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1
Advancing Memory Methods

Danielle Drozdzewski and Carolyn Birdsall

 Introduction

The multidisciplinary field of memory studies continues to grow in size 
and significance. The Memory Studies Association conference in 
Copenhagen, held in December 2017, was certainly a testament to this 
growing interest, with 600 scholars from 58 countries spanning six differ-
ent continents in attendance. A key discussion point at that conference 
was the interdisciplinarity of scholars engaged in memory research, which 
holds much pertinence to the works in this volume. This interdisciplinar-
ity draws across, and functions within, well-established and sometimes 
fiercely defended disciplinary boundaries; it traverses the humanities, the 
social sciences, the arts, and the psychological sciences. It would be 
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 disingenuous to suggest that we necessarily agree with or would replicate 
all the methodological approaches used by memory-studies colleagues in 
their respective fields. Yet this interdisciplinarity does engender an aware-
ness and appreciation of how memory research is done, and done 
differently.

The scholars whose work appears in this collection all hail from diverse 
disciplinary backgrounds: cultural and human geography, media studies, 
digital ethnography, landscape archaeology, sociology, social anthropol-
ogy, fine arts, literature studies, digital heritage, and public history. All of 
them also draw from an impressive array of qualitative investigative 
methods to do their memory research. Further, their engagements with 
memory demonstrate how many ways we have to define, delineate, think 
with/about, or practice, perform, maintain, enact, discuss, and (re)pro-
duce memory. In memory’s varied meanings is the potential of ‘memory 
work’ to animate, energise, and inspire, and reveal new and different 
methodological approaches and methods. This innovation affords excit-
ing opportunities to learn, practice, adopt, and adapt new methods and 
invites us to reflect on our different investigative and analytic skills.

For this volume, to foreground the methodological concerns of such 
research, we invited contributors to critically reflect on how they do their 
memory research, and to consider how they use and combine different 
tools, technologies, or bodies, for example. Recurrent themes in their 
accounts of memory work include encounter, emplacement, and the 
body, and engagement with memory’s performativity, its affect, its visual-
ity, and its sounds. How contributors ‘do’ their work contributes to 
scholarship, offering rich insights about memory and its links to place 
and identity. As Leder Mackley and Pink (2017: 123, original emphasis) 
recently contended, ‘how we know’ what we know, through what method, 
forms part of our responsible practice as researchers and bears on our 
research integrity and accountability to other scholars, our participants, 
‘and increasingly, to stakeholders and the wider public’. Yet, ‘questions of 
method and methodology’ related to memory studies are limited 
(Keightley and Pickering 2013: 2), so, too, targeted scholarship on how 
memory scholars draw from their disciplinary diversity to break new 
ground in method application and adaptation.
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Keightley and Pickering’s (2013) collection was the first to explicitly 
address research methods in memory studies, with a particular emphasis on 
oral history interviews and autobiography. The marked growth in memory 
work since that collection was published includes growth in the scope of 
research and the number and types of methods used by scholars and prac-
titioners alike. That trend is evident in the flourishing of the Memory 
Studies Association, and the increasing recognition of memory studies as a 
distinct field of research (Roediger and Wertsch 2008; Kattago 2016; Olick 
et al. 2017). Drawing on such change, energy, and innovation, our focus 
here is on methods in memory studies and research based on memory 
work. Each chapter focuses in different ways on ‘doing’ research rather 
than on narrating a theoretical supposition or case study and results. We 
hope that a practical consequence of the collection provides useful and 
practical exemplars for other memory-studies scholars, as well as insights 
into how the contributors both frame and do memory research.

 Doing Memory Research

 An Ethics of Care

Contributors to this volume demonstrate that doing memory studies 
requires sensitivity to, and awareness of, context because memory links 
people to space, place and identity, and to mobility/movement and time. 
Indeed, memories ‘both inform and are informed by identities and these 
articulations take different forms in different places’, and from different 
temporal viewpoints (Drozdzewski et al. 2016: 3). As Donohoe (2014: 
xiii) argues, writing about the phenomenological relationship between 
place and memory, place ‘identifies one with a certain community of 
people and shapes one’s understanding of people and the world’. Because 
memory can play such a formative role in individual and collective 
notions of who we are (cf. Jones 2011), research must be sensitive in 
design. This caution does not necessarily relate to the potential of scholars 
and others to unwittingly engage in conversations about loss, disaster, or 
death (although these are common features of memory-studies research). 
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Rather, such caution serves as a reminder that questions of memory relate 
inextricably to identities in the present (Legg 2004, 2005). Till and 
Kuusisto-Arponen (2015: 302) state that scholars of memory ‘have an 
ethical responsibility to try to understand why different social groups and 
individuals may wish to raise questions or stories about traumatic pasts at 
a particular place and moment in time, even if this means taking addi-
tional time to listen’.

