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Cinema Memory as
Cultural Memory

TIHS book traces a'path through social history and the history of
cinema, through ideas about popular culture and its place in people’s
ever};aﬂay ives, through memorics, life stages and life narratives. The
journey begins where personal and collective memory mi,(,rmstmlu
d o nemagoing.and about what these meant, and sull

about cinema and
fean, in the lives of the first movie-made generation' — those men and
women who grew up in the 19305, when ‘going to the pictures’ was
Britain’s favourite spare-ti mettﬂu:mty The stories, memories and histories
in the chapters which follow emerge from a wide-ranging ethnohistori- |
cal inquiry into 1930s cinema culture, conducted over a period of some |
fen years.

In the 1930s, Britain boasted the highest annual per capita cinema
attendance in the world; and cinema’s popularity and ubiquity increased
'steadily throughout the decade, with admissions rising from go3 million
in 1934 (the first year for which reliable figures 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 40 per cent of
the British population went to the pictures once a week with a further
25 per cent going twice weekly or more. 1 this is aceurate, something
like two-thirds of the population were regular and frequent cinemagoers:
baliroom dancing was the only pastime that came anywhere close to
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In his authoritative study of cinema and British society in the 19 308,
The Age “of the Dream Palace, Telrey Richards s6t5 86Ut an 6xiensive
overview of contemporary data on patterns of cinema attendance, con-
cluding that ‘while 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 male’.? Richards also notes that as the decade

progressed, cinema Wldenecl 1ts appeal to the middle classes. This process
of embourgeoisement went hand-in-hand with the ¢ economy’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
‘supercinemas’ in these new suburbs and in existing town and city centres.

Often at the leading edge of architecture and design, supercinemas
offered ~ aside from respectability ~ a luxurious entertainment ex-
perience, bringing a taste of the modern and ‘essentially democratic’
England of J.B. Priestley’s by-passes, suburban villas and cockeail bars
to the less affluent parts of Britain.* And yet cinema was not really a
democratising force in these years. Social distinctions within the audience

persisted everywhere, man;fe‘s_ﬁ&g themselves 1n different types of

&M\a.-.,t..

cinema, from the ffeaplts at the bottom of the scale to the supercinemas

at the top. They are evident, too, in the r1gorously stratified organisation

of auditorium space reflected in ticket prices, which even within one

cinema might range from as little as 3d (just over 1p) right up to 2/6d
| (12/,p). Nonetheless, it is certainly true that for the British population

| at large, ‘the pictures’ was as familiar and taken-for-granted a part of
{ daily life as television is today.

By 1930, Hollywood had long established its dominance over Britain’s

cineina screens. Even though screenings of British pictures exceeded
‘the legally imposed quota and locally-made films were booked for longer
perlods than forexgn ones, throughout the 19105 somethi e seven -
n in Britain were American.® Given this state of
affairs; Pe was far from synonymious with British

inema. If the Tiifluence of Hollywood on British filmgoers® tastes in
films and stars was apparent, however, British tastes were highly dis-
tinctive.® Films aside, a cinema culture is in any case shaped by the con-
texts and the mmncr in whmh f:lxm are consumed, 'md by *hc pwpfc
who Con
range of activities, circumstances and experiences pecuhar to pc0pic s

dally lives, and the cinema culture - or cultures = of 19305 Britain was
a FUE B RS 1+ Vo
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We know about the demographics of British cinemagoing in the 1930s,X
and we know b:oadly who the kccncst consumers of filims were. W&

also have some. |dm AbBut nemagocer s dwtmctlvc Brcfcrggggjnm
i1 Filis and stars, and which kinds 6f filis wére most popular in Britain
during the 1930s. And yetinan l%grtant sense we hardly know these
peopleatall. The p1cturcgomg hey 3y of the 19308 generanon lies within
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,
certainly, 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
of the ‘concerned’ social commentator. What, then, did British film lovers
of the 1930s, male and female, bring to their cinemagoing? What did
thcy 7 take away fromie? Howdid going to the pictures fitin M

A T i v SR g oS oy M

aspects of their daily lives: school, wo1k lc;sure friendship, ferfShlp)

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

gxlgenenceé{w byyand_\iaagdld tHc ¢ pictures m eaﬂ_;,,@;l&’e; Z)r ?HE@ 3os

generation?

