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Background	to	the	Project	
I	was	funded	in	2013	and	2014	for	two	Connected	Communities	‘Research	for	community	
heritage’	projects.	For	the	project	‘Discovering	First	World	War	Heritage’,	we	were	funded	
to	support	and	enhance	six	HLF	‘All	our	Stories’	projects.	The	community	partners	involved	
were	Snowgoose	Creative	writing	group,	Craven	Museum,	Thorner	Victory	hall,	Headingley	
Literature	festival,	Friends	of	Lawnswood	cemetery	and	Museum	of	Liverpool	Life.	For	
‘Leeds	Stories	of	the	Great	War’,	we	worked	with	another	six	groups,	who	did	not	HLF	
funding	(Leeds	University	students/alumni;	Tetley	Brewery	heritage	group	&	
ProjectspaceLeeds	arts	organisation;	Urban	Sprawl,	a	homeless	theatre	group;	Seacroft	Arts	
&	Literature	society;	2	local	comprehensive	schools;	Morley	volunteer	WW1	group.	Some	of	
these	groups	existed	already;	for	others,	we	created	the	groups	through	social	media	call-
outs	and	other	methods.		
	
All	of	the	groups	were	working	on	First	World	War	heritage	projects.	One	of	the	key	ways	in	
which	communities	engage	with	the	heritage	of	WW1	is	through	the	uncovering	of	local	
stories.	Our	projects	aimed	not	only	to	help	communities	uncover	ways	in	which	the	war	
touched	the	everyday	life,	communal	politics,	social	relations,	culture	and	values	of	citizens	
who	inhabited	their	street,	town	or	region	in	1914-18,	but	equally	to	place	these	stories	in	a	
broader	contextual	–	global	–	framework.		
	
In	the	groups	we	were	working	with,	and	those	we	created	for	the	duration	of	the	project,	
we	aimed	to	facilitate	innovative,	cross-cultural	and	intergenerational	approaches	to	the	
commemoration	of	the	First	World	War.	We	worked	alongside	a	number	of	key	partners,	
including	Leeds	City	Council,	community	facilitators,	local	and	family	historians,	artists,	film-
makers	and	youth	workers.		
	
Micro-legacy	project	
	
Both	of	these	projects	finished	in	2014,	when	much	of	the	activity	was	still	ongoing	(this	was	
especially	the	case	as	obviously	the	Centenary	of	the	First	World	War	began	in	earnest	on	4	
August	2014).	From	my	perspective,	therefore,	the	possibility	of	applying	for	a	small	amount	
of	 ‘legacy’	funding	was	very	timely.	 I	applied	for	funding	for	a	 large	public	event	that	took	
place	 on	 Sat	 27	 September	 2014,	 in	 which	 all	 of	 our	 existing	 projects	 could	 share	 their	
findings	both	with	each	other	and	with	members	of	the	wider	public.		

Most	of	the	funding	was	spent	on	hiring	the	venue.	It	was	held	in	Leeds	City	Museum,	which	
is	a	central	and	easy-to-find	location.	I	was	very	keen	not	to	hold	the	event	in	the	University,	
which	I’ve	found	in	my	experience	on	these	projects	can	be	a	barrier	to	some	groups	who	
don’t	feel	academic	environments	are	‘for	them’.	The	City	Museum	worked	really	well	as	a	
venue	–	it’s	also	very	large,	which	was	good	as	we	had	around	100	visitors	an	hour	for	the	
duration	of	the	event	(which	ran	from	11-4).	I	was	delighted	with	the	turnout,	as	were	the	
community	groups,	as	 they	were	able	 to	disseminate	 their	 findings	 to	a	 large	and	diverse	



