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Abstract
Collective-Memory Work (CMW) is a method of research and learning that relies on a

group working together on a topic of shared interest. It aligns with other qualitative

approaches such as participatory and feminist research methods, collaborative auto-

ethnography, narrative inquiry, and emancipatory adult learning. In CMW participants

write short stories from their own memory on a theme agreed in advance. The stories

are subsequently scrutinized by the group via detailed textual analysis and recursive dis-

cussion. Due to COVID restrictions in 2020, a planned CMW workshop at an Irish

higher education institution had to be delivered online. The purpose of this case

study is two-fold: first it provides an overview of the CMW approach and how it is

implemented in practice, detailing the concrete activities carried out in the workshop.

Second, the case study provides insight into running a workshop of this kind online,
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and the perceived benefits identified by participants of adopting such an approach. We

argue that CMW generates an egalitarian group dynamic, encourages active listening,

and enables the co-creation of textual analysis in a spirit of collectivity and mutual

respect. We suggest that CMW is a versatile method that can be usefully deployed

within and beyond academic settings.
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The term Collective Memory-Work (CMW) is open to misunderstandings. It is a method of
research and learning that relies on a group1 working together on a topic of shared interest.
In contrast to history workshops in which the focus is on engaging with collective (cultural)
memory, CMW aims at collective work with individual memories (see Hamm 2020). The
method follows a structured protocol which is detailed in the methodology section below.
Working with the stories of all participants in turn can lead to new perspectives and insights.
The fun factor in CMW is high, fostering linguistic skills, analytic thinking and argumen-
tation, as well as expanding perspectives on personal and political history.

To begin, we situate CMW in its epistemological context. CMW was developed by
German sociologist and philosopher Frigga Haug and the group Frauenformen in the
1980s at the intersection of the feminist movement, social science and Marxist theory.
Haug et al., 1987 foregrounded human agency focusing on how we participate actively
in the formation of our own lived experiences. Centring the everyday experiences of par-
ticipants in CMW-projects as the starting point, CMW developed as a practical critique of
traditionally male-dominated science. Since its inception CMW has been adopted by
researchers in a variety of disciplines including sociology, political science, education,
business studies, gender studies and in a number of regional pockets in the USA,
Austria, Scandinavia, Australia, New Zealand and the UK.

Frauenformen sought a process of transformation that involved (a) integrating subject/
object in research; (b) defining research as a collective process; and (c) understanding
research as a political process that enhances the capacity for action. Each of these prem-
ises are now briefly explored. CMW in common with other interpretivist approaches,
challenges the positivistic standpoint in the social sciences that tends to render individuals
as objects rather than subjects in the research process. The latter’s determinism denies our
own role in constituting the very social relations that form us. In contrast, Haug et al., note
that: “(…) memory-work is only possible if the subject and the object of research are one
and the same person” (1987:35). This is a radical vision of humans as part of the research
interaction, engaged in co-creation and fully present in our inter-subjectivity. The CMW
epistemological stance resonates with the pioneering work of Dorothy Smith (1987) who
also critiqued sociological and philosophical assumptions and practices in her develop-
ment of feminist standpoint theory. Dissolving the categories of researcher and
researched immediately transforms research into an emancipatory learning project and
learning itself into research.
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Haug’s second premise is that CMW is a group process that has at its core the expan-
sion of knowledge about “modes of societalisation of women”2 and the intention of
increasing the capacity to act of participants. It is important to note that the method is
not intended to function as individual therapy “but rather a kind of politicizing research
process in groups” (Haug and Hauser, 1986:60).

Thirdly, the aim in using CMW is not the production of knowledge for its own sake.
Instead, it is explicitly understood as a political project directed towards an increase in
what Critical Psychology terms generalised action potence. Generalised action potence
is collective; it exists for one and all. It refers not to personalities, positions, or classes.
Rather it is a capacity that inheres within the generalised network that includes subjective
grounds and possibilities for action. It may be helpful to think of this in contradistinction
to restrictive action potence. The latter operates at the individual level only where the
actions taken are beneficial to that particular individual. Such action is not without
costs to them, and crucially implies a cost to others and to society as a whole
(Tolman, 1994). This phenomenon is something with which most of us are familiar
often expressed in the well-known adage: “If you can’t beat ‘em, join ‘em.” But here
there is an important contradiction:

“On the one hand, restrictive action potence is subjectively functional for individuals in a
society like ours. On the other hand, to one degree or another it constitutes a denial of the
true social interest, and to that degree, owing to the fact that in the final analysis our individ-
ual interests are identical to the collective societal interest, it puts us in a position of hostility
towards ourselves” (Tolman, 1994:116).