This book is not just about British cincma culture, nor is it only about
people who went to the pictures in a past that may now seem distant.
The questions that arise as soon as ‘ordinary’ media users are taken into
account as makers of cultural history are more fundamental, touching
on ways of thinking about films, cinemas, and cinema cultures of all
kinds, past and present. Pivotal here is the point at which people come
nto contact With cinema — the moment, that is, of the reception and

p]acc in _thc past?.

These questions may. be approached from.several. disciplinary and.
methodologlcal angles. A humanities- based study of cinema, for

example, will take films as the star ttng pmnt Tor exploring the cinemas
dies models itself |'1159Lly

consumer refationship, As a dtsgmlln_ _ 3
~consumier refatt
-on literary studies, and to this extent is predon / text-
p\nmary objeets. of mquu yy-and textual analy51s-1

ts method

1

astextsare lt
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\of spectatorship in the cinema are predominantly about 2 spectator
addressed or constructed by the film text — the ‘spectator-in-the texr’?
The film text remains central, then, and the question at issue is how a

Hilm “speaks to” its spectators, how the meanings unplicit 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

X of text-based criticism, the spectator-in-the-text, and the ‘social’
audience, the flesh and blood human beings who go to cinemas 1o see

films<The social audiencey E
media audience researchand similar Wtrypr‘ers.qujirny‘(-;_s_gigg_tj_on._ However,

while one or two sociologists ‘made forays into the study of cinema and
its audiences during its heyday as a popular entertainment medium in
the 1940s, there is little interest in this area of inquiry among today’s
media sociologists, for whom contemporary mass media like television
are the main focus of attention.®

These diverse objects of inquiry — texts and audiences ~ produce

. - B i Ml T il
distifictivVe conceptualisations, méthodologies and rescarch procedures.

To the extent tﬁiwfﬂﬁ“ﬁﬁ?\i'é%“ﬁ?ﬁwllegcs the film text, for example, i
will downplay not only the reception of films by social audiences but

s I e

also the social-historical milieux and industrial and insttutional settings
in which fiffis are produced and consumed " The praciice of Filim analysis.
agmmﬁho find its preoccupation with
subtexts and hidden meanings antithetical to the spirit of a popular
entertainment medium, irrelevant to the experience of the ‘average’
{cinemagoer, or overweening in its assumption that a spccta@jal cngage-
“ment is somehow built into a film’s textual organisation@However, if
film analysis is sometimes conducted as if films were not produced and
consumed by people 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. '
This division of labour Prgdqf_:e__s_ g(g_g_nceptual and methodological

s the province of social scientific.inquiry of

ng wvorcing of film texts from their

‘dualisni of text and context — a _

industrial, cultural and historical contexts, and vice versa, and this

weakens studics of cinema and other media by ensuring that accounts

ﬁ{: mpr‘“n tovee and rthotr fanciimameimm aemd e el mam emeee e T 1 .
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One way of tackling the text-context dualism is to treat texts and contexts
alike as discursive practices: thus film texts may ng_.cq‘rﬁg:_gp.tqgl@f:d as
discourses caught up in and informing contexts,.and.vice ,yer.S.aA.-,,,Tl_)_i___S‘_.
approach is applicable equally to contemporary and to historical studies
of media reception.” ‘ ‘

" As a counterweight to text-centred approaches to fll.m spectatorsl?lp,
Janet Staiger, for example, has proposed that the historical study of film

. ) ,
reception could productively adopt a dialectical and ‘context-activated
approach:

the reception studics I seck would be historical, would recognise
the dialectics of evidence and theory, and would take up a critical
distance on the relations between spectators and texts. It v.vould
not interpret texts but would attempt a historical explanation of
M M 14 .
the event of interpreting a text.
. — . o P ITI
For evidence, Staiger favours a range of historical sources of infor 3’1&;1
2 . - . .
on responses to films, most notably contemporary reviews; and these
discursive features of a film’s historical moment,

offers insight into the g

[ are then treated as discoursés shaping the reception of films. This method
1
1
§
i

which indeed is what Staiger understands by the context of a filnt)’s
reception. Rather than the film text proposing Fhe manner of its
reception, the film’s discursive context performs thls. work. Howe-ver,
while rightly emphasising the contextgal aspects gf film consumption,
this approach offers no aceess to the historical social audience.