Apprehending these requisites for sensitivity and respect, an ethics of 
care emerged as another strong theme across our  contributors’ discus-
sions of doing memory research, especially when determining how an 
ethics of care informed practice and choice of method. For example, to 
navigate working at the interface of traumatic and contested memory, 
Halilovich and Fejzić use art praxis to ‘point to multilayered dimensions 
of memories’ of conflict in Bosnia (this volume). Evident in their work is 
a ‘relational ethics of care [that] emphasizes the role of connection and 
feeling in the principles’ in guiding research design, process and practice 
(Ellis 2017: 58). Halilovich and Fejzić have paid attention to how their 
own war experiences informed and influenced their data collection strate-
gies and remained mindful of the rawness of their research narrative. In 
earlier work on wounded cities, Till (2012: 8) has discussed how a place- 
based ethics of care in memory-work encompasses ‘practices of attending 
to, caring for, and making place’ to constitute ‘differentiated and active 
forms of belonging and political community’. Correspondingly, in this 
volume, Gensburger’s approach to overhearing conversations about the 
Parisian terror attacks and interviews with people comprises another 
example of attuning research process to an ethics of care.

Thinking ethically about how to gather memory data from and/or in 
public spaces has also guided others’ research design using digital plat-
forms (Schuurman and Pratt 2002). For example, again in this volume, 
Arrigoni and Galani have used images already available in the public 
domain in their discussions about place memory, and they made their 
accumulated data set publicly accessible by constructing links to images 
in their original digital location. Mindful of existing stereotypes and 
community antagonism, Shea (this volume) has adopted a community- 
engaged research method with crowdsourcing and participant-led data 
collection to show how place-making reveals performances of memory. 
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That method enables Shea to recognise both individual and collective 
memory narratives. Shea’s research exemplifies ‘thinking about care as an 
activity, and as a kind of universal, arising out of a sense of responsibility 
toward others’ (McEwan and Goodman 2010: 106). In turn, Sumartojo 
(this volume) distinguishes between doing research with participants and 
on them; she extends this attention to power differentials in research by 
using video ‘to understand the complexity of multiple spacetimes of 
memory sites and research about them’. This intersection of participant 
memory and place is further highlighted by Osborne’s research using the 
novel technology of a biosensor (this volume). Osborne shares how her 
research design was a deliberate strategy to safeguard participant identi-
ties by ‘multi-layering’ different methods such as go-along conversations, 
biosensing, and video-elicitation. In short, in such studies, an ethics of 
care is carried through to research design and implementation.

 Experiencing and Emplaced (Researcher) Bodies

By reference to experience, emplacement and embodiment, Pink (2009: 
25) has argued that the ‘researcher learns and knows through her or his 
whole experiencing body’. Knowledge gleaned by being aware of one’s 
researcher body and being attentive to positionality is a practice-based 
knowledge, ‘inseparable from our sensory and embodied relations with 
the world’ (Stevenson 2014: 336). Memory, its sensations, feeling, con-
jured images, and movements, are ‘intrinsic to the body, to its own ways 
of remembering: how we remember in and by and through the body’ 
(Casey 2000: 147). Furthermore, ‘we often think of memory as an indi-
vidual mnemonic device, something that triggers thoughts, feelings and 
emotions in our minds and our body’ (Drozdzewski 2016: 20). These 
matters are perhaps best summarised as part of the ‘affective turn’ in 
memory studies (Waterton and Dittmer 2014; Witcomb 2016; Sumartojo 
2016, 2017; Tolia-Kelly et al. 2017), which has been substantiated more 
generally in the social sciences and the humanities. Yet, Sather-Wagstaff 
(2017: 13) has cautioned that ‘as an element of affect-in-action, [the 
senses] have rarely been explicitly discussed as part of the constellation of 
the interdependent sociocultural and biological phenomena that engen-
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der emotion and memory’. In expanding such sensory-based research, 
new work such as that showcased in this volume has drawn on lively 
discussions about emplaced methods, the use of which assumes the impor-
tance of researchers actively engaging with and in research processes and 
contexts. As Waterton and Watson (2013: 551) have asked, a key ques-
tion in such a research is ‘what happens to our bodies’ in these research 
encounters? Methods that privilege knowledge from and in bodily expe-
rience, as distinct from more traditional ideas that knowledge derives 
from the mind, parallel critical engagements with ‘non-representational’ 
and ‘more-than-human’ approaches (Anderson and Harrison 2010). In 
reflecting on the methodological import of their own works, contributors 
to this volume are clearly aware of their positionality and lived experi-
ences in relation to the research processes they engaged with, and tapped 
into those. Of particular interest are methods related to walking (Vergunst 
and Ingold 2008; Degen and Rose 2012), and to feeling and sensing 
(Pink 2009; O’Neill and Hubbard 2010).