audience.	 Holding	 the	 event	 in	 a	 Leeds	 Museums	 &	 Galleries	 venue	 also	 helped	 us	 to	
cement	 our	 partnership	 that	 had	 been	 key	 throughout	 the	 Connected	 Communities	
projects.	We	 invited	 all	 of	 our	 projects	 to	 showcase	 their	 findings,	 and	 also	 invited	 other	
WW1	projects	that	we	hadn’t	worked	closely	with,	but	who	we	knew	about,	either	through	
other	networks,	or	 through	our	partners.	Representatives	 from	10	of	our	12	groups	were	
able	 to	 attend.	 There	were	 a	 series	of	 public	 talks	 (by	Peter	 Liddle,	 founder	of	 the	 Liddle	
Collection	at	the	University	of	Leeds,	by	a	local	cinema	and	theatre	looking	at	the	history	of	
the	war	and	entertainment,	by	a	 local	 resident,	David	Clay,	 talking	about	 letters	 from	the	
front,	from	a	project	looking	at	the	history	of	rugby	in	WW1,	plus	performances	from	a	folk	
musician	we	had	been	working	with	on	‘Leeds	Stories’,	and	from	a	local	theatre	group.	One	
of	the	main	events	was	a	‘Question	Time’	style	Q	&	A	with	questions	that	had	been	emailed	
or	tweeted	the	previous	week,	as	well	as	new	questions	from	the	floor.	The	panel	included	
me,	the	head	of	Leeds	Museums	and	Galleries,	two	local	historians,	and	the	head	of	a	black	
history	heritage	organisation.		

To	 capture	 in	 particular	 the	 experience	 of	 the	 event,	 and	 of	 the	 Connected	 Communities	
projects	as	a	whole,	we	trained	student	volunteers	to	record	interviews	with	Dictaphones		(a	
colleague	in	the	School	of	History	with	oral	history	training	experience	ran	an	hour’s	training	
with	 them)	 with	 the	 representatives	 from	 the	 10	 projects	 we	 had	 worked	 with.	 I	 then	
downloaded	 the	 interviews	 and	 have	 used	 them	 in	 evaluating	 the	 projects,	 and	 also	 in	
helping	 to	 answer	 questions	 about	 legacy	 and	 sustainability.	 These	 interviews	 have	 been	
invaluable	 –	 the	 community	 partners	 were	 perhaps	 more	 open	 with	 the	 student	
interviewees	 than	 they	 might	 have	 been	 with	 me,	 as	 I	 had	 established	 close	 working	
relationships	with	some	of	them.	[I	discuss	the	findings	further	below]	

	

Findings	and	Reflections	on	heritage	co-production	

• In	relation	to	your	question	about	whether	it	might	be	a	good	idea	to	recommend	to	
the	AHRC	that	they	have	a	separate	‘legacy’	fund	available	after	the	end	of	projects	–	
in	the	case	of	my	project	this	would	definitely	be	a	good	idea.	This	funding	allowed	
us	to	continue	our	relationships	with	the	partners	and	groups	we	had	been	working	
with.	 I	 had	 been	 anxious	 that	 given	 the	 relatively	 short	 time	 that	 the	 CC	 projects	
were	active	(12	months),	that	the	groups	might	feel	that	we	had	‘parachuted’	in	as	
researchers	 only	 to	 abandon	 them	once	 the	 funding	was	 finished.	 This	 problem	 is	
particularly	acute	when,	as	was	the	case	with	my	2	projects,	I	had	excellent	project	
officers	for	the	duration	of	the	projects,	but	who	left	once	their	contracts	had	ended,	
as	 they	 weren’t	 university	 employees.	 This	 event	 allowed	 us	 to	 continue	 the	
relationship,	and	also	showed	–	I	hope	–	the	extent	to	which	the	projects	had	both	
academic	and	public	value.	Since	I	applied	for	the	micro-legacy	funding,	I	have	now	
partnered	with	one	of	the	AHRC	First	World	War	hubs	(Gateways	to	the	First	World	
War,	based	in	the	University	of	Kent),	so	this	‘legacy’	funding	enabled	us	to	hold	an	
event	 which	 worked	 as	 a	 kind	 of	 ‘bridge’	 before	 the	 beginning	 of	 another	 pot	 of	
funding,	which	is	allowing	us	to	continue	working	with	groups.	Some	of	the	groups	I	
came	 into	 contact	 with	 on	 27	 Sep	 I’ve	 been	 able	 to	 continue	 to	 work	 with	 using	
Gateways	funding.	