If neither text-centred nor context-activated approaches to the :5tudy
of film reception admit the present-day or the historicai.sociai athencc,
nd if media audience rescarch admits little else, how mlg}_lt th(? cinema-
goer’s experience be investigated in its interaction W}th films and
‘reception contexts? Media audience research takes a variety of fc.)rms_,
ranging from large-scale investigations. based around stxuctured. inter-..

views or pre-coded questionnaires throug\ll‘f/o’cus groups tpﬂi@-scgj,gw
e T e g T T B3 H . S

i view Arncipant.o ation.Inquiries
studies involving d?ﬂbﬂ%oxhp 1pal uon. Inquines
into mediause conducted within a cultural studies rendit mvariably adop
rescarch methods at the qualitative ¢énd of the methodological spectrum.

Boit Q alanthropology, rescarch of this type callsitself
“Cthnographic . o .
K dictionary definition of cthnography is ‘the scientific deseription
of nations or races of men; their customs, habits and differences’. Th.c:
oA b e S dmmmnimeian? tha mescimntion bheine that ethnooranhic
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J‘description can be conducted ‘scientifically” only if the rescarcher has
been fully immersed in the culture under observation. In its “-descriptior;
?f races and nations’ sense, ethnographic inquiry today retains lietle of
its fori?uer raison-d’étre in a post-imperial context, and postmodernity
forces 1ssues around cultural otherness, infersubjectivity and the frag-
mentation of identities to the top of the ethnographer’s agenda. A postt,-
rr?odeljn, post-imperial ethnography must necessarily engage with the
dialogic and discursive aspects of ethnographic inquiry, and also aceept
Fhat it produces new meanings alongside its ‘thick deseription” and
interpretation of the ‘flow of social discourse’.’s Furthermore, while
holding to these tenets, it must reframe its. objects. As James C’lifford
cgp_t_g_n:ds, arenewed ethnography will embraced 1varscw1y£(>f thinking..
_and writing about culture from a standpoint of partici ObGCl;‘atlQLl: i
The object of ethnographicinquiry.is no longer ‘races and nations, then.
but culture; and_,iﬂgl;%sjnglyui.t.isaspccts-of,the, researchex:’sow;n Cl:ltu re,
Cultural studies of contemporary media usc have taken ()[11)011(1305%
'o.f t.hese protocols, notably a commitment to qualitative research and to
gving serious attention to informants’ accounts of their own worlds.
To the extent that it is more catholic in its research methods than cultural
anthropology and less self-conscious about the dialogic and discursive
\ nature of ethnographic inquiry, though, cultural studics practices an
attenu‘:ited version of ethnography.” As to its objects, with very rare
exceptions, cultural studies ethnography concerns itself with contem-
porary life and contemporary, usually domestic, medja. Among the
exceptions, Jackie Stacey’s study of the written memories of female
clriemagoers ot the 1940s and 19508 and FICIen TavIors Work with femals
ans faf the novel and the: @Tﬁ%ﬂ%@@&%&dﬁﬂi@ré@?ﬁgal
sudies-style sthnographic approaches to the study of hiseorieal meds™
Cconsumption,® This work may be described as historicaiﬂé—tﬂggﬁg“rﬁaghy-
Kor, to appropriate another term from cultural anthropology, ‘,_g_gh@;

iﬁs}tgrz:w—
thnohistor

object

i

SN e —

mj{_g:gdi;_amdi“sliﬂct.ﬁgldﬁoféi-nquirywi-n the.xg40s, its
nig the historical study of non-literate cultures, This area had
been neglected not only by cultural anthropology, which tends not to