Walking methods appear to be particularly instructive elements of eth-
nographic approaches used in several contributions to this volume. 
Drozdzewski and Birdsall, for instance, use walking to study the collec-
tive affects generated by war commemoration. Combined with attentive 
listening, watching, and feeling, walking offered an instructive way to 
participate in and observe a large ‘silent march’ across Amsterdam that 
takes place on 4 May each year. For Sharick, Smeltzer, and Trostel, walk-
ing is a key component to facilitate their interaction with the Venice 
Ghetto. Walking through and experiencing this place informed their 
‘reading in place’ as they mapped selected literary accounts that have 
contributed to its rich cultural imagination and memories.

Several other contributions investigate the utility of walking to engage 
and ‘be with’ research participants. In this respect, Lee and Ingold (2006: 
67) have argued that ‘to participate is not to walk into but to walk with—
where “with” implies not a face-to-face confrontation, but heading the 
same way, sharing the same vistas, and perhaps retreating from the same 
threats behind’. In this volume, De Nardi incorporates the go-along 
mode of interviewing (Kusenbach 2003), to support how people ‘remem-
ber together’ and to learn from community members, as co-researchers, 
how they positioned their memories in place. In Osborne’s contribution 
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here, research participants’ everyday acts of memory while walking in 
place are investigated—using biosensing technologies—to nuance under-
standings of the ‘neurological/biological and social body and the environ-
ment’. In Gensburger’s contribution, too, everyday memory practices are 
examined via a reflexive and emplaced method involving daily observa-
tions, conversations, and photography, as she herself responds to the 
experience of the research field that was emerging ‘on my doorstep’, fol-
lowing the 2015 terrorist attacks in her Paris neighbourhood.

Negotiating familiarity with research place and content is another 
recurrent theme across a number of the contributions, and frequently 
cited as a concern necessary in the conduct of participatory and engaged 
memory research. As Shea points out in her discussion of community- 
engaged methods, collaborative research methods for investigating place 
and memory necessarily de-emphasise the scholar in the process and offer 
an important intervention in how ‘scholarship tends to reproduce unequal 
relationships between researchers and non-researchers, scholars and pub-
lics, universities and communities’. In reflecting on sensory ethnogra-
phy’s collaborative understanding of ‘research participants as agents in 
memory process’, Sumartojo (this volume) emphasises the importance of 
joining participants for initial engagements with memory sites and then 
reflecting with them on their experiences. Sumartojo does this work 
using photo elicitation and video interviews. Pointing to the limits of 
conventional ethnography, Halilovich and Fejzić outline how their art- 
related research approach relies on art exhibitions as both a method and 
a collaborative research result, and engages the documentary and fictional 
to capture places of pain in (post-)conflict contexts. Their work aligns 
with the contention that ‘art gives form to human feeling; it is the shape 
that is taken by our perception of the world’ (Ingold 2000: 23, original 
emphasis). Acknowledging the imaginative and processual qualities of 
memory, and accounting for how its open-ended quality, necessarily 
influences the research process, the chapters in this collection highlight 
the significance of emplaced and participatory work for documenting 
memory and place. The value of collaboration is also asserted across the 
volume, with numerous contributions being products of collaboration 
between two or more scholars, in research teams, and in participatory 
co- researcher collaborations with participants.
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 Places: Mapped and Digital

