it was first introduced, but interviews oftamded with quite a different tone. The
following extract from an interview with Dennis @eevor miner-guide) illustrates this.
Early on in his story, he recalled the first intugtlon of a visitor attraction at Geevor

and the reaction it provoked among the miners:

Even when we were working here, just before thalfolosure, the mine was
introducing the visitor sort of thing because tipeychased a tractor and trailer
and they took people around the mine. And they weaiehing us come out of
the cages at the end of the working day. | carpea¢ some of the things the
miners shouted at the people looking at us comuigobthe shaft. We felt like

32 Big Pit miner-guides focus group, recorded by BetBaupland, 14 November 2011 (Recording 1, 7-9

minutes).
% |Interview with Simon Barry, Big Pit miner-guidezaorded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (8-10

minutes).
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we were monkeys in a cage at one time. Then itiveasled because the mine

needed to survive, you knatt.
This account captures the contemporary bitternesscegated with the shift to heritage, a
move which was extremely problematic for most @& thiners. In this context, Dennis
understandably felt resentful about becoming ametton for tourists, to the extent he
even shouted abuse at the visiting public. In Girapt we saw Dennis’ emotional
reaction to the mine closures, having thought reedgob for life’ (a common phrase
among many of the miners interviewed). He even rebe¥ed not wanting to attend
reunions because he wanted to avoid ‘talking abloetpast’. However, in order to
become a guide at Geevor later in life, Dennis nhaste in some ways come to terms
with the shift from working mine to heritage sifReflecting on this, later on in his
interview, Dennis discussed his imminent retirenfesn his position as a guide. In the
process of making sense of his current role, Heatefd on the nature of heritage more

generally:

I've got another twelve months till | retire, | capme back on a two day basis
or volunteer. It's something to do isn't it? You'séll got a tale whether you're
65 or however old you are. You can still minglewpieople, talk to people, you
know - want to keep it alive. | know we’re not isdensable, but who's going to
carry on the tale? There’s nobody at the monient.
In stark contrast to his initial reaction to hegitation, here Dennis takes pride in his
personal role in preserving the story of mining.d#® shows concern that the heritage
might be lost in future, stressing the need to pkéealive’. However, in this extract,
Dennis brings a number of influences to bear onathg he wants the mining past to be
remembered. He focuses on the need ‘carry on ke waich is a much more personal
take on what is important about the past. Rathem 8imply adopting the over-arching
heritage discourse, Dennis stresses the importanogng memory, suggesting that he
doesn’t want the miners’ more personal insightdb¢olost. This is indicative of a
conflict between the cultural memory and individuaémory, with Dennis evoking
both of these frames in the way he talks aboutepvesy the past through heritage. As
argued earlier, we can see that individuals dogbttreir own perspectives and there is

variation within the identified dominant narrativétowever, the frequency with which

3 Interview with Dennis Way, Geevor miner-guide;arted by Bethan Coupland, 22 March 2011 (21-
22 minutes)
% Interview with Dennis Way, Geevor miner-guide;aeted by Bethan Coupland, 22 March 2011 (27-
30 minutes).
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heritage discourses are evoked and engaged withissfjust how pervasive they have

become.

In fact, all miners showed a desire for the miniessio be preserved as heritage, despite
the disparities between the way they told thei Btories and the representation of
mining through heritage. This pattern seems curiauthe light of the prevalence of
stories of loss and decline encountered in the meiride narratives (outlined in the
previous chapter). In order to account for thisftsm the miners’ perceptions of
heritagisation, we need to understand why mindtsHat heritage should be preserved,

and subsequently what sort of cultural memory iadgppromoted.

6.3.2 Justifying the preservation of mining heréagfficial narratives adopted

When rationalising the need to preserve miningthge at Geevor and Big Pit, clear
patterns emerged in miners’ accounts which vergatiomirrored established heritage
discourses. Firstly, miners tended to move awamftioeir own personal experiences to
a much larger-scale narrative of the sort fountientage texts. Most notably, mining

was commonly placed within ‘national’ stories. hetfollowing extracts, the concept of
‘composure’ is drawn upon in order to analyse howl avhy the miners integrate

official narratives into their own accourifslt will be argued that this is done in order to
compose memories which are coherent; both in teomsligning with existing

dominant narratives and in seeking personal compdbluough telling their stories.

As we saw above, miner-guide Dennis stressed tie ob living memory in
maintaining ‘the tale’ of mining at Geevor. Howevée went on to explain why he

thought mining should be ‘kept alive’ in these term

| feel it's got to be kept alive. It's got to b@eople have got to know what went
on, not only here but it relates to other areawelsand a lot happened overall
in Cornwall...It was the mining and everything eflsat was - took part with the
mining, the industry and the towns around. Theolnystit spreads doesn't it, you
know. Yeah for Cornwall and obviously West Devorwadl is included in the
mining area. | think yeah, | think it's brillianthddren are being involved, it's
surprising how well-informed the children are, yaow. And being now under

% For discussion of composure, see Chapter 2. Alistmson, ‘Anzac Memories’; Summerfield.
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the World Heritage Site and that, | think why nlhitwas a massive industry
wasn't it, thousands of people involved, you kridw.
Here, Dennis adamantly states that mining infludnCernwall as a whole, knitting
Geevor’s heritage into a much bigger picture. ksthterms, he composes a narrative in
which he places his own life experience in the exnbf a culturally-defining industry;
‘it was a massive industry’ and there were ‘thodsanf people involved’. Dennis
certainly isn’t alone in couching Geevor in thesents. Cyril, another ex-miner at
Geevor drew directly from the World Heritage Sitiscdurse when discussing the
significance of mining heritage. When asked whyfdleit was important to preserve

the site, he responded:

It is very important. | was explaining it would reevgo back to a mine because
of the different implications now. | mean we'veugjgled for two years to get
World Heritage Status. Now we've got that we wankeep it. We're on a par
with the Taj Mahal and the Pyramids believe it ot.rrhis is a unique little
mine. You can’t go anywhere else in Europe and éipdace like that®
Cyril's answer is noticeably impersonal. He seeméintd it difficult to articulate why
he thinks mining should be preserved, and jumps tyeto discussing the World
Heritage Site, claiming it places Geevor ‘on a wéth the Taj Mahal'. In fact, this
directly echoes the text of a Geevor display pdnentioned in Chapter 4), which
claims ‘Cornish mining is internationally significt it contributed to the development
of our modern industrial society and the world as kmow it. It is valued alongside
other global icons such as the Taj Mahal and Stemgh® Likening mine sites to
iconic international sites is a common motif usedthe WHS discourse, and this is

readily absorbed into the miners’ talk.

In fact, World Heritage Site status is frequend#ferred to when discussing the value of
preserving mining heritage. Of course, WHS statusn external validation of the
heritage ‘value’ of these sites, which is rathestaliced from any sort of personal
connection miners may feel with their past. Thearsnnterviewed clearly take pride in
World Heritage Site status, which lends credibitaytheir own pasts, allowing them to
compose narratives in which they express pridééir former occupation. In doing so,

they very obviously borrow from heritage discourather than their own memories in

37 Interview with Dennis Way, Geevor miner-guide;arted by Bethan Coupland, 22 March 2011 (27-
30 minutes).

% Interview with Cyril Honey, Geevor ex-miner; reded by Bethan Coupland, 2 November 2011
(Recording 1, 28-29 minutes).

%9 Geevor heritage site display panel.
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order to support preservation. These sorts of resggshow the way in which cultural
memory (constructed through heritage discoursedrbes prevalent in certain contexts.
Although the miners themselves lived through thenéy being represented as heritage,
when it comes to preserving the story for the fitutris not their own autobiographical
memories they draw on, but on dominant heritageodisses which are influential in

constructing a broader cultural memory.

At Big Pit, strikingly similar responses were digd. Glyn, a former miner with no
connection to the heritage site, also used the WAdSa way of validating the

preservation of Big Pit. Discussing his view ofitegge in Blaenavon, he said:

Well, Blaenavon had always been famous for its pctdn because it invented

the steel in this town. That's how it kicked offes@Vith this World Heritage,

they put it forward, the council, and they gotwhich they should do because

there’s a lot. The history we've got here is tredwmrs - we're not going to lose

it. If you lose your history | think you've lostlag part of your life - Yeah, got

to keep it going. Like | say, if we lose our hegigawhat else have we g&t?
Although not directly associated with the heritage institution, Glyn clearly buys into
a similar sense of the importance of mining hedtagsing WHS status as a value-
endorsement for Blaenavon. His account shows hawapie certain aspects of the
dominant heritage narrative have become by incatpa his own story into the
heritage narrative. He claims ownership of the mgmast, equating the ‘history we’'ve
got here’ with ‘our heritage’, simultaneously ewvodia historicised narrative of the
industry and placing himself within that narrativiendeed, much like Big Pit’'s
promotional texts, he traces the long history austry in the area as if to stress its
‘historic’ value. In comparison to the other minemsentioned above, Glyn goes slightly
further in arguing for the preservation of heritagés reason for this transpires to be (in
his final comment), ‘if we lose our heritage, wieie have we got?’ This is an implicit
identity claim; Blaenavon people, for Glyn, are idefl by their industrial past,
something which he claims needs to be remembered.

