It has been stated that the process of remembrance and commemoration in Britain was an agent for order and contentment following World War One. Discuss with reference to the political and social situation in the post-war years and the discourse in more recent years between historians of the conflict.

Intro

The process of remembrance and commemoration occurred across Britain after the end of the First World War. The war was of an unprecedented scale with approximately 10 million killed on the front lines, 761,000 of which British, and 32 countries participating over the 4 years[footnoteRef:1]. With such great losses the impact was felt across Britain, with most towns, villages, and cities erecting their own publicly funded memorials to commemorate their lost loved ones. There was also a wealth of war memorabilia, art, and poetry involved in the remembrance process.  [1:  ‘War Losses | International Encyclopedia of the First World War (WW1)’ <https://encyclopedia.1914-1918-online.net/article/war_losses> [accessed 18 November 2019].] 

Society was changing, there were women in the workplace for the first time, a loss of critically skilled workers, and a new government.


Many scholars have observed the way in which memorialisation helps communities  move on following the trauma of conflict. Naidu articulates this well,

if used constructively, memory and memorialisation processes can play a significant role in the reconciliation process as it allows for the recognition of individual victims and survivors of the conflict; allows different generations to understand the conflict and mediate between the past and the present; and allows the society collective spaces for mourning that can promote the process of healing past wounds.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Ereshnee Naidu, ‘Empowerment through Living Memory: A Community-Centred Model for Memorialisation’, 2004, 17. P.1] 


Following the Great War memorial processes were established at the national, community, and personal levels, and these continue to be significant to this day. 

Memorials and the rituals that happen at memorial sites fall under the umbrella of ‘heritage’ described by Giblin. Giblin examines the debate around whether such heritage has the capacity to ‘heal’. According to Giblin,
‘heritage is better understood as a common element of post-conflict renewal, which becomes intensified as the past is aggressively negotiated to provide healing related to conflict traumas.’[footnoteRef:3]Giblin argues that questioning the role of memorialisation in healing distracts from the larger post-conflict landscape that contributes to healing, of which memorialisation is just one aspect. This in itself does not discredit the part that memorialisation plays in healing, but places it within the context. In doing this he acknowledges the healing role of rebuilding, and political and social change that may occur following a conflict. [3:  John Daniel Giblin, ‘Post-Conflict Heritage: Symbolic Healing and Cultural Renewal’, International Journal of Heritage Studies, 20.5 (2014), p.500 <https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2013.772912>.] 


Memorialisation is a complex, multi-layered process that was necessary on both an individual and community level for the public to adjust to the national trauma and the social upheavals of the post war years. 

This essay focuses largely on memorialisation with regards to war memorials, and how they helped the British public recover from war.


The political and Social landscape following the Great War was one of change, with a new government under David Lloyd George, technological and medical advancement, and, of course, the aftermath of the war. All men over 21 and women over 30 were allowed to vote for the first time, tripling the number of active voters in the UK. The liberal party were split between those who supported the David Lloyd George coalition and those who still supported former prime minister Asquith, a split they never recovered from[footnoteRef:4]. The labour party became the main rival party to the conservatives post-war. Remembrance rituals were key to helping the public adjust to this new post-war society. [4:  George W Egerton, ‘The Lloyd George Government and the Creation of the League of Nations’, 27.] 


Its important to address here how scholars have long debated if memorialisation and remembrance aids the process of healing in post-conflict society. Johnson observes Paul Fussell and Jay Winter’s opposing stances on the language of memory with respects to the great war. She highlights that where Fussell ‘tracks the languages of ironic modernism that were found
in the prose, novels, and poetry of the war’s literary soldiers’[footnoteRef:5] which he considered ‘the emergence of modern memory’[footnoteRef:6], Winter ‘is convinced that the language and practices of tradition—religious motifs, romantic forms, [5:  Nuala C. Johnson, ‘Locating Memory: Tracing the Trajectories of Rememberance’, Historical Geography, 33.0 (2005), p.175]  [6:  Johnson. P.175] 

classical designs—continued to find expression and value in the years following the conflict’. Fussell focuses on the shift from patriotism to grieving, while Winter observes that while this shift happened, it was traditions such as building memorials that the bereaved turned to. Johnson summarises, ‘Overall, perhaps, it is the co-existence of traditional and modernist modes of representation—the desire to simultaneously remember and to forget—that marks war as a particular form of memory-work, and one that is laced with contradictions and disputes’[footnoteRef:7].  This co-existence is evidenced in war memorials, as they both embody the tradition of building monuments to celebrate the end of war, and the shift towards remembrance over celebration[footnoteRef:8]. They provided a site for remembrance and mourning where the bereaved could publicly express grief rather that patriotism, which allowed the community to process their loss collectively as well as privately. [7:  Johnson. P.176]  [8:  Johnson.] 