Pink (2009: 41) has contended that ‘place is central to our way of being 
in the world and that we are thus always participating in places’. Thus, a 
focus on place in this collection’s discussions on methods and practices 
strengthens existing conceptual and methodological threads related to 
position, context, and experience. The scope for memory research on, 
and in, places and spaces is extensive. (Re)productions of memory mani-
fest in public and private places and require varied methodological 
approaches. As Hoelscher and Alderman (2004: 350) have pointed out 
‘monuments, memorials and museums have proven to be fertile grounds 
for investigating places of memory’. Yet, in public places and spaces, 
memory can manifest in ways that reveal narratives about past places and 
peoples hidden, silenced, or forgotten. It can be part of the everyday 
landscapes and places of our daily routines (Muzaini 2015); it can be felt 
as a presence or absence (Mayerfeld Bell 2004; Till 2012); and it can also 
be incorporated into planning neighbourhoods and communities (Fenster 
and Misgav 2014). Method selection needs consideration both of how to 
read material representations of memory and of how we are looking, 
sensing, listening, and feeling for immaterial traces of memory. In this 
vein, Drozdzewski et al. (2016: 9) have argued that ‘the role of place and 
the “body as place” have been pivotal heuristics for thinking through 
memory’. The scholarship in this collection advances this contention, 
showing that deep seams connecting memory, place, and the body are 
secured by astute method selection and application.

Attentiveness to place and space also echo loudly through the collec-
tion. As key spatial devices, the cartographic was variously employed to 
map memory (Chaps. 4, 7, 8, 9, and 10), reveal long-standing attach-
ments (Chaps. 9 and 10), facilitate emplacement (Chaps. 3, 4, 7, and 
10), and chart places of remembrance (Chaps. 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, and 10). De 
Nardi has used collaborative memory mapping to elicit memories of the 
domestic buildings constructed in Kibblesworth, United Kingdom, dur-
ing the 1950s and more recently transplanted to a nearby open-air 
museum. Shea describes her participatory deep mapping, showing as she 
argues that ‘memory is social and very much tethered to place’. For her, 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_10
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as a community-based and crowd-sourced map the ‘Places Project’ con-
nects memories and stories to place identity and attachment in diverse 
communities around the Cumberland Plateau in Tennessee. In turn, 
Sharick, Smeltzer, and Trostel use the map as the centre point of their 
emplaced readings of the Venice Ghetto. Those readings enliven places on 
the map; indeed, their mapping exercises overlay the map’s existing infor-
mation with new knowledges gleaned in those places of memory. 
Similarly, Osborne has mapped the results generated from using biosens-
ing technologies to measure physiological responses in bodies as research 
participants move around familiar places on the map. In combination, 
biosensing data, video elicitation, and dialogue revealed deeper under-
standings of participants as ‘body-subject(s)’ and documented their 
memories. Her work exemplifies methodological innovation linking 
memory, place, and identity.

Osborne’s research also highlights a nexus between place and digital 
technologies in doing memory research. In the introduction to his recent 
volume, Hoskins (2018: 10) contends that the digital ‘transforms the 
very character of memory, its meaning, its uses, its potential and its risks’ 
because the digital has potential to ‘disrupt existing memory ecologies’. 
Arrigoni’s and Galani’s contribution to this volume, for instance, demon-
strates the sharing of digital media and memory that Hoskins (2018) and 
Tilton (2014) refer to. Their methods capitalise on digital data from this 
‘connective turn’ (cf. Hoskins 2011, 2018) to elicit examples of place- 
making in photo-sharing platforms such as Flickr. They use the data min-
ing tool Geostream to aggregate images based on location, and investigate 
the images and their metadata for connections between past histories of a 
place and present-day lived experience. Sharick, Smeltzer, and Trostel’s 
investigation of the Venice Ghetto uses thick mapping to design interac-
tive digital maps. With Esri’s Story Maps platform they ‘explore the inter-
section of geographic data and literary analysis [that] rendered new 
insights into the ways literature defines space and memory’. For 
Sumartojo, research participants engaged existing skills in the use of digi-
tal smartphone photography in the Camp des Milles memory site and 
she considers how sensory triggers in this site activated personal memo-
ries, thinking about how this layering also works in memory processes 
during and after the visit.
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Place(s) provide memory prompts. In Sumartojo’s work, the activation 
of personal memories may have been sparked by the experience of having 
been in a physical place before, or by sensory encounters in that place, or 
those sensory encounters may have spurred remembrances of different 
places and different times. That the connections between place and mem-
ory are so powerful predisposes them to be ‘used’ in ways that align within 
strategic politics of memory. Memory landscapes are (re)produced and 
maintained with purpose, as Till (1999: 255) has reasoned: ‘public mem-
ory is where and how groups struggle to gain cultural authority to selec-
tively represent and narrate their past’. For example, Drozdzewski and 
Birdsall’s chapter on doing memory research on Dutch national war com-
memoration considers how the route chosen for the Silent March (Stille 
Tocht) purposefully traverses and embeds in the commemorative perfor-
mances that take place in the streetscapes of central Amsterdam. In 
Gensburger’s account, too, informal memory practices take place in a 
neighbourhood context. The everydayness of these conversations demar-
cates an official politics of memory that does not necessarily ‘fit’ with the 
traumatic framework envisioned in national memory discourse and pol-
icy frameworks. In Halilovich and Fejzić’s contribution, art-related 
research produced memorials to places of pain, including those erased as 
a result of genocide and ‘ethnic cleansings’ in Bosnia and Herzegovina; 
the presentation of the resulting artworks to audiences elicited new mem-
ory narratives and re-appropriations that fed into an ongoing, iterative 
process of the research.