Not all miners referred to the World Heritage Sitesuch specific terms, but when it
came to discussion of safeguarding mining heritdigere was a common pattern of
interviewees moving away from personal memorieasserting the value of heritage at

a national or global level. In the following exttedrom Big Pit miner-guides, we see a

9 Interview with Glyn Probert, Big Pit ex-miner; @ded by Bethan Coupland, 16 November 2011 (2-5
minutes).
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number of statements couching the value of miniagtdge in these terms. Firstly,
Dewi stresses the importance of not ‘forgetting’ning when a generational shift
OCCurs:

Well, at the end of the day, the likes of this plathe Valleys, have made Cardiff.
If it wasn’t for the likes of the Valleys, the iraorks and steel, Cardiff wouldn’t

exist. The docks were built, they became the citlemy are because of the
Valleys...I don’t think it's seen as important noimhink people tend to forget

about it. They closed the mines down, the mineggaree, where the mines once
were the pits have been landscaped. You know dargotten, unless there’'s a
memorial put there, it's forgotten. Sadly, theysdd the mines down, never put
anything there to say there’d been something tteerd,people forget don't they?
And time goes on - the generation - it will be lasmn't it?**

Having earlier on discussed how ridiculous hergagon would have seemed to the
miners in the 1980s, Dewi now clearly values pnasgrthe memory of the mining
past. He repeatedly refers to the risk of ‘forgeftito support the memorialisation of
the industry through its material artefacts. Amqtating the lapse of living memory,
Dewi assumes a direct link between maintaining rtteerial culture of mining and
remembering its traditions. But just what is beirgmembered? For Dewi, it's
important not to forget mining in the Valleys besawf its wider impact on Cardiff and
the surrounding area. Again, this stresses theugtog nature of mining, what it ‘gave
us’ (as Peter claimed earlier), rather than howspecifically remembers his own
experience. In the following extract from a growaperview with Big Pit miner-guides

(Dewi, Thomas and Simon) use similar mechanisnadtéch value to the mining past:

Thomas: | think it's a good thing they preserved it. It'&a to see all the young
ones coming down.

Dewi: | think it should be here forever. Youngsters taddye got a boy of
twelve, you know, youngsters today they've nevansa coal mine, they don't
know what it is. They don’t even know what coas@ne of them. So this place is
here, they can come here and learn about it, paher heritage, they can talk,
ask questions of people. It should be here. Itd p& Welsh history, Welsh
culture.

Thomas: We've got a lot of adults coming through, they daealise, they think
it's all carpeted and painted down there (laughkgy didn't realise what we had
to go through. It's nice to show everyone.

Dewi: I've had people here, not from foreign countriesnf London, took them
underground and they’ve never seen coal. They wdukdow what it is...
Thomas: | think it's good that they kept this. The numbérpeople that come
here just to go down a hole in the ground, it'selidvable. | think it's good for
Wales. It's the history isn’t it? The only troubke sometimes | think the people

“IBig Pit miner-guides focus group, recorded by BetBaupland, 14 November 2011 (Recording 1, 9-13
minutes).
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here they think it's like a - you know you see tofdiscuits with the cottages, it's
like a fake world for them. It's like we are alwaiysthe past, they don’t associate
anything modern with Wales. It’s still coal miniagd rugby and there isn’t much
else [laughs]...It's a bit of a cliché but stilleire proud of it.
Simon: And | mean, the amount of people we have hereugirout the year, all
over the world right and it gives you - makes ymwoud as well to show them
how mining was done in Wales over the years youwkrdining is important to
Wales, the heritage side of it, that's why I'm gliety kept this place. Sadly, if
you think of this, coal mining in Wales have godé, 11 mines in Wales but
they're drift mines, not actually shafts...they atarting to open one or two mines
but whether we go back to mining in Wales who knaw®
Two recurring (and interlinked) points emerge frins exchange. The emphasis of the
role of mining in national history and culture igaa very apparent. The miners repeat
statements such as ‘it's good for Wales’, ‘miniggimportant to Wales, the heritage
side of it’, ‘it's part of Welsh history, Welsh dule’, composing a narrative which not
only fits with, but directly reflects, heritage dairse. Along with this, they state that
there is a need to pass on the knowledge and way®riing to the next generation
who have ‘never seen coal’, ‘wouldn’t know whatsit In fact, this was a joke which
cropped up in a number of interviews. Dai, for epéamn claimed it was necessary to
preserve Big Pit ‘especially for the young peofileey’ve never seen a coal mine, so
it's a good thing now for them to see what typewadrk the miners actually did.
Whereas if we didn’t have it they'd just read bodKss, it's not the same. You've got
to go down to experience 1t Similarly, Eddie at Geevor claimed the site neettele
maintained ‘for the youth, of course the childreaming along to know what

happened®

These sorts of claims suggest that the miners hHugieheritage will inform and teach
the next generation, those who they claim are asingly distant from that sort of

work. There is not only a generational gap, butemggaphical one, according to
Thomas (in the group extract). He jokes that in élges of tourists from London, the
mines are all ‘carpeted and painted’, indicating ldck of understanding of the nature
of mine work among the broader public. His poigneotment ‘they didn’t realise

what we had to go through’ evokes the hardshipsarking underground and the need
to remember that in the light of deindustrialisatiorhomas shows signs of being

2 Big Pit miner-guides focus group, recorded by BatGoupland, 14 November 2011 (Recording 1, 12-
15 minutes).

3 Interview with Dai Jones, Big Pit miner-guide; oeded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June 2011 (2-5
minutes).

“** Interview with Eddie Strick, Geevor miner-guidecorded by Bethan Coupland, 23 March 2011 (8-10
minutes).
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slightly more reflexive as to the image of Walesstoucted through heritage. Though
he is sceptical of the tourist lens Wales is ofteewed through, he still justifies the
value of mining heritage in national terms, in atarg&tatement saying ‘it's a bit of a

cliché but we’re still proud of it'.

In the extracts above, many of the miners buy thi® historicised narrative of the
mining past. They promote preserving the workiragitions as they were when the
mines were working, in many ways reflecting the penally-fixed nature of established
heritage discourses. By referring to mining on tomal (or regional) scale, the miners
claim a particular sort of heritage value. They ma&nnections with the ‘success story’
of mining; the way in which it shaped Wales and r®all, putting both on the world
stage. Again, these sorts of claims tend to fixingnin the distant past, reaching
beyond local community histories or personal exgere to a much grander narrative.
With this, there is a strong implication that thewn stories are not valued as ‘heritage’.
Heritage, to them, involves remembering how minivegs done and what the industry
contributed to the development of these areas. Aes@alt, they do not ascribe any sort
of ‘heritage’ value to their own experiences, matarly of their sense of loss in the
wake of deindustrialisation. In these terms, we sae clearly the way in which
dominant heritage narratives are adopted whenmntesoto which version of mining
heritage is preserved. Although living memory idl giresent at Geevor and Big Pit,
there is a developing cultural memory which cleastipsumes individual memories
when it comes to justifying the preservation of mgnas ‘heritage’. The miners
interviewed drew on dominant cultural memory inertb compose a broader sense of
meaning from their own life narratives; stories géhiendowed their own experience
with a retrospective sense of value as well asgoeoherent with dominant heritage

discourses.

6.4 Local perspectives: cultural memory in Blaenavo and Pendeen

Miners’ accounts highlighted the fact that livecperence and cultural representations
both influence the way the mining past is rememthened preserved for the future. In
this way, autobiographical and cultural memory exri®ngside each other, implying
that there is not a neat transition between the twother words, it is not the case that

cultural memory only becomes influential when liyimemory lapses. In fact, different
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sorts of ‘memories’ overlap and have the potentathallenge or reinforce each other.
In order to further understand the way in whichtwal memory is constructed and
communicated, we need to attempt to trace the m&tee mining past in the existing
public historical consciousness. So what sort aérimory’ of mining exists beyond the

realm of individual experience?

6.4.1 Coming to terms with heritagisation in Blagoa and Pendeen

As argued above, miners’ oral history narrativegeaded the process of coming to
terms with heritagisation and the shift in value®ntailed. In these terms, many of
those who had been initially sceptical proved toimdavour of preserving mining
heritage in the terms established by dominantdgginharratives. Of course, the process
of heritagisation was contested in both Blaenavod &#endeen more generally.
According to local people who were interviewed,railar process of change has been
experienced in the perception of the value of hgeét in the respective local
communities. A common trend emerged, whereby Igedple remembered being
indifferent (or even hostile) to heritagisation time wake of the mine closures, but
eventually coming to terms with this shift and soging the preservation of the mine
sites for their historic value. Evidently, domindgritage narratives have also spread to
public discourse and hence constructed a certatroscultural memory. In fact, there
was clear evidence of a broader historical constiess in which the role of mining in

shaping their communities is prominent.

Many ‘insiders’ at Geevor and Big Pit discussedalgoerspectives on heritage, often
claiming that local people have come to value hgat despite some initial scepticism.
Indeed, heritage site managers and staff acknowtetlyge economic points of contest
but pointed to the value of preserving mining lag& as a way of resolving these

localised disputes. Peter, a Big Pit manager, disxi the site’s reception as follows:

| think it's changing. When it was first opened uphink there was a huge
amount of scepticism in the town as it was, asid,sabout tourism generally
and with some justice it must be said. But, overyhars | think we’ve proved
that this place can be a success. There’ll alwaythé sceptics and the doubters,
you know, should be doing more. And to a certaitelea you can understand
that because places like this, you know, to a laegree were the centre of the
community, they provided everything, even providbd stick for the fire as
well as the coal, and there are 65 people workierg mow, at its height there
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were 1300 so we can’t make the same sort of imgsdhe place once did. So
then, we’re always fighting that but | think whaashchanged is that people,
we’ve always had good supporters in the town, wizst changed now is that
people realise ‘well hang on, heritage is imporianthe area’, and Big Pit is a
national museum, best in Britairf">.