_concern itself with history, biit, becaiise of the absenice 6Ew tan tomg rds
.{in these cultures, by historians as.well. Ethnohistory deployed cthnoi
graphic description and interpretation alg_ﬁgsmfd;;;ﬂhhistorical Inguiry
gand the hl:s.torian’s traditional source materials, in this insm]mé&%ﬁ rc

k3
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“ which are of greatest relevance to an historieal study of film reception
and consumption are, firstly, the use of oral accounts as a research
resource and, secondly, the deployment of sources and rescarch protocols

1 of several different kinds. An ethnohistorical study of film rece tion))(

i will aim to kc,cpsc,y(,nlblu‘:lﬂPl1yhfégc)~w1ll55talger, it will idea T;
adopt a dialectical, discursive, and context-aware approach to its source
materials and data, Following Clifford and Geertz, it will respect
Tnformants 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.

‘The stories, histories and memories in this book are the product of a

widc—rangizg""’éﬂlh‘oh'iﬁs'torical'}:tuzmbf 1930s ¢cinema culture, conducted

over some ten years and involving three parallel sets of inquiries. These
inquiries draw on the historian’s traditional source materials, contem-
porary records of various Kinds; on cthnographic-style inquirics amomng.
s?frvwmg cinemagoers of the 1930s; and on readings of selected rg3os
'uEEnE Alchough historical; ethfiographic and film-based 1nVestig—at10~n";P
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 rescarch design is set out in the
Appendix. Taken on its own, cach inquiry produces a different story;
and while each story may be informative in.its own right, and even offer_
new knowledge, it will fill in only fraction of the picture. For a nuanced
and ‘integrated understinding of how cinema works historically,
culturally and experientially, it is essential to work at the point where
historical, ethnographic and textual stori
~Fhe ethnographic elementyf this investigation consists of a ground.-_
breakitig pieceof tesearci whose aim is to enter imaginatively into the
“world 6f Tg3os cirieia cutture by atiénding 16 the stories of those most
closely involved, the cinemagoers themselves; and as such it raises con-

_ceptual and methodological issues germane to the entire ethnohistorical

T T P TR S T TS
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memory texts, or recorded acts of remembering, and that particular

of particular {ilms and stars, say), for an ethnographic inquiry the
perience of cinemagoingmust be the core and the raison-d’étre. Tin questions arise concerning the evidential status of accounts which rely

consequence, cinemagoers are involved in the Fésédrch process as inform-" on remembering.=.and thus also on. {forgetting, selective memory and

ﬁ:fﬁ".fjéf;'ﬁgﬂ_Fhéi?ﬁfE&G’u‘?ﬁ?&BhSUmte boththe engine and the product of /\ hindsight. However, memory is xcgardcd here as neither providing access

investigation. ‘ to, nor as representing, the past ‘as it ’ the past, rather, is taken to be )
Ethnographic inquiry depends upon direct contact between re- Kmedntcd, indced produced, in the activity of remembering. When

infor mants tell stories about their youthful hlmg,om they are ploduung:,

searchers and informants, on building a rclauonshlp between them, and
e e
_memories in specific waysin a particilar context, th

on researchers treating informants and their stories with respeet. If the
1dea1 type of this relatlonshlp is part1c1pant observation, less sustained
P! e VACW »i&mgmiww })CI r('il lﬂll'l% l.l'l m
1% coilaborauon and shared productlons of rm:

In other words they are doing memory work: : staging their memories,

Tnformants’ accounts arc conscqucntly treated not only as data but

G150 s‘d‘iSEb“u s8a8 Paterial {Or interpr arion. Concern is as much w_ltb.

how people talk about th_c:_n_r_ﬂyouthful picturegoing = thh fiemory

discourse Das with what they say 1b_o_gt_;§@_rilo Y. contefit, For an

¢rstanding of cultuml memory, it is important to 5 attend to the e ways

mffc: 2 ;Dood
case in poine.”” But even at the other end of the quahtatwe spectrum,

where researchers and informants do not necessarily meet but make '
contact in other ways, a dialogic process is still at work, and the research in which memory is produced in the act1v1ty p_f_ggl[gg stories abo@_g@g
ast, personal or shared; to the construction ‘and narration of these

encounter will still combine elements of collaboration and maicusis: for
memory stories; and in the preeent mstance to the ways in Whlch cinema

in all degrees of ethnographic inquiry, besides actwely hstenmg the
researcher acts as midwife to the informant’s stories, ﬁg‘ 1ircs in and 5]11pc§ these memeorics. An:;lxsm of cthnogr’tphlc matcrnl

