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Cinema Memory as
Cultural Memory

cinema, through ideas about popular cutture and its place in peoplé’s
evcrzda}: lives, through memories, life stages and life narratives. The
journcy begins where personal and collective memory meet in stories
about uncnn and unun.\g_‘om;_,_md about what these meant, “and seil
ge '—th d

mean, in the lives of the first movie-made generation' — those men an
when fgomg to the pictures’ was

G

women who grew up in the 19308,

T' I Tins book traces a-path through social history and the history of
'1
|
F

o i Britain’s favourite spare- -time activity, The stories, memories and histories
| inthe cﬁapters which follow emerge from a wide-ranging ethnohistori-

| cal inquiry into 1930s cincma culture, conducted over a per;od
' gen years.

of some

. In the 1930s, Britain boasted the highest annual per capita cinema

s |attendance in the world; and cinema’s popularity and ubiquity increased

steqdﬂy throughout the decade, with admissions rising from 903 million
in 1934 (the first year-for which reliable fxgures are available) to 1027
million in 1940 and a concurrent increase in the number of cinema seats
per head of population. It has been estimated that some 4o per cent of
tllce_lﬂgmggglat:on went to the pictures once a we week with a further

23 per cent ;,mng, twice wukly or more, If this is accurate, something
‘ 1egu]1r and frequent c1nema00ers

,—-—.—.—.———




-~ Cinema Memory as Cultural Memory

- The Age of the Dréary Palace; Jeffrey Richards §6t5 out an cxtensive
- overview of contemporary data on patterns of cinema attendance, con-
-~ cluding that ‘whilc a large proportion of the population at large went to

the cinema occasionally, the enthusiasts were young, working-class, urban. |

- and more often female than * 3 Richards also notes that as the decade

progressed, cinema widened its appeal to the middle classes. This process
- of embourgeoisement went hand-in-hand with the econory’s recovery
from the recession of the carly 1930s, the development of middle-class
_ suburbs on the fringes of British cities and a boom in the building of

= K IS . e . . B - . .. " » . . !
- supercinemas”in these new suburbs and in existing town and city centres. jfuserFia

Often at the leading edge of architecture and design, supercinemas

| .cinema; from the fffé';p

oM O3

tmc!:.we6 Fi’lth”s"iéi’de;”a‘cinéma'cu1tu'::~__§ is in any case shaped by the con-
- texts and

. widro consume 1. The Briush cinemagoing expericnce was part ol o)

toinemay

- offered ~ aside from respectability — a luxurious entertainment ex-
perience, bringing a taste of the modern and ‘essentially democratic’
England of ].B. Priestley’s by-passes, suburban villas and cocktail bars
to the less affluent parts of Britain.* And yet cinema was not really 2
democratising force in these years. Social distinctions within theaudience:
persisted everywhere, manjfesting themselves in different types of
its” 4t the bottom of the scale to the supercinemas
atthe top. They are evident, too, in the rigorously stratified orggnisaiion
of.auditorium spacereflected. in ticket prices, which even within one-
cinema might range from as little as 3d (just over 1p) right up to 2/6d

j (12/,p). Nonetheless, it is certainly true that for the British population
: I-‘at*large,‘;‘f‘the"'pmture's"'wa's as familiar anid taken-for-granted a part of

dally life as television is today.

“cinéma screens. Even though screenings of British pictures exceeded

' 'Ct‘ﬁéTégiff?Tfﬂi;BEEd'qUOta and locally-made films wére booked for longer

_periods than foreign ones, throughout the 1930s something like seven.
n every tep tilms shawy in Britain were American.® Given this state of
4 i ema Cultuss Wias Tar from synonyiious with British

mema. If the iifluence of Hollywood on British filmgoers” tastes in

tiltas and stars was apparent, however, British tastes were highly dis-

the manner in which films are consumed, and by the people

activities; circumstances-and- experienices peculiar to peaple’s

In his authoritative study of cinema and British socicty in the 1930s, up{ﬂ{?ﬂl
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Cinema Memory as Cultural Memory

We know about the demographics of British cinemagoing in the 19308,
et PR .
and we know broadly who the kcenest consumers of tilms were, We