Similarly, Ceri (and ex-miner and curator) claimed:

| think they’ve accepted now that’s it's an impaitgoart of the place. It's like

most Valley places, there’s a certain amount oftlapabout but also a real
pride, sometimes in the same person. | think theytabably have been happy if
they'd put a Tesco up here or a swimming pool @isure centre ‘cause they’re
used to having the colliery here. What do they wankeep it for, it's just a

colliery...l think they've accepted now what it iske | said, there’s a lot of

pride and a lot of apathy and sometimes out oféimee mouti®

Peter and Ceri imply that it's now much easierustify the preservation of the mine
sites as heritage, given the shift in their valuerdime. Ceri’'s characterisation of the
site’s reception as ‘a lot of pride and a lot o&tyy’ reflects the love/hate relationship
which existed with the industry, which was prominén many of the miners’
narratives. Naturally, in the first instance, locatidents didn't always celebrate the
heritage value of the Pit, hence the assertion shate people may have preferred a
Tesco supermarket to a heritage site. As we sawChapter 4, the process of
heritagisation was often contested on these sérge@mnomic grounds. At Geevor, we
see the same sorts of negotiation between the puonpoints of contest and the
heritage value of the site. Bill, a Geevor trustescribed the site’s relationship with the

community in these terms:

I know there were some people, there always wilhiggost-industrial area, who
worked in a place, hated every minute of it andthinieg that they want is to see
the whole thing razed to the ground and a few nisves of Barrat houses or
something put up. There’s still a little bit of thaut people have become
perhaps a little bit more conscious of their hgetal think it's become sort of a
different sort of fixed point in the community.dtho longer the thing that drives
the local economy. There aren’t huge numbers of fdre, there are a few jobs,
they're not very well paid but it is something whi¢ know...it has become
important to some of the people that worked hefecddrse it's a link for them
with their working past and it has become importanthem. | think maybe that
makes it importanit’

> Interview with Peter Walker, Big Pit Coal Miningudeum manager; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6
June, 2011 (33-35 minutes).

“® Interview with Ceri Thompson, ex-miner and Big &itator, recorded by Bethan Coupland, 6 June
2011 (27-29 minutes).

“" Interview with Bill Lakin, Geevor Trustee and Peed resident; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 4
March 2011 (17-18 minutes).
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Strikingly parallel points of dispute emerge frona@avon and Pendeen, but Peter,
Ceri and Bill all insist that heritage has becomereasingly important over time and
that the majority of local people have come to gatle mining past as ‘their heritage’.
Big Pit, to Peter and Ceri, has made the transiiom ‘just a colliery’ to ‘a national
museum, [the] best in Britain’, whereas Geevoreasalibed as becoming ‘a different
sort of fixed point in the community’. Their ass@&nts suggest that local people have
developed a greater sense of appreciation of minergage as part dheir past, and
that this has been fostered by the memorialisaifdhe past through heritage at Geevor
and Big Pit. In these terms, they claim that minhmyitage has been influential in
shaping the cultural memory in these areas. As vilesee, these claims were largely
reinforced when tested against the community meshbbecounts.

6.4.2 Cultural memory in local residents’ narrative

For the purposes of this research, interviews warged out with local people, some of
whom lived in Blaenavon or Pendeen who had varylagrees of involvement with
mining, as well as some incomers to the areas.eTtmésrviews certainly revealed the
prominence of the mining past in the way peoplestoicted and narrated their

communities, much of which was shaped by heritageasentations.

At Geevor, local people were keen to stress theoioggrole of the mine in the
development of the community in Pendeen. Some Rendesidents very clearly
reflected heritage discourses when they discussed/ay mining has shaped their local
area. In fact, some even explicitly referencedrtile of heritage in constructing their
understanding of the mining past. In the followitvgp extracts, we see the way in
which the Geevor (as a heritage site) is considarédve broad mnemonic function for

the local community.

Fiona, who moved to Pendeen five years ago, said:

| think landscape is so important here for peopl®wive here, even for me
who’s moved down here. It's such a huge part of wieyre here. To have the
landscape dotted with the remains of old mines,st beautiful and that kind of
stuff, but you need the understanding of why theytrere. You can’t just think
‘oh aren’t they pretty’, you need that understagdf why they were there and
why they were important for Cornwall in order tcsifly a case for why you
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preserve them and you can’t begin to understand tivay're important unless
you have some kind of experience, | think thatsagabout GeevdF.

Janet, another ‘incomer’ noted:

As you get older, you're naturally more interesteadvhere you come from and
what you do, you don'’t realise until you get oldeoyw much you're affected by
things which happen in the past or to members af yamily in the past. You
don’t notice it when you’re young but | think thplace [Geevor mine] is
important because there are generations out theosevfathers aren’t coming
home from the mine anymore so they've lost thagalr But their fathers, or
their grandfathers now in a lot of cases, workeck land they will come to an
age where they're interested. And if it's not hiershow them, they won't really
have that concept in the same way that you carirget walking round here;
going to where the men hung their clothes in thenems’ Dry, going
underground, seeing how dark and damp and confiretlis. You can be told
and told and told but until you have it in your ignaation it's not the same. And
that's what this place is here for really. And ttose in other areas where
similar mining may have happened, like in Devonemhthe copper mines and
SO on. 'I:Qis is the closest they can get to italvall. You know, it's not just this
little bit.

In the first account, Fiona clearly focused on th@y mining shaped the Cornish
landscape. Again, here, we encounter elements eoflditye-scale heritage narrative,
justifying the preservation of industrial heritalgecause of its influence in developing
and defining Cornish landscape and culture. In &®terms the mines ‘were important
to Cornwall and she encourages a sense of dutynierstand mining heritage,
suggesting that we should look beyond the minesthatic qualities to appreciate the
heritage value of these places. She implies tleapthservation of Geevor is important
in this regard, allowing people to learn abouttinaing past. Similarly, Janet points to
Geevor’s role in preserving the past in the contéxiving memory being lost. For her,
the value of heritage is justified by the claim {asu get older you don’t realise how
much you're affected by things that happen in ypast'. This is another implicit
suggestion that heritage is central to identityaitinear sense; for local families to
remember their fathers’ and grandfathers’ lifestyl8he references the ‘loss’ of the
story when the generational shift occurs, sugggstimat Geevor’'s function is to
remember the miners and their working traditiorfse €mphasis here is much the same
as encountered in the miners’ responses abovebaimefit of heritage, in her words, is

to experiencewhat life was like for the miners, ‘walking routgre - going to where

“8 Fiona Jackson, Pendeen residents focus groupdestby Bethan Coupland, 14 December 2011
(Recording 1, 42-45 minutes).

“9 Interview with Janet Quinton, Pendeen resident@eevor guide; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 22
March 2011 (15-16 minutes).
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the men hung their clothes in the miners’ Dry, gaimderground, seeing how dark and
damp and confined it all is’. Janet’s account dipseflects the way Geevor describes
its own mission: ‘In this museum you can discovewthe ore was mined underground
and what happened on the surface. You can alsoofihdvhat life was like for those
who worked here.” As such, Janet values preseiiagast ‘as it was’, maintaining the
traditions and ways of working when the mines wagperational. Both Janet and Fiona
have clearly adopted a sense of the value of mimmdhe area, suggesting its
prominence in public historical consciousness.hiese terms, the cultural memory of
mining is already being shaped, and Geevor is pexdeo be influential in the way
people construct their sense of place and belongiitgin the local community.
Importantly, both accounts position mining in tredatively distant past, implying a

need to remember ‘how it was then’ and how the glagped the present.

In Blaenavon, there were a number of examples ofdge shaping cultural memory in
similar terms. Stephanie, a local business own@&laenavon, recalled being surprised
when she first heard about the heritage initiativehe 1980s. She grew up in the town
and returned recently after living abroad for tweygars or so. She later described her
experience when visiting Big Pit heritage site@kfivs:

I've been up there but not underground, | can’ttitat. The kids have been. |
think it's amazing, really incredible. I'm glad st’there. | think a lot of its
visitors, particularly families with young childrdreat it like a Disney ride, ‘oh
this is fun’, you know go down in the lift and sa.d don't think they always
realise the importance of it. There are historih®s go up and want to find out
the nitty gritty of it. | think it's amazing, absdkly amazing. | don’t think local
people go there unless they have visitors arrivéaonily arrive, people who
don’t live nearby, perhaps grandchildren, that ebthing...Sometimes it's hard
to think of something like that as a museum. ltdoepresent people’s history,
local people’s history but then people are oftery\yeotective about what they
think is theirown history. It’s still part of people’s lives. Youilsget this vague
- people they consider themselves a mining towm ¢heugh it's long gong

At the very end of this response, Stephanie pamthe prominent nature of mining in
public historical consciousness in Blaenavon. Diestiie debate about the role of Big
Pit itself, mining is still fundamentally importata this area, captured in the comment
‘people still consider themselves a mining townretl@ugh it's long gone’. In relation
to the site itself, an opposition is created heetwben a ‘Disney ride’ and ‘the

importance of it’, in order to refer to the minéxrinsic historic value. In similar terms