In ethnographic i investigations in which informants are asked to “Is thus conducted on two levels: firstly, it is tregted

recollect events from the- past, their stories may acquire addltlonai value 7 ' me:ghts into the place of uncmﬂlgomg\m | cmem< ]

e I S ey
%&01ﬁr11)1|t1()|19 't hl‘it('ll'l(..ll record. As caltural historan Alison gkt SPeryday lives in the 1t 19308 and secondl 7 askead discursively
Sbserves,™am Understanding of afy per;od might have new thmgs o hg L it sheds on the nature and workings s of cinema memory . Thisin mgmry,

yield if itacknowledged other perspectives and positions in the culeure’ © “n Gther words, 15 as much about memory as it is about cinema. It is
W

Adding the accounts of marginalised people to the historical record is about the interwea¥ing of the two as cinema memory.

-an entlrely worthwhile objective, and indeed is one of the aims of the This is niot a predictive or a deductive process, As Clifford Geertz

present inquiry. But it is not its sole nor even its primary purpmc, and obscrves, cthnography’s thick description and interpretation are
continuous with onc another, the ethnographer’s ‘double task” being

In any case h:stonmf records grounded in remembering W
| Ethnographic material has been gathered h tual structures that inform our subjects’ acts
4 ' ver the conceptual stru : g 2
ith'the aim o understandmg the meanings of cinema Or 1ts USErs. t}ci u‘nctl)d’ £ social d'P d ) . : ¢ anal .
“““““““ irse, and to construct a system of analysis
/1and the place of TilmgoingTh people’s everyday hiveato she light on the ‘said” of social discourse, 3 y. y
%’ﬂﬁmﬂm e T i T in whose terms what is generic to those structures, what belongs
mrerfd CULture Iigures story, socicty and : . .
to them because they are what they are, will stand out against the

—CXPEFTenTEl 10 Tovitali
F § to revitalise and complicate current thinking about the ; C
other determinants of human behaviour.

relationship between cmema and its users, past and present; and, above
all, to understand how emory works, both in its own right One of the central aims of the present inquiry is to observe the
f cinema memory, as they present

_arnd as a distinctive expression of cultural memory. clfaracteristic tropes of me :
A&-m—rt—e?thrbrmdu cthnohistorical 1 mvcmi,anon Ltlmog,:.\plm, themsalveenaiormants—testumonics. Approachcd inductively these

inquiry was undertaken in full recogmtlon of the fact that in dealing rich and chvcrse tcsumomcs ylcld a limited, but recurrent and pervasive,

JERTED ) R S - -
1 P e e T alandl all vamaritiun anesedntral
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_impersonal and past/present. They differ from each other most markedly
in the degree or the manner in which the informant implicates herself or
himself in the story and/or its narration.

mpersonal discotrse, for example, is characteristically delivered in
the tE:erg 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 stupid teenagers we were!”);

L or, where deployed throughout a testimony, it marks an informant’s

'self-presentation as an expert witness or social commentator rather than
as an :nvo!vcd partlc_p_mt ( Hollywood was a drmm factory’). At thc

TS@\>

the most frequently occurring type, ‘the te ing also implicates the

informant in events, but both the events themselves and the narrator’s

““involvement in them are represented as habitual (‘1 always went w1th

my mother’}; and oftéi as ¢ollective (“we tised to h'mg around Giside””
‘you wanted to Impress. thc E,xrls ).