Recent events provide an instructive example. The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic has
brought the clash between generalised action potence and restrictive action potence
into sharp relief. For public health measures to work effectively, we must all recognise
the generalised usefulness of our individual behaviours. Those who choose to disregard
public health advice in pursuance of individual freedom act against the collective societal
interest, potentially creating deleterious outcomes for themselves and for others.

What is looked for in CMW is an expansion of the capacity for action for participants
towards generalised action potence. Capacity for action here refers to the individual
engaging with existing social relations in the direction of an increasing and collective
appropriation of structures that determine life instead of blindly surrendering to them
(Haug and Hauser, 1986:79). This has the potential to produce radical outcomes. A
good example of such action is the collective efforts of teachers and academics to
de-colonise the curriculum in schools and institutions of higher education, as a way to
challenge power asymmetries in how stories of existing social relations have been told.3

CMW builds on the strengths of consciousness-raising groups, but it extends their
scope. Experiences are not only shared, and stories told by participants; they are also
used as material for a systematic and rigorous analysis making critical reference to pre-
existing theory. This means taking experience as a point of departure and working back
toward generating theoretical explanations:
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“It raises self-consciousness to know that one is not alone with different experiences. But
there comes the point where it doesn’t lead any further, stories start to turn in circles,
no-one likes to listen any more. . . . Our proposal to work with memories and everyday
experiences, to theorise them, tries to employ the joy of starting with experience and
connect it with the burden of intense theoretical work” (Haug, 1990: 53-4).

Overcoming the agency/structure distinction through engaging with texts

Central to CMW is the analytic engagement with self-generated text/s. These are
memory-scenes, short accounts of remembered experiences. The analytic approach
deployed is underpinned by four basic assumptions: the construction of one’s own per-
sonality; the tendency to eliminate contradictions; the construction of meaning and the
politics of language. Each of these is briefly explored in turn.

We are actively involved in the process of constructing our personality in historically
antecedent social circumstances. What we (as of today) understand to be our personality

“. . . has a history, a past. We attach meaning to our personas and use this meaning, or under-
standing of our personality, to determine the steps we take in the near present and distant
future” (Haug, 2008: 28-9).

This process is interminable, ongoing and an integral part of our social existence. It
includes the negotiation and appropriation of categories of legitimacy for our actions.
Haug’s observation aligns closely with other sociological theories that suggests our per-
sonalities are shaped both by structuring forces (social and historical) and our own cap-
acity to generate meaning through social interaction (e.g. Bourdieu [1972]2019).

An essential aspect in the analytic work done in CMW is the engagement with contra-
dictions. As humans we tend to disregard that which does not accord with the unified
image that we present to ourselves and others. For Haug “this mostly semi-conscious
act of eliminating contradictions may become transparent in the written experiences as
we document the details that do not fit” (2008:28). Deconstruction work undertaken in
the analysis of the memory-stories aims to draw out contradictions in our experiences,
and cast them in a new light.

Meaning is not inherent in things, acts, words. It rests on a process of assigning this
meaning. For meaning to be valid it “requires agreement by others. Meaning occurs in
the first place through language” (Haug, 2008:28). This recalls symbolic interactionist
theorising which emphasises the capacity of humans to create and use symbols.
Moreover, because we have the capacity to agree on the meaning of vocal and bodily ges-
tures, and interpret those accordingly, humans can effectively communicate and interact.
Blumer noted that interaction is distinct in the human context because human beings
interpret or ‘define’ each other’s actions instead of merely reacting to each other’s
actions. Our responses are not made directly to the actions of one another but instead
are based on the meaning which we attach to such action (Blumer, 2002).