%0 |Interview with Stephanie Nummelkin, Blaenavon desit; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 16
November 2011 (Recording 2, 17-19 minutes).
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to Fiona (above), Stephanie implies a sense ofjatidin to engage with the past, to
fully understand the heritage value of mining ie @irea. She claims that local people
take the site for granted and justifies this byfte that ‘it's hard to think of something
like that as a museum’ and ‘people are protectiveua what they think is theimwn
history’. Here, Stephanie draws out two centrahfmin the debate over heritagisation;
the difficulty of instantly historicising the mingte as ‘heritage’ in the context of its
recent closure and the question of local ownershipepresentativeness in terms of
which living histories are put on display. Desptknowledging these points of contest,
Stephanie repeatedly refers to Big Pit as ‘amazisigowing the fact that she distances
herself from the potential conflict around heritegyed values the preservation of the
mining past in these terms. Tellingly, Stephaniesughey’ and ‘their’ when referring to
what ‘local people’ think of mining heritage, imptg that she doesn’t consider herself
part of that community (perhaps as a result oftimee away). However, later on in her
interview, she discussed the role of the WHS dedign in Blaenavon in rather

different terms:

I’'m sure other people would have a different vieivaoWorld Heritage Site,
think of Greek columns or the Taj Mahal, somethiag more glorious in its
physical aspect. They're not necessarily perhajoskitig of an industrial site. |
think that’s the big difference...you know, thisllg is something we must not
lose and we must label it so everybody else is @awhit and its relevance to the
world. **
Not only is the dominant heritage discourse adopiee (comparing mining to other
global icons etc.), Stephanie also ties herseti this narrative in a way she had not
done previously. When justifying the WHS status slagms Wwe must not lose ande
must label it". This shift in her narrative reflecher willingness to engage with the
collective ‘need’ to preserve mining heritage desphe fact that she was reluctant to
make a personal connection with ‘local people’sinams. As such, the established
heritage language is borrowed from and adoptedpetple’s own perspectives. When
looking to the future, the need to preserve théses s justified in the terms established

through institutional discourses.

The influence of heritagisation in constructingtatdl memory is relatively easy to
trace in accounts given by local people who weidyfaew to Blaenavon and Pendeen.

Given that none of these respondents lived in tlaesas through the period when the

*! Interview with Stephanie Nummelkin, Blaenavon desit; recorded by Bethan Coupland, 16
November 2011 (Recording 2, 17-19 minutes).
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mines were operating (or through the period of diestrialisation), we would not
expect their autobiographical memories to impacttioe way they understand or
construct meaning around the mining past. For theserviewees, their cultural
memories clearly rested on learned knowledge whichturn, meant that heritage
narratives were uncontested and easily adoptedlivitsy memory becomes less
prominent, we would expect these sorts of pattéonsontinue in terms of how the

cultural memory of mining is preserved.

6.4.3 Living memory and cultural memory

However, at present, we can still observe the aatéwn of living memory and heritage

narratives in some interviewees’ responses. Astlh@asase in the miners’ stories, some
local people drew on both their own experiences emébedded cultural narratives in
their interviews. While incomers to Blaenavon arehéeen most clearly reflect the
influence of heritage narratives in public memathers drew on different influences as
well. In the following example from a local resideém Pendeen, we also see how living
memory still influences the way in which the minipgst is remembered. Although a
recent incomer into the Pendeen area, Laura hintsow oral tradition and the

transmission of living memory also influence pubii@mories. She explains how her
partner’'s family (some of whom were miners) shartstories between generations.

When asked what moving to Pendeen was like, Lasponded:

Laura: | was in a lucky position when | moved down. Wélisay lucky, |
purposefully chose to try and get a job here, witthe first week of moving
down so | could start getting to know people beeauwas completely on my
own, didn’t know anybody. So, then meeting my partand hearing about the
community from him. The thing that's so importamré is the mining history,
that's what's talked about. It's such an importaart of who they are, but |
think it's also what makes people so close-knitnf@that’s what it seems to be,
everyone cares a lot about each other down heésevdry much a strong
community feeling, and very welcoming as an outsiti¢hink so, people have
been extremely welcoming.

Interviewer: Is mining something you hear a lot about then?

Laura: I've heard a lot about it because I'm with a chalpo’s local, he’s
always lived in Pendeen and the surrounding aresafather was a miner so I've
heard about all the things that happened in the.@d® mining is part of where
we are. It's a huge thing, even now. His son whthigeen talks about when
Geevor was open and the things his dad says andhihgrandfather is done.
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It's definitely part of everyday life, even now, exvthough it's not a running

mine>?
Here, without prompting, Laura explicitly links ‘ming’ and ‘community’, claiming
‘it's what makes people so close-knit'. She dessilseevor as ‘part of everyday life’,
suggesting that the mine is still central to theywlae community perceives itself.
Interestingly, though, Laura implies that the tfan®f memory between family groups
has been particularly influential in terms of hownimg is remembered. The sharing of
stories and traditions between three generatiorfeppartner's family has shaped her
understanding of the mining past and its valuehtlocal area. Although the Geevor
site is still part of the community in her narr&jvublic historical consciousness is
clearly also constructed through the transmissibfivoyg memory in certain small-
group contexts. This reminds us that although cailttepresentations of certain pasts
are influential in creating dominant memories, madit accounts neatly fit these set
narratives, and there are multiple influences ety public memories are formed and

communicated.

Of course, different people had different levelenfiagement with mining, which had
an effect on the extent to which they drew on agraphical and cultural memories.
For example, Brian, a local councillor who has dive the town all his life, constructed
a narrative which sporadically moved in and outivahg memory and cultural memory.
In making sense of the mining past, he very cleardye his own experiences into a
familiar heritage narrative. Beginning with the ex®n that people considered heritage
to be important in Blaenavon, he then stressedihbad influenced him personally:

We're very proud of the heritage, the Blaenavonppeoyes. You don’'t have
that sort of conversation with people but therets bf older people you get into
a conversation with and they say “I remember th@liat's a good thing...The
town and the residents were rather split on ‘whgudth we spend so much
money doing up the town when it could have beemtsplsewhere’ but they
were in the minority...It's one of one. It's thelprleep mine in the country you
can go down. One of one, it's got to be populamhat? It's a local story. To

me, it's part of my history if you like. | never weed in the Pit. | never worked
in the ironworks, but when you read the story, thagl children 6 or 7 years of
age working in the mines, pushing trams, pickinglcto me it's almost like a
living history. | can see it in my head all the wiagm the beginning so | don't -
| can see it as a story but many probably woulth't.

%2 Laura Vickery, Pendeen residents focus group,rdszbby Bethan Coupland, 14 December 2011
(Recording 1, 2-4 minutes).

*3 Interview with Brian Whitcombe, Local Councillon@ Blaenavon resident; recorded by Bethan
Coupland, 16 November 2011 (22-26 minutes).
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Brian’s account at first seems rather muddled, Umgicking it tells us more about the
tussle between autobiographical and cultural memddeyexplicitly claims his story is
partly based on what he remembers from his owmdivinemory (‘it's part of my
history if you like...it's almost like a living higry...I can see it in my head’) and partly
reconstructed through learned stories (‘I neverkedrin the Pit’, ‘when you read the
story...”). At the end, he seems to imply thatdws living memory allows him to more
fully understand the history in the way others nhigbt, suggesting that the way he
remembers the mining past relies on both persoqareence and learned knowledge.
Nonetheless, his narrative borrows a number ofindiste motifs from heritage
discourse; stressing the uniqueness of the speatg ‘it's one of one’ and re-telling
the potted stories about mining as it was (‘they tlaildren 6 or 7 years of age working
in the mines, pushing trams, picking coal..’). Thilsistrates just how influential
existing cultural narratives are, even in casesra/ipzople draw on their own lived

experience.

6.5 Conclusion: Reflecting on heritage and culturamemory

This chapter began with some wide-reaching, diffiquestions about the nature of
heritage and different manifestations of ‘memoie process of heritagisation and its
subsequent reception at Geevor and Big Pit hasigegdva window into the complex
relationship between heritage and cultural memwehgre the shift from living memory

to cultural memory has become more visible.

As | have argued, previous theoretical conceptatdiss have treated living memory
and cultural memory as largely separate concerneelation to heritage, with the
implication that cultural memorialisation becometevant only in the context of the
lapse of individual memory (based on lived expear@n In reality there is no such
simple transition between living memory and culkureemory. From the case studies
considered here, we can see that there is in faoueh more complex, non-linear
process of knowledge construction and meaning-ngakipout the past, both in the

present and looking to the future.
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At the most basic level, we can see clearly thaitdgisation has played into the
construction of cultural memory in Blaenavon andnd&en. In these terms, Jan
Assman’s notion that cultural memory is constructddough dominant cultural
representations and symbols is clearly applicaloleboth cases, heritage sites have
constructed institutionally-supported dominant atwves of the mining past (and its
‘value’ in shaping the present). The sites themeselfrequently claim that heritage
facilitates ‘remembering’ the mining past: both Gmeand Big Pit allow visitors to
‘experience’ the past, to ‘remember’ it in the @nets and to preserve it for the future.
As identified in Chapter 4, the trend here was d@ous on national narratives, to
emphasise the distant (most frequently nineteegnitucy) past and the need to preserve
the mining industry which was considered to be gligksignificant. As we have seen,
these sorts of value-statements have been reatbiyted in the way both ex-miners and
local people talk about preserving the past, imqgythat the cultural memory of mining

is directly shaped by institutional narratives.