AHE past/present regzsﬁls about the way in which time is organised

T
n memory AiscoUrse, an’crmay embracea range of relationsh 1ps Betweeni™

narrator, story and narratee. An extremely common variant of this trape
is a simple comparison between past and present, between things as

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

s R A b T

apparently detached observanon and is always flrmly rooted in “the

present, the moment of narration (‘the film stars used to be so elegant

then, they aré all s6 seruffy ow’). This fegister also incorporates

accounts showing greater profundity of engagement on the informant’s
part with the activity of remembering and with the detail of what is
jrcmcmbcrcd Often obscrved in orally transmitted life stories, this
dxscurswe register marks accounts in which informants, usually unaware
" of doing so, shift or ‘shuttle’ back and forth between past and present
standpomts.
Informants’ testimonies acquire their idiosyncratic qualities from the

degree to Which ¢ach type of memory discourse is deployed and the
mannéf i which shifts Betwe% ﬁxs:curswe registers are negotiated.

; Although obscrvations on these | points should be regarded as suggestive
! rather than conclusive, gender, social class and regional differences in

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’ “storyteller, come across as pamuularly vivid. Anecdote is
relatively rare and does net-appear to be the preserve of any one social
_group, but one commentator has noted that this variant.of memory

discourse may have a specific function in working-class autobmgraphy, )

acting as ‘a'way of mediating between rawer, meormulat(,d experience
and more general or formulqtcd truths; it does so by turning such truths
into narrative and character’.?

If memory. stories are not, in the usual sense of the word, flcmons, they
can certainly be treated as narratives. Cons déred thus, memory stories

share a number of formal attributes, prommcnt among which’is a disting-

- -
tive orgamsatlon of time, Time is mrcly contmuouq or chuenual In memory-

stories, which are often narrated as a montage of vignettes, “anccdotes,

“snapshots’, ﬂashcs Mcmoxy texts often display a meta-

in common with poetry than with the classmal narrative W1th its linearity,

Lausallty and closur ¢, To bonow lhc ter mmo]oby H orm'lhst literary

theory, tﬁém{ﬁ-émory text sti 7, and its formal structure.
“"and organisation arc typlcally as salicnt as its content, if not more so.
Often, too, memory texts will deliver abrupt and vertiginous sh:fts of
setting and/or narrative viewpoint.”

The formal attributes of memory tcxts too, often betray a collective

imagination as “well as embodymg truths of a more personal salience:
T e = TR ettt IR P Y O T
TEsEiGe of “Tormalised materials” like proverbs, songs,

g

formu]'uc l'mg,mgc, stercotypes,” suggests the ora.l historian Alessandro
Portelh can be a measure of the degree of presence of “collective view-
pgml;i’iﬁi Thus ‘memory_texts may ¢ ¢, rework, repeat and recon=
textualise the stories people tell each other about the kinds of lives they
have led; and these memory-stoncs
quality which may be enhanced with every retelling. Such everyday
JnxthJLQkillgworks at the levels of both per unléj;_\:lﬂ Loll(.(,tlvt, NMeMmory.
_andiskeyin n the production, through memory, of f shared identities. The
phxlosoper Edward Caséy uses the word %@MM@
communal acts of memory: with its sense of a public space of memory,
this for—r};mmca;]y H{E“HIE{ni quahty %

Ini this project’s ethnogmplnc inquiry, mtc;prcmtlon of 1nformants

1

opposea'to an analogical - “quality, and as such have more

¢can assime A timeless, evena mythic, .
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starting-point, and interpretations arise from the material itself rather
than from any hypotheses or a priori assumptions. This approach has
the benefit of giving priority to what people say about their cinemagoing
experiences and memories; and, since historical and film textual materials

are likewise treated discursively and inductively, it also offers a point of |

triangulation between the three sets of inquiries, as well as a common

methodological grounding for the ethnohistorical investigation as a

whole.

The chapters which follow trace a trajectory from the earliest memories
and cinema’s place in them, through to what for the majority of the
1930s generation is a significant endpoint, the close of a chapter: 1939,
and the rapid coming of age brought on by the outbreak of war. The
landscapes of memory are populated by friends and family, 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
across narratives of formation we witness moments of intensity —images,
fragments, vignettes — recollected as if out of time: daydreams of romance,
keen longings for life to be somehow better; bodily memories of move-
ment and activity — running, dancing; cven 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 cinemas are dotted like beacons in the night,
and where all journeys begin and end at home.
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