 Chapter Outline

The volume is structured around two guiding thematic parts: multisenso-
rial and emplaced memory (Part I); and, memory places: maps and digi-
tal media (Part II). In each part, the chapters maintain focus on the doing 
of memory research, and also highlight innovation and application across 
of a range of memory sites and contexts. While chosen methods converge 
in such a way that we have two themed parts, each chapter presents a 
particular interdisciplinary take on approach and application. For exam-
ple, while Osborne and Gensburger both utilise emplacement, Osborne 
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focuses on placing her participants in familiar environments, while 
Gensburger uses an auto-ethnographic approach, placing herself in the 
field. Similarly, authors whose works are in Part II converge in their use 
of the map as a concept and material object yet their data generation 
techniques contrast by context and discipline. A salient feature of the 
volume is that the methods-based focus provides accessible pathways for 
scholars from other disciplinary fields. That is, by concentrating on how 
research is undertaken rather than solely on the results of the research, we 
editors felt as though we learned about new methods and about memory 
work from different perspectives. Certainly, we affirmed that ‘remember-
ing is dynamic, imaginative, and directed in and from the present. And 
this holds across the spectrum of strata of memories, of the individual or 
the multitude’ (Hoskins 2018: 9).

 Part I: Multisensorial and Emplaced Memory

In Part I, five contributors engage various multisensorial tactics—sound, 
touch/feeling, sight, and smell—in combination with other methods to 
access and consider ways of knowing about memory. Their works also 
coalesce around emplaced activities: researcher bodies are positioned 
with, or as (co)participants in the same context / performance / projec-
tion of memory. This positioning is a deliberate part of method, enabling 
researchers to encounter and experience; these encounters and experi-
ences form part of the ways in which the contributors sought to under-
stand the ‘how’ of memory, and extend memory work beyond description. 
Doing emplaced ethnography is itself a learning process; Leder Mackley 
and Pink (2017: 124) have reasoned that sensory-based ethnographies 
cannot be ‘implanted from a textbook or from one project to another’, 
rather they evolve in use. In Chap. 2, Sumartojo’s emplacement with the 
participants at the Camp des Milles museum site enabled knowledge (co)
production; she was able to talk through, and with the visitation experi-
ence in the follow-up interviews. Further, the videographic component 
allowed a reliving of the sensory experiences of the visit. For example, 
Sumartojo discusses her participant, Ben’s, recollection of smelling rust 
and how it prompted a familiar memory. Employing an empathetic 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_2
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 visuality through the whole research process meant her analyses of video 
data required attunement to, for example, gestures, accents, intonation, 
and vocal intonation—and not solely to the transcription of what was 
said. Following a similar strategy in tuning to the more-than-verbal attri-
butions of memory (re)production, in Chap. 3, Drozdzewski and Birdsall 
record their multisensorial encounters at two commemorative events in 
Amsterdam, 4 and 5 May. Their method was designed to experience the 
staging and performance of war memory and how it is linked to Dutch 
national identity at the key commemorative events. Walking and listen-
ing were distinctive methods within their wider sensory ethnography 
approach. Attuning to the soundscapes of commemoration and moving 
with its ‘spectacle’ events, Drozdzewski and Birdsall reveal the impor-
tance of the ‘collective’ and the placing of the urban locale to those per-
formances of commemoration, and the nation. Walking also formed part 
of Osborne’s multi-method approach to registering memory intensities in 
situ. Participants walked through familiar neighbourhood, their sensory 
encounters, and emotional intensities—indicative of attachments and 
affinity with places of/in memory—were recorded by biosensors and 
mounted GoPro cameras, then discussed and mapped. Her chapter 
affirms the efficacy of method innovation and of boldly thinking about 
how to do memory research differently. Combining qualitative and quan-
titative approaches, in Chap. 4, Osborne calls for more memory research 
to cross-disciplinary boundaries and for a more ‘viscerally-aware’ meth-
ods (cf. Sexton et al. 2017).