A T e T - T R el {- % 0 f
also have some ided @liout British cinemagocers” distinctive preferences

_____ e A R e e

if Films and stars, and which kinds8f fili§Wére most popular in Britain
during the 1930s. And yetin an Vi%ggrtant sense we hardly know these
people atall. The picturcgoing heyday of the 1930s generation lies within

) . . .
g;;.,;é C,hg/ of; Nl living memory, but the cinemagoers’ own stories remain largely un-

recorded. This state of affairs is in some measure attributable to a con-
descending attitude towards the ‘ordinary’ cinemagoer; for in the 1930s,
ertainly, the stereotypical portrait of the film fan was far from compli-
‘mentary. She (for the fan is always assumed to be female) is a silly, empry-
headed tecnager, thoroughly duped by the cheap dreams purveyed by
the picture palaces.” It is hardly likely that filmgoers would have pictured
themselves in such an unflattering light: this is clearly the tone of voice

Y of the 19308, male and female, bring 1o their cinemagoing? What did

LUACS LI L B A0 SR 60§ 5 C1 0

_ / ’_\ of the ‘concerned’ social commentator. What, then, did British film lovers
o1 /‘V(tf

. > .y . - [ E) -
they take AWy fr(?m_:}'. Haow did going to FhC.PICtl.‘Il_‘ES_“f[t'll"Lyll_:h Qther
aspects of their dad)_z lives: school, work, leisure, friendship, courtship?

Neta

In what ways was this generation formed by cinema? How was cinema

e 7o e

‘E‘ngperfenged By and W hat did £he pictures mean in the lives of, the 19308

| generation?
/__-—-—-H-ﬂ—u.

This book is not just about British cinema culture, nor'is it only about
" people who went to the pictures in a past that may now seem distant.

‘ dEVL-W'yThe questions that arise as soon as ‘ordinary’ media users are taken into

- By1930, Hollywood had long established its dominance over Britain’s domii_ancg_ Rty

Litoe ot
i N e
bbb e £
it b

account as makers of cultural history are more fundamental, touching
on ways of thinking about filins, cinemas, and cinema cultures of all
kinds, past and present, Pivotal here is the point at which people come
into contact with cinema — the moment, that is, of the reception and
consumption of films. How do films and their consumers interact? And

e rm ., e . o 4

what, if anything, can we know about this Interaction if It has takén™

O

place in the past?

These questions may. be approached. from. several.disciplinary and.
methodological angles. A humanities-based study of cinema, for
example, will rake films as fhe starting pomnt for exploring the cinema-

consumer relationship, As a discipling, film studies models iself largely
-on literary studies, and to this extent is predominantly text-centred: films
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~ vof spectatorship in the cinema are predominantly about a specrator
* “addressed or constructed by the film text ~ the ‘spectator-in-the text’?
-The film text remains central, then, and thequestnoﬁ?xgshvé:slaow a
Hilm ‘spcaks to’ its spectators, how the meanings implicit in its textual
;operations may be brought to light. This has nothing at all to do with
thow the people watching a film might respond to it.
Some confusion arises here because in everyday usage the terms
spectator, viewer and audience are more-or-less interchangeable, It is
| therefore worth restating the distinction between the implicd spectator
¢ gﬂ%g:gg—_bg_gg:j_ criticism, the spectator-in-the-text, and the ‘social’
audience, the flesh and blood human beings who go-to cinemas to see
films<The social audience s the province of social scientific inqui

pryeh
’d!‘gﬁ-%ﬁk J

media audience research and similar types of investigation. However,

its audiences during its heyday as a popular entertainment medium in

i
, !
S — { “While one or two sociologists made foraysinto the study of cinema and
{ the 1940s, there is little interest in this area of mquiry among today’s

= are the

e the main focus of attention.’®
1 These diverse objects of inquiry

— texts

- media sociologists, for whom contemporary mass media Jike television

K, om*ﬁxt

Tothe extent that HIF StUdies privileges the Hlin text, for example, Tt

also the social-historical milieuX and industrial and ihsticutional setti ngs
in which filmgare produced and consumed. " The practice of Hlm analysts.