War memorials provide longstanding, material artefacts that encapsulate the social and political environment in which they were created. The rituals held at these sites since their creation also demonstrate these aspects of society. War memorials are evidence of a society in need of closure, the memorials a physical marker to signify the end of the war[footnoteRef:9]. Jay Winter observes that, ‘while ambiguities of iconography and ritual are undeniably present in war memorials, and while they embody and proclaim a host of commemorative messages about war, they do not obliterate the simple truth that people die in war’[footnoteRef:10] He highlights that though there is discussion about ritual at war memorials, the primary focus should be that they provided the bereaved with a place to mourn the dead that did not have a grave. [9:  Jay Winter, ‘Sites of Memory, Sites of Mourning: The Great War in European Cultural History’, Cambridge Core, 2014 <https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107589087>.]  [10:  Winter. P.78] 


Communities were keen to embrace memorialisation for their loved ones across Britain, with almost every town and village building some form of memorial, however these memorials were not always exempt from political agendas[footnoteRef:11]. While looking at war memorials in East Kent, Donaldson suggests that ‘in uncovering the process by which local dignitaries actively sought the participation of the bereaved in the rites of constructing a war memorial, not least through the compilation of the names of the fallen, an impression of the almost palpable sense of sorrow that pervaded society in the immediate aftermath of the fighting is captured.’[footnoteRef:12] The need for unity post-war is demonstrated here as the community came together for the construction of their war memorial. The construction remains politically charged, as those in authority positions consulting the public in building the memorial served to keep the public on their side, consolidating their power[footnoteRef:13]. This may not be the agenda behind the construction of war memorials, but the involvement of local government and the clergy is significant.  [11:  Peter Donaldson, Ritual and Remembrance: The Memorialisation of the Great War in East Kent (Cambridge Scholars Press, 2006) <https://kar.kent.ac.uk/53916/> [accessed 4 November 2019].]  [12:  Donaldson.]  [13:  Donaldson; Bill Niven, ‘War Memorials at the Intersection of Politics, Culture and Memory’, Journal of War & Culture Studies, 1.1 (2008), 39–45 <https://doi.org/10.1386/jwcs.1.1.39/0>.] 


While the loss was felt most powerfully on a private level, it has been argued that the public nature of constructing memorials enabled those in power positions to control what was appropriate for the bereaved. While communal commemoration was and continues to be a necessary process and activity, the form that this took was for the most part determined by community leaders. 
Donaldson furthers his point about the underlying political nature of memorialisation,

in particular the focus falls on the memorialisation process itself, the debates over form and style, the rituals of naming and financing and the ceremonies for unveiling and dedication, for it was in this often lengthy and convoluted process that those in authority  could assume control over the rites of mourning and transform private grief into a public narrative.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  Donaldson.] 

It could be argued, then, that the construction of war memorials was an agent for political control in the post-war landscape. As Niven put it, ‘More so than any other cultural articulation of war, war monuments operated at the nexus of politics and culture.’[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Niven. P. 39] 


The rituals of remembrance held at war memorials are often politically charged in the same way. As memorial services were often organised and hosted by local government, and more recently by the media, they reflect the agenda of those organisations[footnoteRef:16]. Niven summarises this concisely, as ‘commemorative rituals often involve politicians, their structure and contents often reflect political interest.’[footnoteRef:17] He further elaborates that this ‘political interest’ post-war was national unity. ‘The carefully orchestrated performance of private grief as a public experience served to express the need for, and perhaps even achieve, national unity and purpose for the future.’[footnoteRef:18]  Using war memorials this way allows them to be functional in the recovery of the British public. Jay Winter also comments on the political nature of war memorials, ‘commemoration was a political act; it could not be neutral, and war memorials carried political messages from the earliest days of the war’[footnoteRef:19]. War memorials helped reinforce curated versions of the past by creating an advertised version of memory. [16:  Niven. P.40]  [17:  Niven. P.41]  [18:  Niven. P.41]  [19:  Winter. P.82] 


Donaldson highlights what he calls the ‘conflicting claims, the tension that existed within this complex matrix of remembrance and the extent to which the memory of the fallen was shaped by the demands of competing schemes’[footnoteRef:20]. He identifies the power that memorial services had in shaping collective memory of the war, allowing those organising them to consciously use them as an agent for change. [20:  Donaldson.] 

‘There is considerable literature emphasizing the politics of memory
especially where dominant groups in society are concerned vis-à-vis their
shaping of interpretations of the past. Yet it is increasingly clear that the
social process involved in memorialization is hotly contested with respect
not only to form and structure but also to the meaning attached to the
representation.’[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  Johnson. P.168] 


Commemoration and memorialisation are important rituals. Turner examines rituals and explains how they are transformative in nature, a product of how people process change[footnoteRef:22]. Rituals help people process change, as the enter a ritual in one state of being and leave in another. In the context of war memorials, the ritual of remembrance helped the whole community shift from war time to post-war society.  [22:  Victor Turner, The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure (Routledge, 2017).] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]As war changed, memorialisation changed with it. The First World War was the first war fought on a global scale, with technological advancements making the experience of ‘total war’ very different to that of previous cavalry based war. Niven observes that as the war was ‘the first truly global war, one fought out between citizens rather than professionalized soldiers, looking back on war became a process of mourning,’[footnoteRef:23] and this is reflected in the way the war was commemorated. With such a huge loss of life, commemoration reflected the loss that was now felt in every aspect of society. War memorials were a place where the bereaved could go to mourn their lost ones whose bodies were never returned to them. [23:  Niven. P.40] 