The contributions from Halilovich and Fejzić and Gensburger 
approach memory by exercising an ethics of care. Each chapter engages 
methods for doing research on traumatic memory, trauma also known to 
the authors. The authors’ intuitive and situated knowledges demonstrate 
the importance of critical self-reflexivity—Halilovich and Fejzić employ 
a ‘process of iterative (re)considerations’ in reimagining different aspects 
of memory as the art of memory; Gensburger uses the concept of every-
day place as a strategy to talk through the intersection of trauma into 
those everyday places. Her intimate knowledge of place and of the trauma 
informed how she researched memory on her doorstep. Understanding 
trauma, especially its immaterial traces and its affect, is in itself a sensory 
involvement in research process. In their chapter (Chap. 5), Halilovich 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_5
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and Fejzić explain how their combination of arts practice and anthropol-
ogy (field data, interview transcripts, documents, photos, and videos) was 
applied in the production of a multimedia exhibition of Bosnian war 
memory. Far from only ‘end products’ of a research process, the exhibi-
tions themselves engaged participants’ narratives in the place of the exhi-
bition and the places of memory exhibited. In Gensburger’s chapter 
(Chap. 6), the places of memory of the Paris terror attacks were also the 
places of her everyday locale. Her account of emplaced auto ethnography 
tussles with her knowledge of established sociological methods for gath-
ering data on the memory of the attacks, and her realisation that her 
personal, familial, and everyday intersections into those material and 
immaterial spaces of memory also mattered, and required different 
nuanced approaches. Cumulatively, the chapters in this first part seek 
method-based tools to think beyond discussing the representation of 
memory, in and via its many media. In advancing memory research, they 
turn to methods that explicate the sensorial capacity of memory and 
remembering, asking not just how something made them and their par-
ticipants feel and what those feelings meant, but they sought to experi-
ence the ‘ontology of connection’ (cf. Waterton and Watson 2015: 100) 
and feeling, to tap into the encounter through walking, listening, sens-
ing, and being in place.

 Part II: Memory Places: Maps and Digital Media

Spatialising connections of memory—to site, space, landscape and 
place—has constituted a fundamental research concern in past decades, 
especially in terms of identifying representations of memory and their 
linkages to key theoretical concepts (Halbwachs 1980; Nora 1984–1992; 
Said 2000). Embracing more recent forays with the more-than- 
representational and more-than-human in memory work, Till and 
Kuusisto- Arponen (2015: 294) attest that memory is ‘never only “located” 
in Cartesian [and material] space … [it is also] … communicated across 
and through spaces and places, and travel[s] through and with personal 
and shared emotions, memories, and affects’. Furthermore, changing 
pathways in the communication and storage of memory, through digital 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_6


14 D. Drozdzewski and C. Birdsall

and mobile media (Özkul and Humphreys 2015; Birdsall and Drozdzewski 
2018) have compelled scholars to think differently about doing research 
focused on connections between place and memory. What we think is 
especially interesting in this Part is that each of the four contributors have 
combined the map—something we consider as a traditional method- 
based tool for determining spatial location—with other digital, sensory, 
participatory, and collaborative methods. Their work towards advancing 
methods for memory research shows, as Fenster and Misgav (2014: 365) 
have argued, that combining ‘spatial memory representations as visual, 
cognitive and more-than-representational’ provides ‘knowledge [about 
place] richer than that provided by professional expressions (e.g. docu-
ments, maps, air photos)’.