as been called inte question by critics who find its preoccupation with

subtexts and hidden meanings antithetical to the spirit of a popular

entertainment medium, irrelevant to the experience of the ‘average’
| Icinem.agoer, or overweening in its assumption that a spectatorial engage-
s ment is somehow built into a filsi’s textual organisation-.@-[owever, if
film analysis is sometimes conducted as if films were not produced and
gqnsqmgd:_ﬁ_x'pgpplg at particular times and places, social science-based
studies of media and their audiences routinely sideline media texts,

reating them as mere epiphenomena of their social, cultural, or industrial
conditions of existence. '

I and audiences ~ produce
. " it M
distifictive conceptialisations, methodologicsand research procedures.

5 This dmsm!‘r_iw?f labour produces a conceptual and methodological
- dualisni 5f text ext = a divorcing of film texts from their

industrial, cultural and historical contexts, and vice watsa, and this
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, will downplay not-only.the reception of films by social audiences bue~ -

[

e
K;ra’é N .
ARLTHTRALY
proei<d

N Gvc]igncgj reception contexts? Media audi_cnc-c research takes a variety of f?rms, _
ranging from large-scale investigations based around seryctured incer:, .
I views or pre-coded questionnaires through focus groups to,_smali-s'cg:t_,lﬂ_g_,'
v studies involving demmm ation. Lnquiries

v/
efro! '“c»aéw ey
Ul{VK\“‘\/\ ‘

‘ ‘NAS a counterweight to text-centred approaches to film spectatorship, |
/ s#ater . Janet Staiger, for example, has proposed that the historical study of film
i
i

Cinema Memory as Cultural Memory

! One way of tackling the text-context dualism is to treat texts and contexts

alifee 3s discursive practices: thus film rexts may be conceptualised as
discourses caught up in and informing contexts, and vice versa. This
approach is applicable equally to contemporary and to historical studics
of media reception.”

|
i
i
)
i

——

reception could productively adopt a dialectical and “context-activated’

w ughioc-
approach:

e
clok f(u\”{‘}
oyt

he reception studics I seek would be historical, would recognise
the dialectics of evidence and theory, and would take up 2 critical
distance on the relations between spectators and texts. It would
not interpret texts but would attempt a historical explanation of

the event of interpreting a text.”

recemf ~  Forevidence, Staiger favom"s a range of historical sources of information
& 7{0:1 responses L0 filins, o ' reviews; and rhese {
are then treated as discoursés shaping the reception of films. This method |
offers insight into the discursive features of 2 film’s historical moment, “®°
) which indecd is what Staiger understands by the context of a film’s
reception. Rather than the film text proposing the manner of its J.
reception, the film’s discursive context performs this work. Howe.ver, "
while rightly emphasising the contextual aspects of film consumption, {
this approach offers no access to the historical social audience. 5
If neither text-centred nor context-activated approaches to the study
of film reception admit the present-day or the historical social audience,
and if média audience rescarch admits lictle else, how might the cinema- E.

goer’s experience be investigated in its interaction with films and |

"
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o mediause conducted within a cultural studies rérdit invariably adopt
research methods at the guahitative éndof the methodological spectrum.
Borrowi itselt
<

: L anthropology, rescarch of this type calls
sthnographic '

dictionary definition of cthnography is ‘the scientific description .

Tealilem amd Alflavanrnc’ The
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description can be conducted “scientifically’ only if the researcher has
been fully immersed in the culture under observation. In its "'description
_°f races and nations’ sense, ethnographic inquiry today retains little of
its fon?e_r raison-d’étre in a post-imperial context, and postmodernity
forces 1ssues around cultural otherness; ihféréubjcctivity and the frag-
mentation of identities to the top of the ethnographer’s agenda, A postt,—

ks ok entit
}:}{\ﬁf‘;&l\ modern, post-imperial ethnography must necessarily engage with the