However, tracing the construction and communicatiboultural memory is complex,
especially given that at present, both living meyremnd cultural memories coexist and
jostle for position in terms of how the mining pastemembered by both ex-miners and
local residents. As argued earlier, there are tardral problems with the application of
the concept of cultural memory in these contexss;detachment from the contested
nature of heritagisation (and memory) and its oeéience on a collective perspective.
As we have seen, we cannot make the simplisticngsgon that these dominant
narratives are strictly ‘collective’; that they aneerely adopted unquestioningly by
those who are exposed to them. Clearly, ther@ amember of factors which contribute
to the way in which we ‘remember’, where dominanitural narratives are influential
but people adopt them in their own ways and tak#& thwn positions within them. In
other words, while it is possible to identify thastence of a dominant cultural memory
(shaped by heritagisation), there is still a measafrindividual agency, particularly
when cultural memory and autobiographical memanieslap. Beyond this, we need to
acknowledge that if cultural memory is shaped lyresentations of the past, it is, in
turn, shaped by the political and economic forceiclv drive the process of

heritagisation.

Shopes and Hamilton (quoted at the beginning of thapter) noted that cultural

heritage produces ‘memories that make certain messof the past public and render
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others invisible®* Indeed, at Geevor and Big Pit, the wide-rangirilyénce of heritage

discourses meant that only certain elements oftbey have been preserved. There is
little space for the alternative narrative ideetfiin the oral histories; the accounts
which went beyond the period when the mines cloaed,were characterised by stories
of economic decline, personal loss and dissolvergses of community. This alternative
narrative which challenged the romanticisation efitage discourse is notably absent
from the way in which the preservation of miningitage is discussed. As such, there
is a hierarchy in the way different forms of memamng considered to have value as
‘heritage’. More personal, unofficial memories am®t considered to be worth

preserving or representing. Conversely, the peeceiwtrinsic historic value of the

more distant past and the role of industrialisationshaping modern Wales and
Cornwall have become ubiquitous in the culturatatare, and hence in way the mining

past is ‘remembered’.

Already, the sorts of heritage discourses outlinbdve (and their associated cultural
memories) are deeply embedded, to the extent hiegt ¢an claim to resolve localised
political and economic contests surrounding thetdge sites. Miners and local people
drew on both their lived experience and elementshef dominant cultural memory
when telling their stories, but often only discubsspects of their living memory which
fitted with established heritage discourses. Innfigers’ oral histories we saw clear
patterns in the way they move from being extremstgptical (even hostile) to
heritagisation in the first instance, to accep(agd even promoting) the role of heritage
sites in preserving the mining past. Similarly, Hocal people may have debated the
role and purpose of the sites during the phaseeotdgisation, at some level, all
interviewees seemed to value the preservation efntining past through heritage.
Importantly, when justifying this desire to presemining heritage, most respondents
directly borrowed from established discourses rath&n giving a more personal sense
of the value of the mining past. Particularly, WoHeritage Site designation was often
cited, along with the related large-scale aggrawiisarratives about the way in which
mining economically and culturally defined Walesla@ornwall. In these terms, even
those who had their own living memory to draw uponight into historicised narratives
which stress the value of mining heritage and teednto preserve it for the next
generation. Certainly, when looking to the fututbese institutionally-endorsed

accounts dominated unofficial memories in termsvbfch elements of the past were

** Hamilton and Shopes, p. 3.
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preserved. In simple terms, living memory was (&)dcharacterised by decline and

loss, while heritage narratives are characteriseal large-scale story of success.

As for the shift from living memory to cultural memy, we can only speculate as to
how this will play out in the future. Although lng memory is still present at Geevor
and Big Pit, there is a developing dominant cultun@mory which clearly subsumes
individual memories when it comes to justifying fr@servation of mining as heritage.
The frequent adoption of heritage narratives suggd®t people perceive a need to
remember the past for its own intrinsic value, bgyinto fundamental notions of what
heritageis. As living memory declines and disappears (alorith whe alternative
narrative it constructs) we would expect to seeead moving away from personal
stories to these larger-scale heritage narrativethese terms, as time goes on, cultural

memory becomes increasingly distant from lived eigoee.

As we have seen, cultural memory is a useful fraonkwbut one which needs to be
more carefully situated within particular contexXt¢hen certain pasts are commodified
and memorialised as heritage, this process impasksed temporal framework. At
Geevor and Big Pit, mining was frozen in ‘the pagroviding it with a ‘fixity’ for
memory (in Assman’s terms), which through the camsion of a dominant cultural
narrative, allows the memory of mining to enduredral the point at which living
memory will lapse. However, this also imposes ai@aystem which promotes a very
particular interpretation through heritage (oneps&lthby the political and economic
interests which drive heritagisation). As a restlifjng memory (and alternative

narratives) are subsumed by a more pervasive aulugmory.
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Conclusion

This thesis has moved beyond existing research esitabe and memory by more
critically analysing the relationship between regé and different conceptualisations of
memory. As | have argued, most scholarly work om rislationship between heritage
and memory has assumed a simplistic link wherebymonialisation preserves
(‘collective’) memory in a simplistic sens&As argued in Chapter 1, this is surprising
given the theoretical rigour which has grown frdre study of heritage and memory as
separate entities. As Laurajane Smith has notedethelationships are ‘simply nodded
at rather than given close attentidh’Given that both heritage and memory are
concepts which have come to be understood as carapl multiply constructed, their
interrelationship deserves a more critical and nedranalysis. As heritage studies and
public history have shown, representing the pasthie present is by no means
straightforward. Heritage is not merely presergegrotected, but constructed through
discourses and value-systems which promote cemeiratives of the pasf.Similarly,
theorists of memory have acknowledged that thexeldferent layers of memory which
overlap and interact with each other in a compliestogue® Accordingly, this thesis
began by posing the question ‘what impact doeddggsation have on different layers

of memory?’

In order to address this broad question, the stiidiyv on a range of theoretical
perspectives, recognising that both memory andawggriare multiply constructed and
interpreted. Following the emerging fields of palitistory and critical heritage studies,
it aimed to interrogate the process of meaning-nwakn relation to heritage sites and
displays, deconstructing the relationship betwden gast and the present in certain

%5 Susan A. Crand/luseums and Memof($tanford University Press, 2000); Tim Bentomderstanding
Heritage and MemoryManchester University Press, 2010).

*% Laurajane Smithses of HeritagéTaylor & Francis, 2006), p. 58.

*" Laurajane Smithses of HeritageBarbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, ‘Theorizing Hegt,
Ethnomusicology39 (1995), 367-380; G. J. Ashworth, Brian Gralzamd J. E. Tunbridgdluralising
Pasts: Heritage, ldentity and Place in Multicultli®ocietiegPluto Press, 2007).

%8 See, for example, Paula Hamilton and Linda Shogrss,Oral History and Public Memorie§remple
University Press, 2008); Alistair Thomsafnnzac Memories: Living with the Legef@xford University
Press, USA, 1994); Graham Smith, ‘Toward a Pubtial Glistory’, inThe Oxford handbook of oral
history, ed. by Donald A. Ritchie (Oxford University Pre2810); Anna Green, ‘Can Memory Be
Collective?’, inThe Oxford handbook of oral histergd. by Donald A. Ritchie (Oxford University Press
2010); Jan Assmann and John Czaplicka, ‘Colledtteenory and Cultural IdentityNew German
Critique, 1995, 125-133.
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contexts’’ In this vein, rather than interpreting ‘heritages fixed or innate, the study
focused on heritagisation aspaocessin which narratives of the past are socially
constructed and reliant upon political, culturatl@tonomic circumstances. In addition,
based on existing work in oral history and memdungdies, it was acknowledged that
memory has a number of different dimensions whitbract with heritagisation; living

or autobiographical memory (how people remembeir then lives and experiences)
and broader cultural memory (what is ‘rememberédua the past in the broader public

consciousness, which does not rely on direct ezpeei)®°

In particular, this thesis has emphasised the @bleving memory and its interaction
with heritagisation. | have suggested that livingmory has been largely neglected on
two grounds; one practical and one more theoretiatly, many heritage initiatives
represent the distant past, meaning living memsnyot always accessible or relevant.
Secondly, as mentioned earlier, there is a comnssamption that heritage fosters or
maintains broader ‘collective’ memories (often redd to as social, public or cultural
memories) in a linear sense, after living memory lapsed. The mining heritage sites
used as case studies were chosen to bring thasesigsto focus and allow for the
relationship between heritage and memory to be sdyppmore specific terms, within
these particular contexts. Unlike many heritageetions, Geevor and Big Pit represent
the very recent past. Industrial heritage sitesoareof the few sorts of public historical
representation where heritage narratives existiagsely alongside living memories of
the social experiences they represent. Here, tisea@ obvious potential for conflict.
Using oral history interviews alongside archiverses has allowed for the analysis of
the interplay between official heritage narratiaesl these different layers of memory.
As we have seen throughout, despite the somewffatatit contexts and motivations
for heritagisation, similar interactions betweenitagisation and memory (in its various

manifestations) has been apparent at Geevor anBiBig

%9 Smith,Uses of HeritageBrian Graham, Gregory John Ashworth and JohnuBbfidge, ‘The Uses
and Abuses of Heritage’, issues in Heritage, Museums and Galleries: An bhiciory Readered. by
Gerard Corsane (Routledge, 2005), pp. 26—37; Diglsshenblatt-Gimblett..