In Chap. 7, Sharick, Smeltzer, and Trostel use digital mapping and 
reading in place to investigate the palimpsestic memories and stories 
attached to the Venice Ghetto, on the occasion of its 500th anniversary. 
As literary scholars, using digital mapping reached beyond their usual 
methodological scope; yet they explain how working with the Esri Story 
Maps platform enabled an activation of memory and place and to find 
new methods to explain ‘overlapping memory-dynamics, temporalities, 
fiction, and site-based observations’. Through critical and self-reflection 
on method, they also concede that the digital mapping exercise was at 
times, messy and unwieldly in size. Where Sharick, Smeltzer, and Trostel 
seek to connect investigate the storying of the Ghetto across time and 
space, Arrigoni and Galani’s chapter (Chap. 8) also pursues a ‘geolocative 
perspective’ to examine how everyday memory practices aggregate around 
particular sites (squares) in contemporary cities. In acknowledging peo-
ple’s use of ‘mobile media to create an archive of the places while making 
memories of those places on the go’ (Özkul and Humphreys 2015: 354), 
Arrigoni and Galani demonstrate how these online repositories for pho-
tosharing and tagging, such as Flickr, can reveal bottom-up understand-
ings of heritage, place, and memory. Using Geostream to mine social 
media images of chosen places facilitated an opportunity to understand 
‘time and space as multiple, embodied, practised and lived’ (Waterton 
and Watson 2015: 101). This temporal perspective of memory and place 
shows how social media and digital platforms provide novel tools for 
memory research and drive net-ethnography further.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_7
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In Shea’s contribution (Chap. 9), participatory deep mapping formed 
a crucial part of an effort to establish a means of ‘collaborative interpreta-
tion and community creation’ for the Places Project. Taking the research 
data gathered by the project team, researchers sorted the information by 
coding participant narratives according to geographical location, place, 
age, and relationship to the Cumberland Plateau region in Tennessee. 
The maps emerged via a process of tagging using selected themes identi-
fied across the data (e.g. family, community, race, history, and religion/
faith). As Shea notes, the digital tools ‘facilitated the creation of maps, 
and allowed places around which stories and memories accreted to be 
highlighted’. Her use of a collaborative and participatory approach shows 
how memory is both ‘mediated’ (van Dijck 2007) and ‘connective’ 
(Hoskins 2011a, b), and that when digital tools are employed to elicit 
both location-based and qualitative information, research methods must 
attune to community context (van Doorn 2013; Frith and Kalin 2016). 
While Shea notes how collaborative and community-engaged memory 
research requires the researcher’s role to be de-emphasised, she also 
sketches out the role and responsibility of the researcher curation as part 
of the exploration of the research data.

Incorporating a similar ethics of care in her engagement in curating 
and ‘editing’ of participants’ memories, De Nardi’s contribution high-
lights the value of a collaborative and vernacular ‘memory mapping’. In 
Chap. 10, De Nardi reflects on the methodological process of working 
with community members, and as co-researchers, mapped ‘memories of 
playful spaces and lived experiences’. De Nardi’s research also involved 
overlaying methods—collaborative mapping, focus groups, walking, 
emplacement, and sensory ethnography. These techniques provided dif-
ferent data, which she and the co-researchers sifted through to construct 
a memory map of the Kibblesworth community. This sifting was in itself 
part of the collaborative method; it involved encountering feelings of loss 
and frustration and talking through contestation. As Muzaini (2016) has 
shown, the imposition of memoryscapes designed to invoke the past in a 
certain way rarely reveal congruence with the formalised narrative. In 
both De Nardi and Shea’s chapters ‘exploring the polyphony of different 
voices in the studied area’ (Bulkens et al. 2015: 2311) required methods 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-1411-7_9
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strategies that recognised multiplicity and dissent among participants’ 
stories about place, memory and identity.

 Conclusion

We hope that this collection’s explorations of ‘doing of memory research’ 
are a motivating force to think differently and advance the practice of 
memory-related scholarship. Drawing from a multidisciplinary base 
offers a range in perspectives of how memory is understood, but as exhib-
ited here, it also highlights the central role of fieldwork to the practice of 
our scholarship—regardless of discipline. It is through method then, we 
argue, that we can find the in-between points of our different disciplines, 
the points where they ‘spark and meld’ (Leder Mackley and Pink 2017: 
136). For us, these sparks were evident in the diversity of contributions 
(many featured herein) at our conference sessions on doing memory 
methods differently in Boston, 2017—they were ignition points for this 
volume. Looking across the chapters, our final provocation is to suggest 
that one of the most valuable consequences of the affective turn in 
researching memory has been its encouragement to us, as scholars and 
practitioners of memory, to get out there, to do, to experience, to encoun-
ter, to be in the places and spaces that we talk about.
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