dialo?;ic and discursive aspects of ethnographic inquiry, and also accept
Fhat it produces new meaninys alongside its “thick deseription’ and
mter'pretation of the ‘flow of social discourse’.'s Furthermore, while
- hol.dmgtc:)'uth'cse’tcnc_ts,‘;it_;inu__sq,;i:cft:,l:[qh;g_i,,t&m‘bjgc_tshAsjamcs Clifford
cgp_gg_nfis,‘ a rcncycd_ggbwqgg;gghmy_dlcmb‘::aée--‘dimx:s.c_.sir#;swt;?'tj:i.ﬁking-
and writing about cultur om a standpoint.of particioant obser w‘

~~~~~~~~~~ es.and nations’, then,

‘ bu:: g;u'lt_ure; and_;mcrea_gg glyitis.aspectsof the researcher’s own culture.
ultural studies of contemporary incdia use have taken on board some

e Theobiqggof ﬁthnog{ﬁphjnquixgyis nol Qr_ ‘!g_c ¢

of these protocols, notably a commitment to'qualitative researchand to.

t-of a _
inner of its

v

‘ gtving serious attention to informanits® accounts of their own worlds.

" To t:;:lhe extent that it is more catholic in its résearch methods than cultural
anthropology and less self-conscious about the dialogic and discursive

. hishiic
23 n/'% % 10 appropriate another term from. cultural anthropology, ‘cthno-_

EETRES thnohistor

o a-‘_nat.u.r,e;mofkethnographic‘-inquiry,wthough; cultural studies practices an’
:a:tte_n_u‘atcc_i version of ethnography.”” As'to its objects, with very rare
exceptions, cultural studies ethnography concerns itself with contem-

N | Porary life and esiitemporary, tsually domestic, media, Among the

exceptions, Jackie Stacey’s study of the written memories of female

lpy /- Cinemagoers of the 19365 30d 19505 and Haleh Taylors work with female

K(,/g St ; le et nOgra‘E”hE:_ap'pg Qéﬁbeﬁ to ths._si_@:dwji&fhhis torical media
consumptr P Al

A fw& film Gone With The Wind have brought cultural

2 This work may be described as historical ethnography;

~. merged as a-distince field of-inquiry-in the 1o40s, its.
~ opjectbeEing the historical study of non-literate cultures. This arca had
L been geg.lgspggi not only by cultural anthropology, which tends not to
. concern vself with histary, But, becatise: S thieabserice of wition rocords
: rrnl:hesc cultures,; _b;y__b__i_s‘__;’g_t_ia.n_s.aswc_l_].«l}_t_h_g_gl_}istory deployed ctlmo‘-
gra_p%ucdesaip;ionandinterpretation élbngsid;;}al‘lﬁ'ikmriml Thanier

L F : Lol

It s e et g

Cinema Memory as Cultural Memory

viro<e, ~ which are of greatest relevance to an historical study of film reception
shdip) y and consumption are, firstly, the use of oral accounts as a research
Litnpve” | resource and, sccondly, the deployment of sources and research protocols
RLLpg a | of several different kinds. An ethnohistorical study of film rece tion),
Koryyn, Lowill atm to kg}PéLY&LabeIEL;LL{LﬂE&QI@j]g“§I ‘‘‘‘‘‘

aim to k aiger, it will idcally
adopta aﬁcctical, discursive, and context-aware approach to its sétiféc
‘miterials and data. Following Clifford and Geertz, it will respect
informants as collaborators, and yet make no presumptions as to the
transparency of their accounts. In the quest to transcend the text-context
dualism, it will aim for inclusivity, bringing together issues around film
texts and spectatorial engagements with questions relating to the social
audience and the contexts of reception.

?/155\15:14/ ( The stories, histories and memories in this book are the product of a

) . o et i S D .

Kal ra_s | wide-ranging ¢thindhistorical studyof 1930s cinema ¢ulture, conducted
3 fef- U over some ten years and involving three paraliel sets of inquiries. These
\J’ngg’d{ inquirtes draw on the historian’s traditional source materials, contem-

il’]'frmm/ _surviving cinemagoers of the 1930s; and on readings of selected r93cs
v films. Although historical; StHNGEraphic and film-based mVesngatmn}—
are normally conducted in separate disciplinary and methodological
universes, the objective here is to follow the precepts of methodological
triangulation, whereby more than one method is brought to bear on a
single research problem. The three sets of inquiries have been conducted
in parallel with the aim of producing an ethnohistorical account which