%0 Assmann and Czaplicka.
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Heritagisation and memory at Geevor and Big Pit

Empirically, the thesis focused on three key congmi® in its analysis; ‘heritagisation’,
living memory and cultural memory. Heritage nama@$ and living memory (through
oral testimony) were viewed as two different saftsecollection and representation of
the mining past which exist alongside each otheraAesult, the study identified what
these different narratives were, and more impdstahbw they constructed different
meanings or values about the past in the presamstlyi-in Chapters 3 and 4, the
process of heritagisation at each site was mappetl,only providing contextual
grounding, but allowing for a detailed analysis tbé way in which pastness was
constructedthrough heritage discourse (and the temporal dasce this created with
living memory). Both Geevor and Big Pit were rapitleritagised after their closure as
working mines, a move which proved to be largeyomgruent with lived experience in
the local communities. Heritagisation naturally oflwed a shift in values associated
with the mining past at a time when people werk Isting with the consequences of
the mine closures. In these terms, re-brandingngiais a heritage product, especially
as a tourist attraction, was in many ways problen¥hat followed, for ex-miners and
local residents, was a complex process of comingetons with the effects of
deindustrialisation; not only in real economic audial terms, but in reconceptualising
the industry which had built and supported themownities as a heritage asset which

needed to be preserved.

As we saw in Chapter 3, heritagisation was motivatther differently and followed

different trajectories in Wales and Cornwall. Whde Big Pit, a clearly ‘top-down’

system of management was implemented (with the $VBteirist Board providing the

impetus and funding for the project), Geevor washm hands of a small collection of
local people (primarily Cornwall County archaeokigiand ex-Geevor workers). While
there were clear differences in terms of the in8thal contexts at each site, similar
trends in the institutional heritage narratives evéirly clearly established (whether
internally constructed or borrowed from developingtional heritage discourses).
Chapter 4 clearly traced the development of hegitdigcourses at both Geevor and Big
Pit. Most prominently, the narratives constructédeach site promoted a sense of

historicism, turning to the long traditions of thdustry in order to justify the mine
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sites’ new status as heritage assets. In turn, nbgected the contemporary social
experience of de-industrialisation, imposing a temapframework which fixed mining

in ‘the past’ and separating it from lived expedenn these communities.

At Big Pit, institutional discourses fixed the &téeintrinsic historic appeal’ in the
nineteenth century past, emphasising Blaenavon'sitrale role in global
industrialisatiort* For the Wales Tourist Board, this one sort of elcould ostensibly
translate into economic regeneration in the wakeehdustrialisation. Claims about
the site’s commemorative and regenerative rolese vedways underwritten by these
sorts of assumptions about Big Pit’s ‘historic’ wal Despite its practical selection as
the favoured site for a heritage attraction (dutheomine’s shallow depth and alternate
walking exits for visitors), Big Pit was lauded lasing representative of a proud aspect
of Welsh national history; its contribution to gidbndustrial development. Of course,
heritage discourses were subject to change ovee. tirhowever, although the
prominence of the regeneration agenda subsequeatigd, the focus on Blaenavon’s
success story (based in the distant past) remainéded into the way in which the site
was promoted to funders and visitors alike. In fadten World Heritage Status was
applied for in 2000, nearly twenty years after thigal feasibility studies, the same
patterns emerged in the way the management justifie site’s value as a heritage

attraction.

At Big Pit, heritage discourse oriented on the bard to the distant past (primarily the
wide-ranging impact of nineteenth century indusis&ion), and on the other hand, to
the economic demands of the present and futuregnergting to post-industrial
Blaenavon via tourism. In the process, living meynand lived experience were
glossed over. When the needs of the community aiarded to in heritage discourse, it
was either in terms of the romanticised past oret@nomic demands of the present.
There was no sense that heritage planners engadmestiastially with the sensitive
nature of representing lived experience as herifag¢hose who were living with the
real social and economic legacy of deindustriabsatlt was assumed that the cultural
experience of mining and its associated communitad lapsed and that external
heritage planners could act to ‘regenerate’ whas \edt. As a result, the act of

preserving or ‘remembering’ the past and (ostegkitdgenerating for the future, the

®1 Wales Tourist Board Stud¥he Tourist Potential of the Big Pk979.
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present, for this community, was being forgottereritdgisation, in these terms,
objectivised the distant past which was seen bkebialders as the raw material for
heritage tourism. This is a clear example of hogease of pastness can be actively
constructed through the process of heritagisatiordine with recent theorisations of

heritage as a socially constructed phenomenon.

At Geevor, there was a closer awareness of thdegmsbassociated with heritagisation
in the community. Some ex-miners and community meEsitwere involved in the
transition, resulting in a much more community-otésl heritage discourse. Geevor
was promoted as being preserved ‘for the benefitth|f community’ but was
simultaneously borrowing from established heritdggeourses, focusing on the site’'s
‘unique’ role in representing the mining past whibéfined Cornwall’s landscape and
culture. In spite of frequent claims that miningitegye was being preserved for local
benefit, more recent rhetoric constructed the valiuthe mining past in much broader
terms, in order to align with heritage funders asgulators. Despite its promotion of a
‘local’ agenda and the importance of ‘communityiete was no sense of what this
meant in practice or how they would implement tagenda. In fact, Geevor clearly
established a similar national narrative as thatkwhad been adopted at Big Pit. The
‘prolific’ and ‘globally-defining’ long history ofCornish mining was (and is) stressed
on display panels, in promotional texts and in fagdapplications. In similar terms to
Big Pit, the narrative which was used to justifye@er's heritage value was rather
detached, somewhat romanticised, and based orutdoess story of Cornish mining.
By contrast, the more recent local experience ofige was notably absent.

As we have seen, since their inception as heriségs, institutional discourses evolved
at Geevor and Big Pit. This was the case bothensttes’ own marketing and in terms
of the developing national (and international) itsibnal framework of heritage
organisations. Nonetheless, certain trends remalatively constant, particularly the
focus on the historic qualities of the two sitesd ahe broader narrative of their
nationally and globally-defining stature. Prior#ti®f heritage planners were notably
different at each site but in both cases, heritdiggourse was driven by funding
priorities and assigned an intrinsic ‘historic’ il@gised value to mining. Funding and
designation criteria were clearly influential, andrratives which promoted the sites’
‘historic’, ‘national’ and ‘global’ value were inéably emphasised in statements to the

Heritage Lottery Fund and UNESCO, for example. Asesult, the prominence of
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national narratives and focus on the distant paas wemarkably consistent in
institutional discourses at both sites. Importgnihese were ndalseinterpretations of

the past by any means, but they did impute a vartiqular set of values relating to
mining, particularly in terms of the need to presethe industry’s heritage; values

which would potentially conflict with living memory

Both cases illustrate the way in which heritagmatconstructs a disjunction between
the past and the present. Heritage discourse fmiedhg firmly in the past, albeit a
‘usable past’ as a resource for the present. Degpie different contexts in which
heritagisation was undertaken at each of the diestage narratives were increasingly
distanced from the lived experience in these comtmesnlargely reflecting institutional
priorities; the need to secure funding and recagmifrom external agencies and to

promote mining heritage for the tourist consumer.

Chapters 5 and 6 then drew on extensive oral lyigtata to analyse the multiple ways
in which heritage and memory interact. As arguedCimapter 5, there is no neat
transition between living memory and memorialisatias some theorists have
suggested? Practices of preservation do not merely becomeifsignt where (living)
memory lapses. In cases where heritage represaris recent experience, it is
necessary to reassert the role of living memory, @nunderstand its role in shaping
(and being shaped by) heritage representationsm Ere case studies, it was found that
living memory interacted with heritage narrativasai number of complex ways; they
both overlap and conflict with each other. Firsttypne form, living memory is used to
reinforce heritage narratives. At Geevor and Bidg, Bving memory is directly
incorporated into the heritage ‘experience’ (thtouex-miners’ tours). Guides’ first-
hand accounts based on their memories are, in d&agery marketable resource for
heritage attractions. However, as | have arguedlewthis one facet of ‘memory’
operates as a useful resource for heritage sités,shaped - and indeed limited — by
being contextualised as heritage; by the existingtdge narrative, by the material
surroundings of the mine site and by the needsoofigt visitors. As such, these
memories are articulated in a way which aligns wistitutional economic and political
priorities, firmly contradicting the notion that fitage sites simply ‘house’ or ‘protect’

memory®?

%2 pjerre Nora, ‘Between Memory and History: Les hiele Mémoire’ Representations 989, 7-24.
63
Crane.
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Notably, these performative uses of memory difignisicantly from the more wide-
ranging oral history testimonies. Oral history dskewed clearly that living memory
has the capacity to challenge both the contennagahing of heritage narratives. Many
of the miners’ accounts challenged the romanticsabf heritage narratives, focusing
on the mine closures as a point of rupture in theas, suggesting that the legacy of
decline was much more far-reaching and had not basity resolved by heritagisation.
The sense of loss described went well beyond thenamnic impact of
deindustrialisation, implying that heritage discsiwhich stressed historicisation and
promoted the success story of the early industoaleties in Wales and Cornwall was
problematic for people who were living with thelr@apact of the mine closures.

As such, oral histories moved outside of the temalpofixed heritage narrative,
emphasising the ongoing legacy of decline and édssommunity in both Blaenavon
and Pendeen. Indeed, deindustrialisation was fratyu¢he focus of individual life
stories. Miners’ accounts of being ‘completely 1o$teartbroken’ and ‘nearly crying’
as a result of the closures were often accompayetescriptions of a declining social
environment and a loss of community. These morécdit elements of the story
contradicted sharply with the more distant romasditton of heritage ideology. There
was certainly a far-reaching sense of loss withciieritage did not engage. For those
who lived through it, the past did not ‘end’ whér tmines closed, as the rather distant
heritage narrative implied. In reality, memories ofining and its associated
communities lived on, and for the moment, the Iggalcmining (and its subsequent
decline) still has resonance for those who livedulgh it, bringing the story of mining

into the present and suggesting a much more finkddetween past, present and future.