• I	 found	 that	 the	 reflections	 of	 the	 groups	 on	 the	 process	 of	 co-production	 had	
evolved	since	I	had	sent	questionnaires	and	other	forms	of	evaluation	at	the	end	of	



our	 project.	 They	 all	 found	 the	 input	 of	 university	 academics	 valuable	 to	 their	
projects,	 but	many	 found	 it	 difficult	 to	 grasp	what	 our	 ‘offer’	was	 as	 a	 university.	
They	also	felt	sometimes	that	they	wanted	more	‘tailored’	support	–	something	we	
couldn’t	always	offer,	as	our	expertise	inevitably	didn’t	cover	every	aspect	of	the	war	
and	its	legacies	in	detail.	The	groups	we	worked	with	varied	enormously	in	terms	of	
their	needs	–	some	members	had	never	been	to	a	library;	others	were	experienced	
historians.	 So	 I	 think	 in	 the	 future	 I	would	 do	 a	more	 targeted	 and	 specific	 needs	
analysis	so	that	the	relationship	started	off	on	the	right	foot	–	 i.e.	groups	wouldn’t	
feel	either	patronised	because	we	were	putting	on	an	event	that	they	felt	was	too	
basic	for	their	needs,	or	intimidated	because	they	felt	it	was	too	‘academic’	for	them.	
Many	also	asked	 for	more	contact	with	 the	groups,	and	valued	 the	opportunity	 to	
share	 findings	 and	 experiences	 with	 similar	 heritage	 groups.	 They	 found	 that	 as	
valuable	as	working	alongside	university	researchers.	This	is	something	I	would	also	
keep	 in	 mind	 for	 future	 projects.	 Most	 of	 the	 feedback,	 however,	 concerned	 the	
ways	in	which	learning	about	WW1	had	moved,	interested	and	captivated	them.		

• The	 researchers	working	 alongside	 the	 groups	 have	 found	 that	 the	 ‘outputs’	 from	
this	research	projects	have	not	necessarily	followed	a	straight	 line,	as	might	be	the	
case	 in	 a	 traditional	 research	 project.	 Whereas	 the	 groups	 produced	 a	 variety	 of	
outputs,	 including	websites,	 leaflets,	 performances	 etc,	 the	 academics	 in	my	 team	
have	found	that	the	project	has	fed	into	their	own	work	and	research	in	a	number	of	
ways:	 in	 the	 acquisition	 of	 skills,	 in	 networking	 and	 relationship-building,	 and	 in	
enhancing	 our	 own	 research	 publications	 by	 increasing	 our	 knowledge	 of	 sources,	
and	engaging	with	different	perspectives	on	similar	material.		

• What	 we	 also	 found	 in	 planning	 the	 public	 event	 was	 that	 there	 was	 some	 bad	
feeling	amongst	the	groups	who	we	hadn’t	been	working	with,	who	felt	 ignored	or	
undervalued.	 It’s	 important	 not	 to	 underestimate	 the	 ‘prestige’	 factor	 working	
alongside	a	University	gives	community	groups,	and	although	there	was	no	‘selection	
process’	for	the	groups	we	worked	with,	some	felt	that	there	had	been,	and	felt	this	
implied	 some	 kind	 of	 judgement.	 Because	 the	 First	 World	 War	 centenary	 has	
stimulated	 so	 much	 interest	 and	 research	 amongst	 community	 groups,	 this	 is	
something	I	will	need	to	bear	in	mind.		I	think	universities	need	to	consider	the	ways	
in	 which	 they	 reach	 out	 to	 community	 groups	 –	 often	 this	 happens	 through	 pre-
existing	contacts,	or	through	third	parties.	Perhaps	this	is	inevitable,	but	the	negative	
feedback	from	some	of	the	groups	I	met	at	the	event	made	me	aware	of	the	possible	
issues	 that	 arise	 from	 working	 with	 some	 heritage	 groups	 and	 not	 others	 in	 a	
particular	locality.		

	