encompasses all the various objects: the research design is set out in the
ppendix. Taken on its own, cach inquiry produces a different story;
andhwhile each story. may.beinformative.inits own right, and even offer_

kg [Qorary records of various kinds; on ethnographic-style inquiries among

Kifgud ~— 2odwhilees O SFORy mag : :
new knowledge, it will fill in only a fraction of the picture. For a nuanced

Ko v
1 TG anding

giatéd understanding of how cinema works historically,

il ? H I .

E’j (5:_:(5_?* culturally and experientially, it is essential to work at the point where
bickehy
RO LV YT <
e rgedin

@?g\&cthnggraghic and textual stories meet.
; ¢ efhnographic elementf this investigation consists of a ground-

reakifig prece ol Tesearcli Whose aim is to enter imaginatively into the
“wortld of T35 ¢ificina cultare by Attending ro the stoxies of those most

sely involved, the cinemagoers themselves; and as such it raises con-

. e e 1 Y S

T
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Chwy of particular films and stars, say), for .
experience of cinemagoing>must be the core and the raison-d’'étre- Tin

WA comn"s_iqgean:, E_;Bemagoers are involved in the résearc Process as inform-
) arits; and their accounts eonstitute both the engine and the product of

; /Ko . K\iii‘iﬁ“sffgaaaa;v:;; ST
VKK ] Et!flggg“raeb.!.?;.!ﬂﬂwx depends upon direct contact between re-
[ searchiers and informants, on building a relationship between them, and-

VormAa' rpp on researchers treating informants and their stories with respect. If the
S,

—e Mld_enall Wfff’f this relationship is'participant observation, less sustained
vhi wry Jquanmativer K‘wch encounters — m-depth i|1t—é'|'-vi§_w‘s":f;}_"F"g_:*x‘;}"ﬁﬁmmw
- - 1nvolve varying degrees of collaboration and shared productions of

{
- knowledge: As far as the principle of collaboration in a non-participant
' °'B‘ff’f“'?"_:’°_'..‘. context is concerned, gfal history interviews offei a good
e eaSER polit.  BUE 6vén at the other end of the qualitative spectrifii;
where researchers and informants do not necessarily meet but nﬁaké
contact in other ways; a dialogic process s still at work, and the research
encounter will still combine elements of collaboration and maieusis: for
. inall degrees of ethnographic inquiry,-besides-actively-listening the
-+ researcher acts 4s midwife to the informant’s stories.

«In ethnographic investigations in which informants are asked to

- recollect events from the past, their stories may acquire additional valie
Sttt A SRt historical record: As cultural Ristoran AlLson Sght
oo - ODSErVes; “an-understanding of Ay period ‘might have new things to

g the accounts of marginalised people to the historical record is_
.20 entirely worthwhile objective, and indeed is'one of the aims of the

in any case historical records grounded in remembering

‘ . Ethnographic material has been gathered
hé;w ith the aim of understanding the meanings of cinema for its Users..

and the place of ¥ A people’s everyda’ _.I@Q,shw

] W) tﬁ"f;é’ffigures.

-present inquiry. But it is not its sole nor even its primary purpose; and

v, society and

g ¢ to revitalise-and-complicate current thinking about the

S relgtlonsth _gtwger_l___c:_ine.ma apd its users, past and present; and, above

ﬂ‘&:j%kan’ to understand how cinema memory works, both in its own right
gme T YNandasa distinctive expression of cultural memorymm HE-

e

o W%ﬁbﬁt’fﬁﬂf@%thn011i§§01'_ic7r' Tﬁfféﬁstigatio“ﬁ, cthnographic

v A.'Mn.-m'—tf—-v-\-l.'i-Aa;vvﬂ-h‘éhrwm“\‘nnm\“ -
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e \mcm(-)ry texts, or 1“cco|"dcd acts .of rCfncmbering, and that particular.
paoi s, A uestions arise concerning the evidential status of accounts which rely
W-MIUWL_{? ol rqr_x;g;g_l;gjgg.,_.—._an.d_Ih,u‘..s‘ also on forgetting, sclective memory and
~ hindsight. However, memory is regarded here as neither providing access
vProcj, g c}ffﬁuaﬁ ]_7 0, nor as representing, the past ‘asit was’; the past, rather, istaken tobe |
gl sy mediated, indeed produced, in_the activity of rerg_gmbering. When |