The dissonance arising from these accounts imphias heritage and living memory

function in notably different temporal and inteffive frameworks. A clash in the

senses of value attached to the past and its ngeamithe present was apparent; a
tension is caused by the meeting of what Bill Saltmvéas called ‘subjective’ and

‘objective’ time frame$* While heritage narratives imposed an objectiveetiframe

(focusing on the past ‘as it was then’ and prongp@nsense of historicism), living

% Bill Schwartz, “Already the Past” Memory and Hisical Time’, inMemory cultures: memory,
subjectivity, and recognitigred. by Susannah Radstone and Katharine Hodgkam§&ction Publishers,
2005).
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memory works in a subjective frame (emphasisingqaal experience and continuity
between past and present). As we have seen, far fging discrete entities, heritage
and living memory exist in a complex and often cadictory relationship. Here, we

need to recognise the value of oral history invailhg us to access living memory. The
memories articulated in oral testimonies not omgvjdle a more subtle, nuanced (and
arguably more complete) version of the past, thisp ae-evaluate the process of
‘heritagisation’, showing the ways in which hergamight be problematic, as well as

why it is valued.

Not only did the case studies provide valuablegims into the interaction of heritage
and living memory, they also provided a window itlhe complex relationship between
heritage and cultural memory (explored in Chaptgrvéhere the shift from living
memory to cultural memory has become more visibehas been argued throughout,
previous theoretical conceptualisations have tcelteng memory and broader cultural
memory as largely separate concerns in relatiohetstage. It is often assumed that
cultural memorialisation becomes relevant onlyha tontext of the lapse of individual
memory (based on lived experiené&However, from the case studies considered here,
we can see that there is in fact a much more complan-linear process of knowledge
construction and meaning-making about the pash ioothe present and looking to the

future.

The data analysed in Chapter 6 showed that theepsoaf heritagisation has directly
influenced the construction of dominant culturalmoey in Blaenavon and Pendeen. In
these terms, Jan Assman’s notion that cultural nmgmscconstructed through dominant
cultural representations and symbols is clearlyliepple °® In both cases, heritage sites
have constructed institutionally-supported dominaantratives of the mining past (and
its ‘value’ in shaping the present). The establisheritage discourses identified - those
which promoted national narrative, the distant (imiosquently nineteenth century)

past, and the need to preserve the global stattiseofining industry — were readily

adopted in the way both ex-miners and local petgiked about preserving the past.

On a more cautionary note, we cannot uncriticallypd the concept of cultural memory

in this context. Despite the prominence of insiiol discourses, we cannot make the

% Nora.
% Assmann and Czaplicka.
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simplistic assumption that these dominant narrataee strictly ‘collective’; that they
are merely adopted unquestioningly by those whoeapmsed to them. Drawing from
the diverse interpretations of memory discusse@hapter 1, it is apparent that there
are a number of factors which contribute to the wawhich we remember; a number
of layers of memory which interact in the way wenstouct meaning from the past in
the present. Indeed, rather than seeing dominardtives as all-encompassing, we also
need to take a more subtle view of cultural memulnych acknowledges the different
extent to which people associate with heritageatiangs, adopt them and take their own
positions within them. While these case studiesehsnggested the existence of a
dominant cultural memory (shaped by heritagisatigdhere is still a measure of
individual agency, particularly when cultural mema@nd autobiographical memories
overlap. In Blaenavon and Pendeen, both living nrgraad cultural memories coexist
and jostle for position in terms of how the minpast is remembered by both ex-miners

and local residents.

Ex-miners and local people drew both their lived experience and elements of the
dominant cultural memory when telling their storie¢owever, interviewees often
discussed aspects of their living memory whichedittwith established heritage
discourses in certain contexts. This suggests lleatage discourses have a wide-
ranging influence which (in these cases) resultedrnily certain elements of the story
becoming most prominent. A wide range of interviesvevoked institutional discourses
and value statements during their testimonies. Wais most evident when respondents
attempted to define what was most important ordable’ about the mining past. Here,
both miners and local community members evokedirtbgtutional discourses rather
than drawing on their own memories or lived expae In particular, World Heritage
Site designation was often cited, along with théateel large-scale aggrandised
narratives about the way in which mining econontycahd culturally defined Wales
and Cornwall. Conversely, the more nuanced nagsatigmanating from the oral
histories - the accounts which went beyond theogdewhen the mines closed, the
stories of economic decline, personal loss andblisgy senses of community - were
notably absent. This suggests that there is arblgyan the way different forms of
memory are considered to have value as ‘heritageereby the perceived historic value
of the more distant past and the role of induss@sion in shaping modern Wales and

Cornwall has become ubiquitous in the way the ngrmast is ‘remembered’.
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This dominant narrative is already deeply embeddegdublic consciousness, to the
extent that it can claim to resolve localised jditand economic contests surrounding
the heritage sites. In many ways, heritagisatiamsttacted a more ‘usable’ past which
impacted on the way both ex-miners and local peapieulated their life narratives.
Somewhat ironically, by associating with these dasgale narratives of the mining past,
people found a way to take pride in their past mmade beyond the stalemate of living
with the legacy of decline and loss. In most cdbeswas not merely tokenistic, but a
seemingly genuine engagement with the need to pmeeslkbe more positive aspects of
their past for the future; to remember the placthese small communities on a national
and global scale, and to retain the associatedevayistem (prioritising community
values, camaraderie and resilience). In line witlal chistory theory relating to
‘composure’, interviewees consistently drew on dwani cultural memory in order to
compose a past they could find meaning in and beyg wanted to preserve. Therefore,
heritagisation both fixed mining in the distant pasd (in some ways) allowed for a
positive outlook for the future.

As we have seen, the process of heritagisationeav@ and Big Pit imposed a fixed
temporal framework, historicising mining throughdafixing it in ‘the past’. In
Assman’s terms, this provided a certain ‘fixity'rfmemory, or rather constructed of a
dominant cultural narrative which promoted a veaytigular (and generalised) memory
or the mining past. In turn, this dominant heragarrative was inherently shaped by
the political and economic interests which had eliveritagisation. As a result, living
memory (and alternative narratives) tended to Heswmed by the more pervasive

cultural memory.

Broader implications for ‘heritage’ and ‘memory’

As suggested in Chapter 2, there is always a ldrgte¢ent to which we can generalise
from case study research. However, as | have arguetier than uncritically

interpreting broad concepts like heritage and mgmtrey need to be situated in
particular contexts in order to be more rigoroushalysed. By drawing on two case
studies, this thesis has provided an empiricalsbsi some wide-ranging conceptual
questions. From this research it is possible tavdr@me broader theoretical conclusions
(and further questions) which have implicationsoasra range of disciplines; public

history, oral history and heritage and memory &tsidi hroughout the thesis, it has been
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suggested that these are closely related fieldsmapfiry which would benefit from
greater cohesion in order to draw out the relahgnbetween heritage and memory in

broad terms.

Drawing on critical heritage studies, this theset sut the complex process of
construction involved in hertitagisation, analysthg way in which historical narratives
are shaped in certain social, politics and econotoittexts. Incorporating concepts
central to public history, this process was viewiedthe light of the dynamic

relationship between past and present. This ceodratern was then evaluated through
oral history, drawing out the implications of thredraction of different facets or layers
of memory in relation to heritage. Combining thesgproaches highlighted the
construction of historical and temporal distanoelwed in heritagisation, which linked

the more practical process of the transition toithge at the two sites with more

theoretical concerns regarding how meaning is nfirae the past in the present.

In particular, studying these industrial heritagesshas allowed for the analysis of the
interplay between living memory and cultural memamd the role heritagisation plays
in broadly shaping public historical consciousnéss.| argued at the outset, different
approaches to this issue have fundamentally relrethe specific sort of memory under
consideration, with living memory and cultural mesnbaving been treated as largely
separate terrain in relation to heritage. Howewasrthis research has shown, there is a
much more complex process at work, whereby herigagkeliving memory overlap at a

number of levels.

| have argued that memory is multi-layered, and the is the starting point for any
understanding of the relationship between herieag memory. These different layers
of memory exist in dialogue with each other in astnall contexts. Individual memory,

like identity, is both personal and shaped by @dknfluences. Our memory is shaped
by both our own experience and ‘collective’ memsrigow we remember in small
groups, based on shared experience) and broaderatuhemorie$’ As a result of this

multiple definition of memory, we must acknowledg®at there is a much more
complex, nuanced relationship between heritage raachory than current work has

suggested. Where heritage sites represent thenspatary past, they necessarily both

" Maurice Halbwachgialbwachs/Coser: On Collective Memdgyniversity of Chicago Press, 1992);
Thomson.
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incorporate and impact on living memory, as welindlsiencing cultural memory. If we
cannot really extricate individual and cultural noeyy we need to understand their
interplay in relation to the process of heritagmat which cuts across all layers of

memory.