Post war commemorative art conveyed the same shift in community commemoration that was evident in the war memorials and rituals surrounding them. The change from glorifying war to mourning the dead is recognised by Jay Winter in artwork, as he writes, ‘these objects and rituals expressed sadness rather than exhilaration, and addressed directly the experience of bereavement’[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Winter. P. 85] 


War memorials were not the only form of commemoration of the dead.
‘That romantic notions of memory seemed inadequate to deal with the losses of the First World War is evidenced by the fact that enormous collective and individual efforts were made to articulate that sense of loss through public performance.’[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Johnson. P.175] 

Public performance following the great war notably included…
-forms of memorialisation (landscape, material)
   -materialities, ‘set in stone’
‘the memory of the missing body was replaced by that of the present object’[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Nicholas J. Saunders, Matters of Conflict: Material Culture, Memory and the First World War, 1st edn (Routledge, 2004)  p. 14 <https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203502549>.] 


Today the remembrance service seems to serve as more of a reminder of the danger of war than a public way to mourn lost ones, as the generation of war veterans has passed on.
-symbolism of the poppy (materialities)
  - bell, ritualization of the body
-How memorials work in collective memory [footnoteRef:27] [27:  Matthew Graves and Elizabeth Rechniewski, ‘From Collective Memory to Transcultural Remembrance’, Portal : Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies, 7.1 (2010), 1.] 

 
Donaldson talks about the ‘layering of memory’ in memorialisation and commemoration. During commemorative activities following the great war in communities in east Kent , ‘the war dead were remembered in their various different roles, as citizens, work colleagues, school alumni, club members, parishioners, regimental comrades and, of course, fathers, husbands and sons’[footnoteRef:28] key to this is the idea that commemoration is both communal and personal, as those lost each held their own multi-layered presence in their communities.  [28:  Donaldson.] 


To conclude
-war memorials conveyed political messages that helped bring the community together
-remembrance was both public and private
-ritual helped the public transition into a post war society
-memory is reinforce by memorial





Bibliography

Alex. King, Memorials of the Great War in Britain: The Symbolism and Politics of Remembrance, The Legacy of the Great War (Oxford: Berg, 1998)
Andrews, Maggie, ‘Poppies, Tommies and Remembrance’, Soundings; London, 58, 2014, 104–15

Beckstead, Zachary, Gabriel Twose, Emily Levesque-Gottlieb, and Julia Rizzo, 
‘Collective Remembering through the Materiality and Organization of War Memorials’, Journal of Material Culture, 16.2 (2011), 193–213 <https://doi.org/10.1177/1359183511401494>

Donaldson, Peter, Ritual and Remembrance: The Memorialisation of the Great War in East Kent (Cambridge Scholars Press, 2006) <https://kar.kent.ac.uk/53916/> [accessed 4 November 2019]

Egerton, George W, ‘The Lloyd George Government and the Creation of the League of Nations’, The American Historical Review, Vol. 79.2 (1974), 27

Furlong, Jane, Lorraine Knight, and Simon Slocombe, ‘“They Shall Grow Not Old”: An Analysis of Trends in Memorialisation Based on Information Held by the UK National Inventory of War Memorials’, Cultural Trends, 12.45 (2002), 1–42 <https://doi.org/10.1080/09548960209390310>

Giblin, John Daniel, ‘Post-Conflict Heritage: Symbolic Healing and Cultural Renewal’, International Journal of Heritage Studies, 20.5 (2014), 500–518 <https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2013.772912>

Graves, Matthew, and Elizabeth Rechniewski, ‘From Collective Memory to Transcultural Remembrance’, Portal : Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies, 7.1 (2010), 1

Hutchinson, John, ‘Warfare and the Sacralisation of Nations: The Meanings, Rituals and Politics of National Remembrance’, Millennium, 38.2 (2009), 401–17 <https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829809347538>

Iles, Jennifer, ‘In Remembrance: The Flanders Poppy’, Mortality, 13.3 (2008), 201–21 <https://doi.org/10.1080/13576270802181640>

Johnson, Nuala C., ‘Locating Memory: Tracing the Trajectories of Rememberance’, Historical Geography, 33.0 (2005), 165–79

Naidu, Ereshnee, ‘Empowerment through Living Memory: A Community-Centred Model for Memorialisation’, 2004, 17

Niven, Bill, ‘War Memorials at the Intersection of Politics, Culture and Memory’, Journal of War & Culture Studies, 1.1 (2008), 39–45 <https://doi.org/10.1386/jwcs.1.1.39/0>

Rothberg, Michael, Multidirectional Memory: Remembering the Holocaust in the Age of Decolonization (Stanford University Press, 2009)

Turner, Victor, The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure (Routledge, 2017)
‘War Losses | International Encyclopedia of the First World War (WW1)’ <https://encyclopedia.1914-1918-online.net/article/war_losses> 

Winter, Jay, ‘Sites of Memory, Sites of Mourning: The Great War in European Cultural History’, Cambridge Core, 2014 <https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107589087>