e —_— L i

" informants tell stories about their youthful filmgoing, they are producing
._Memories in specific wgyﬂs,um.,p;muculntsgnmx&,.thc research encounter, o
In other words, they are doing memory work: staging their memories, | -
th other woras, they.al 4 WOIK: staging their memories, | M

performing then,

e DR s

disKury

v, o
bhomh ay about it memory contg r
v i, derstanding of cultural memory, itis important to attend to the ways
b Gy in which memory is produced in the activity of telling stories about the
¥ngre/ _past, personal or shared; 7o the construction and narration of these

“memory stories; and in the present instance 1o the ways in which cinema
igurcs inan Sbang.t_llw_,xmm&qs.:&ygﬂxij of cthnographic material

i .
: 2085 018 L2} '
7 thus conducted on two levels: firstly, it is tréated fs datawhich generate

Ci AJ{ _é :‘{,ﬁ‘_, a

g
S I G D% N R Py : A z
ehrat 7 HeKoh ol risights into the place of cinemagoing and cinem ¢ in people’s
oy e T IR T ke =X e e M
ATy [ Eerydiy Tives in the 1930s; and secondly7it s&ead discursively for the

. - N N e e
light it sheds on the nature and workings of cinema Memory. Lhis Inquiry,

in Gther words, 15 as_much emory-as.it.is_about cinema. It is
about the interweaVing of the tWo as cinenia memory.
about t :

This is not a predictive or a deductive process, As Clifford Geertz
observes, cthnography’s thick description and interpretation are
continuous with one another, the cthnographer’s ‘double task” being

to uncover the conceptual structures that inform our subjects’ acts,
the ‘said’ of social discourse, and to construct a system of analysis
in whose terms what is generic to those structures, what belongs
to them because they are what they are, will stand out against the

other determinants of human behaviour.?

One of the central aims of the present inquiry is to observe the
f cinema memory, as they present |

c )

R Bt o P e =y - . v
themselves 1n TaformAante-testimonies. Approached inductively these
Tty omee : LS o T Ty . B N




personai and past/prescnt. They differ from each other most markedly
the degree or the manner in which the informant 1mpi1cates herself or
o, hzmself in the story and/or its narration.
W m fgr example, is characteristically delivered in
mg the informant from both the content of the
account and its narration. This is the register of a witness momentarily
standing aside from ‘what happened’ (‘“what stu ___pld teenagers we werel’);
\or, where deployed throughout a testimony, it marks an informant’s
self-presentation as an expert witness or social commentator rather than
as.an. l_nvolved participant (‘Hollywood was a dream factory’). At the
: anecdotal discotirsé deploys first-person narration
h, with the informant constrmtmg her sclf

At e e e

- more often than not’ag ch

the most frequently occurring’ type, ‘the te Ng also :mphcates the

ey

N AvE } mformant in events, but both the events themselves and the narrators
_s\éggi, ~involvement in-them are represenred as habitual (‘I always went- with™
T y.mother’}; and oftén as colleéctive (“wé used to hang around oufside

Q,g ch w wanted to impress the g g,_!ris ).
Vgy @ past/present registed s about the way in Whlch time is organised

Ch discOUTse ang n
L!'Lm 0 in memory discoursé and may embrace a range of relatioNsNips DETweeT
narrator, story and narratee. An extremely common variant of this trops..
1s a simple comparison between past t and present, between things as

Dadn DA AR e 8

_they were long ago-and-as they-are today this often takes the form of ~

e Bl e A e AT S AR

_apparently detached observation, and is always f:rmiy rooted 1 the

e tig e s ST TR TTER I v A e

present, the moment of narration (-the fim stars used to be so eiegant

- then, " they are all o seruffy now”). "This Tegister alse incorporates
accounts showmg greater profundity of engagement on the informant’s
= part with' the activity of remembermg and with the detail of what is
remembered. Often obscrved in orally transmitted life stories, this