Practices of memorialisation undoubtedly have tlapacity to influence public
historical consciousness. In fact, as we have desitage narratives actively construct
new ways of ‘remembering’ the past. In these tefmesitage sites and displays are not
merely ‘mnemonic support systems’ (‘maintaining’ m@y in a linear sense), they
fundamentallyshapecultural memory. Heritagisation involves the comifiodtion and
recontextualisation of not only material objects bacial experience. Consequently,
new senses of value are imposed upon the pasithitoeritage discourses (particularly
those which are institutionally-recognised).

In turn, dominant heritage discourses are frequestlaped by the economic and
political interests of institutions, meaning thhe tconstruction of cultural memory is
reliant upon the implicit power dynamics betweeficadl and vernacular accounts of
the past. In these terms, cultural memories areahstract understandings of the past
which merely ‘exist’ (as Assman seemed to implyut,bas | have argued, are
inextricably bound with the politicised and conéssprocesses of construction which
produce them. As such, it is particularly importaotunderstand the nature of the

construction of heritage sites and narratives nmertely their receptioff

How, then, does heritagisation impact on living meynand cultural memory? It is
simple enough to state that heritage displays (@ssort of cultural representation of
the past) are influential in constructing dominanttural memories in the absence of
living memory. However, as argued earlier, therens seamless transition point
between living memory and cultural memory, as saherists have suggest&din
fact, we only begin to understand quite how pemasieritage narratives can be when
observing the tussle between living memory anducaltmemory. In the first instance, |
argued that the meeting of heritagisation and ¢jvimemory creates points of contest.
These antagonisms are largely based on there betligjuncture between the ways in

which heritage and living memory conceptualise egldte to ‘the past’; they exist in

%8As suggested, this is beginning to be addressdtithétemergence of ‘critical heritage studies’, see
Laurajane Smith, ‘Editorial'lnternational Journal of Heritage Studiek3 (2012), 533-540.
% Assmann and Czaplicka; Halbwachs.
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different temporal frameworks. Heritagisation img®%bjective’ senses of time, which
involve a false separation between past and preBgnteframing lived experience as
heritage, heritage discourses freeze the pastamporally-fixed fashion, divorcing the

past from its related present. Living memory, oa tther hand, more continuously
links past and present, going beyond the point hichv heritage narratives end.

Considering this, we can see that there is a ditjme, whereby distant heritage rhetoric
sits rather uneasily with living memory. Howevdre tpotential competition between
these positions can be glossed over, to a largmexds the dominant cultural memory

becomes prominent.

To this end, | have suggested that heritagisatiediates the process of memory. That
is, by re-framing certain lived experiences asitage’, heritage sites (or other public
historical narratives) actively shape which nawesiof the past endure; they shape the
way in which people construct meaning from the jpashe present. In the case studies
analysed, heritagisation constructed a more ‘usalalst; a dominant cultural narrative
which could be easily adopted or borrowed from,newethe context of interviewees’
own life narratives. Of course, we need to be castinot to assume that dominant
narratives are wholly ‘collective’. As we have sediming memoriesdo have the
capacity to challenge and go beyond dominant alltmemories. Drawing on Young's
concept of ‘collected memory’, it was noted thathivi dominant narratives, individuals
still remember their own pasts quite differentlgdaengage with dominant narratives in
different ways’® As Young suggests, rather than constructing aungcollective’
memory, these heritage institutions served to assignmon meaning to a collection of
individual memories. In Young’s words, they orgauisshaped, and even inspired their
constituents’ memorie<. In this way, living memory is often framed withimominent
heritage discourses, thereby neglecting the moemgad (and sometimes alternative)
narratives provided in oral history testimony.

Does this mean heritage is ‘bogus history’ afté?’aln Chapter 1, it was argued that

heritage cannot be characterised as an inheragufd’ or ‘bad’ cultural practice as the

0 James Edward Younghe Texture of Memory: Holocaust Memorials and MeguiYale University
Press, 1993).

" Young, p. xi.

2 Robert HewisonThe Heritage Industry: Britain in a Climate of Diwd, First (Methuen Publishing
Ltd, 1987).
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traditional critique would hol&® Instead, it was suggested that heritagisation is a
processin which dominant narratives of the past are sciebnstructed and reliant
upon particular political, cultural and economiccaimstances. Indeed, heritage as a
concept relies on agents, institutions and estaddisrameworks of meaning. As critics
of heritage have often asserted, there are imp(aid explicit) power dynamics
involved in terms of what gets preserved and wh&asahese decisions. There are
obvious issues of representation where any ingtriiassumes responsibility to act on

behalf of a community or in fostering cultural memes.

In many ways, this study has reinforced those amscelhe evidence from the case
studies suggests that heritagisation does proneb¢etsve interpretations of the past at
the expense of others. In Blaenavon and Pendeeitagee narratives proved to be
influential in constructing dominant cultural memavhile glossing over more nuanced
aspects of living memory. In these terms, our ustdeding of certain pasts is framed
by values which are imposed and promoted largefyuh official channels, which is

deeply concerning for those with an interest iniaodistory and the broader

democratisation of the past.

However, to dismiss heritage as merely ‘bogus hystwould be to neglect the more

critical questions regarding how dominant narraiwé the past are constructed and
how they mediate our historical understanding. & accept that heritage is (to an
extent) socially constructed, the process of cansitn reflects certain values and have
powerful implications for the way in which both imdluals and groups remember. As |
have suggested, we can only extricate the comphgkidgations of this relationship by

situating heritage narratives within their procegsconstruction and analysing the

interaction of heritagisation and different facetsnemory.

Resultantly, the subtle relationships between ageitand different layers of memory
outlined here have a number of implications for lgubhistorians and heritage
practitioners in more practical terms. The ‘bleaghout’ of living memory raises a
number of questions as to how practices of pretiervamight address the resulting

silences, and make space for more nuanced hergpgesentations which more readily

3 See Hewison; Patrick WrighBn Living in an Old Country: The National Past imt@emporary
Britain (Oxford University Press, 2009); David LowenthEthe Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of
History (Cambridge University Press, 1998).
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include aspects of living memory. Here, oral higttastimony is particularly valuable
in constructing more subtle — and sometimes cogdestrepresentations of the past.
Where possible, conducting oral history intervieasshiving, and incorporating oral
testimony in heritage sites and displays can craatgeater degree of continuity of
living memory. Throughout this thesis, it has beegued that we need to move beyond
fixed notions of past and present and appreciaetttere is a more fluid, non-linear
process of knowledge construction and meaning-ngakietween past, present and
future. Rather than imposing temporally-fixed nawves, a closer focus on living
memory would take into account the more continu@asiceptualisation of the

past/present relationship, encouraging a morecatiéngagement with the past.

Consequently, this thesis has attempted to reagsenalue of individual memory in

relation to the process of heritagisation. As hasnbargued, individual and cultural
memories are not entirely separate entities; rattiery overlap and can reinforce,
contradict and shape one another. Centrally, lyeriterratives play a prominent role in
the tussle between these different layers of memioryother words, the process of
constructing heritage narratives influences whiolernories’ endure. As such, we need
to more fully understand the processes of creatiehind various practices of

memorialisation, and how certain elements of thst game to be commodified and
recontextualised as heritage and how they shapeimdgrstanding of the past in the

present.
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Appendix 1
INFORMATION SHEET FOR INTERVIEWS
Title of Research Project
Heritage and Memory: Oral History and Mining Hegan Wales and Cornwall

Details of Project

This project is investigating how and why miningnied to heritage in Wales and
Cornwall after industrial decline. At Geevor/Big,Ri aims to establish how the mine
came to be turned into a heritage site, and wlffgrdnt people’s opinions of this
process are. The project will ask why the miningtsill has value in the present, how
this is represented through heritage and whamntleians to both locals and visitors.

| am a PhD candidate/research student at the Wiiyef Exeter. The project is funded
by the Economic and Social Research Council.

Contact Details

For further information about the research or yiaterview data, please contact:
Bethan Coupland Department of History, Universityfexeter, Devon UK.
Phone: 01392 263240 Emailec206 @ex.ac.uk

If you have concerns/questions about the researghwpuld like to discuss with
someone else at the University, please contact:

Dr Anna Green Humanities and Social Sciences, éfgity of Exeter
Cornwall Campus, Penryn, Cornwall TR10 9EZ
Phone: 01326 253 763 Emal.E.Green@exeter.ac.uk

Confidentiality

Interview tapes and transcripts will be held infodence. They will not be used other
than for the purposes described on the attacheskobiform and third parties will not

be allowed access to them (except as may be relgoyréhe law). You will be supplied
with an audio copy of your interview on CD. Youttaavill be held in accordance with
the Data Protection Act by the researcher for yiears, then donated to the archive held
at Big Pit/Geevor indefinitely, unless you requatsterwise.
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Appendix 2
CONSENT FORM FOR INTERVIEWS

Anonymity

Would you prefer your interview information to beedl on an anonymous basis, with
no mention of your name? (Note that we still neeceter to the group(s) of which you
are a member).

PLEASE CIRCLE YES /NO

| agree to allow my recording to be used for the ftowing purposes:

for research and publication O
as lecture material O
for other educational purposes O
for broadcasting O
for electronic publishing O
| am prepared for my recording to be depositechiarghive O

| wish to limit public access to my recording toperiod of yearsd

(up to a maximum of 30 years). Please state thasditons:

Copyright

| agree to assign copyright in this recording t¢hae Coupland.

TICK HERE: O
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Consent

| voluntarily agree to participate and to the useng data for the purposes specified. |
can withdraw consent at any time by contactingrkerviewers.

TICK HERE: O

(2 copies to be signed by both interviewee andareber, one kept by each)
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