discursive register marks accounts in which informants, usually unaware
of doing so, ‘;l’llft or ‘shuttle’ back and forth between past and present
standpoints.? ..
‘Informants _tesnmomes acquire their idiosyncratic qualities from the
‘which each type of memory discoutse 15 deployed and the

tehishifts botweer d Tcursive registers are gc_gquat.eﬁl

bservanons on these pomts should be regarded as suggestive

Cinema Memory as Cultural Memory

example, marks a numbcr of the middle-class male informants® accounts.
Testimonies characterised by anecdote, often assumed to be the mark of
A good storytcli___,, come across as particularly vmd Anccdote is
rclauvely rare and.does net-appear to be the prescrve of any one social

_group, but one commentator has noted that this variant. of memory
discourser may have a specific function in working-class autobiography, |
acting as ‘a’way of mediatiiig hetween rawer, unfornmlatcd Experience
and more gcnerai or formulated truths; it does so by turning such truths
into narrative and character’.2

Ik &‘W

W b {‘E‘j emokwm\ tories.are. noL,In thc usul} sensc Of e word, fnctxons, they
can certainly be treated as ' Conmdcrc thus, memory stories

W» eh-
vk area ngﬁxgber of formal attributes, prominent aniong whichis a disting-
cﬁ/h  tive orgamsanon of time, Time is rarcly contmuous or sequential in memory-
v]

b - i
NTRYA f\i'
et (’,“mﬁﬂ?'hé\/fraszments. ‘snapshots’, flashcs. Mcmoxy texts often display a meta-

Lausa[ity and closure, To borrow the terminology of F ornnilst htcr‘tr)_r

theory, the memory text stresseshi)lot over ’s"tf)r—y;and its formal_s, tructure.
and organisation arc typically as salient as its content, if not more so.
Often, too, memory texts will dchvc[ abrupt and vertlgmous shifts of
setting and/or narrative viewpoint.®

The formal attributes of memory texts, too, often betray a collecnve
imagination as well as embodying truths of a more personal sahence

rasence of "Fornnhsea materxa]s l:ke proverbsz scmgs,

Portelh, can be a measure of the degrce of presence - of * collectwe view-
gmntr’-’-ﬂi Thus ‘memory.texts may create, rework, repeat and recon-
textualise the stories rics people tell each othor about the kinds of lives they
haveled; and thcse MEMOory-Storics CAnAsstinie @ fifeléss, evena mythic,’.
quality which may be enhanced with every retelling. Such everyday
naland collective memor

..,,_m.)ull_mgkmg works at the levels of both personal an _
andis key inthe roduction, through memory, of shared identities. The
ph1 osoper - Edward Casey uses the word * commemoration’ to describe

commu alacts of 1 memory: with its scnsc of a pubhc space of memory,

_stories, which are often narrated as a montage of vignettes, anecdotes,

11




12 CmemaMemory as Cultural Memory

- starting-point, and interpretations arise from the material itself rather

- than from any hypotheses or a priori assumptions. This approach has

_ the benefxtof giving priority to what people say about their cinemagoing
. esperiences and memories; and, since historical and film textual materials

s¢ treated disgarsively and in

etween the three sets of inquiries, as well as a common

triangulatio;

Eﬁ,‘ﬂél "The chapters which follow trace a trajectory from the carliest memories
.. and cinema’s place in'them, through to what for the majority of the
= : 9308 géneration is 2 significant endpoins; the close of a chapter: 1939,

" and the rapid coming of age brought on by the outbreak of war. The
ses of memory are populated by friends aiid fainily, long gone;
. and from'this lost everyday world many brief excursions into the out-
. of-the-ordinary world of the pictures-are ventured in memory. Cutting

ant nﬁh
omie,
G

: aents, vignette: ecollected-as if outof time: daydreamsof romance,
. keenlongings for life to be somehow better; bodily memories of move-
ment and activity — running, dancing; even out-of-body sensations.
The story starts out from the places of memory, the places of child-
Hood: the paths that lead: back into a past that is remembered as a
landscape across which cincmas arc dotted like beacons in the night,
and'where all journeys begin.and end athome.
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3

informant’s attitudes and outlook, Second interviews hstcd about two hours.

A total of 186 hours of tapc~rccor@4&Whm&gaﬂmmd ‘

In all but a few cases (where sound was of very poor quality, for example),
interviews with the core informants have been transcribed, together with
the interviewer’s fieldnotes. -

To analyse theinterview transeripts, the u*ﬂ:tﬂ've data amfqu softwa
QSR NUD*IST (Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing Searchlng
4nd Theorizing) was used. This software SUPPOKLS_STOXng, Managing,
“Indexing, searching, and theonsmg sith, qualitative data. A, coding frame

was derived initially from transcripts of pilot interviews, and jndexing and

analysis of the interviews began during the project’s funded period.

N
i Y whmkhst of questions for first interviews
Pb Kl}dg ‘7 «Cinemas attended: when, where, how often (describe; a cafe)?

b npnss,

How often did the programmes change?
~ When did you go (day/time of day)? -
s Time of year (summer/wmter dlfferences)’
Cost/payment in kind? :
- Differences in local cinemas: posh” types of fdms’
-+ Gointo town for the pictures? .
[ Staff: commissionaires; usherertes; managers' orgamsr
i
i

Live acts? (singing to ‘the dot’) -

v What did you wear (makeup? hairstyle? ‘dress up )

~ Did you cat and/or deink during the films2

« How did you/other people behave? (if enjoymg/not enjoying the p1cturc)
o How did you feel? (beforc/during/after)

Favourite films: likes and dislikes; what makes a ‘good’ film or a ‘bad’ film
sFavourite stars
; Differences/changes in taste (Children/Men/Women)
+ First experience of sound/colour pictures
= Shorts; news
+ European films

T » Who did you go with (fnends/datcs)?‘
i
£

Pl

|
g + How did you choose films?

« In 2 fan club?collect photos? read magazines? film socicty ? -
i + In a cinema club? {children?) :

;é s Did you sing songs from thé films? Buy sheet music?

3

———

» Other forms of cntertainment you enjoyed in the 1930s?
= Did you go to the cinema on holiday?

s What did going to the cincma mean to you (how did you feel?)

L
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1.2 Questionnaire
In the course of the scarch fori mLcrv:cwu,a, hundl eds of l(.ttcrsm,_ggq}ul_nc
and_offers of information were received, from all over Britain, and it
became apparent that the project had g gener ated much more interest than
could be accommodated through interviews alone. Though not orlg,: inally
planned, it was decided to ask those correspondents who were not inter-
viewed to take  part 1 in a postai questionnai

The questionnaire was kept short and sunplc, and designed ~ through
the choice, frammg and ordering of questions - to stimulate recall of
events and expenences of more than 6o years before. Quesmonna;res
were sent out-in two batches: 129 in May 1995 and 97 in December
1995. Of these 226 questionnaires, a total of 186 were returned, repre-
senting a response rate of over 82 per cent. Questionnaires were
processed using SPSS, a software package widely used for quantitative
data in the social sciences.

Three-quarters of the questionnaire respondents found out about th(.%
project through announcements in 2 local newspaper or a specialist

publxcmﬁ?ﬁ@tﬁﬁ&:@b@%"ﬁno gender balance was)

planned or intended, respondents divided themselves more or less eanally 1

as to gender: of the 186, 91 (49 per cent) were male and 95 (51 per cent)
fermnale. Some six in ten were born between 1915 and 1924, the median
year of birth being 1922 (Table 8). Nearly one-third of all respondents /.
lived in the southeast of England during the 1930s (Table 9), and the,

majority lived in Jarger towns and citics as opposed to small towns and

rural areas.

Table 7: Mode of contact

No. %
Personal contact 13 {7.1)
Local radio 4 {2.2)
Newspaper (cg Manchester Lvening News) 75 (41.25
Specialist press (cg Mature Tymes) 62 (34.1)
Local history/film society 4 (2.2)
Unknown : ) 24 {13.2)