Finally, we describe and interpret things within the taxonomy that our language/
culture provides. However, a language that has evolved in patriarchal culture will
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inevitably reinforce patriarchy. Prevailing norms influence language and normative lan-
guage shapes the cognitive world-view.4 This accounts for the necessity to critically scru-
tinise what we say or write:

“[Language] is not simply a tool that we may use according to our liking. Rather, in the exist-
ing language, politics will speak through us and regulate our construction of meaning. Thus,
culturally a number of ready meanings lie around . . . they push themselves on us when we
write and dictate what we might not even have wanted to express. This happens when we less
reflectively and more naively use language” (Haug, 2008:29).

The Frauenformen collective views the acquisition of a particular form of individual-
ity (e.g. to be “a woman”) as an inter-active process of societalisation. The individual is
not only a passive receiver of a predetermined and unchangeable socialisation, but an
active co-creator of “woman”. It follows that a woman doesn’t simply behave in the
way a woman is supposed to behave in her culture because she knows the norms and pas-
sively adheres to them. Rather she learns over time to behave in that way because it is a
useful adaptation to her surroundings/circumstances. This does not preclude testing the
boundaries of the norms at certain points and retaining only those aspects of being a
“woman” that suit her.

In the conceptual framework of CMW, history is understood as the concrete lived
practice of people with (explicable) interests. Historical conditions in which we find our-
selves are the result of earlier struggles, negotiations on societal terrain that are reflected
in established structures and institutions, as well as in specific constructions of meaning
and constructions of self. In this sense, at any given time what we understand as ourselves
can also be seen as a temporary identity-balance (Wellendorf, 1973:48) in a process of
continuous identity-bargaining or societalisation. This occurs against the background
of the social matrices imposed on us by historical social relations. Biographically we
cannot escape an educational process that guides us towards a general acceptance of
the ‘chances’ offered according to our social position and with respect to identity patterns.
But we can – and do – negotiate our position in this process.5

CMW foregrounds a lucid and dialectical understanding of agency/structure relations,
integrating micro and macro sociological standpoints. In our respective (personal) con-
structions of meaning and of personality we are always involved as active agents. At
the same time we find the margins of space for negotiations is determined by historical
conditions. There is not an indefinite set of possibilities for us in these construction pro-
cesses. We are always bound by the historically possible spectrum of attribution of
meaning. To start with we have to use the existing forms of thought and of action. We
can put them together in new compositions, and try to develop them further, but we
cannot discard them completely. Consequently what we experience as an act of individual
construction of meaning and personality is more than a unique creation. It is at the same
time an act that we share with, and in which we are connected, to others in the same
historical-spatial context.

CMW enables the concretisation of this process giving us practical insight into the
agency/structure dialectic. Crucially, the analysis of memory-scenes written by group
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members starts from the premise that it is possible to make conscious the trajectories of
constructions of meaning that determine our own respective lived practice. This includes
new insights that eventually offer the option for re-constructing meaning structures and
perspectives of self, thus increasing the capacity for action. Implicit in this assumption
is the idea that human action can be changed via processes of unlearning and (self-)
reflection.

Collective memory-work methodology

In a fully-fledged CMW project writing and analysing texts proceeds through a number of
procedural steps. Group participants agree on a topic for their project on the basis of ques-
tions (a problematic) originating in the concrete spheres of lived experience. They clarify
amongst themselves what presuppositions in relation to the topic they bring into the
project. Comparing existing theories to the participants’ experiences and presuppositions
helps to define the scope of the project. For this purpose a field review of such theories
may take place. Based on the defined scope a guiding question (or questions)6 are formu-
lated. The group agrees on a writing topic (a trigger word, sentence, heading).
Participants write their memory-scenes. The self-generated texts are used as material
for text-analyses. During text-analysis the existing theory provides a pool of references
that can be tapped into as required. In addition to the pure textual work it is possible
to include other resources as material to inform the topical discussions. After the
text-analyses are concluded the results of the subsequent discussions are brought together
and compared to the original presuppositions and relevant theories. The insights gained in
this process build the basis for a concluding project report in which a re-formulation of
theories is possible.

The key outcome is the production of knowledge through research and learning that
involves intentional engagement and being fully a part of the group project.
Eventually, the new insights are transferred into the lived reality of participants. New per-
spectives, changed perceptions, transformed comprehension lead to different positioning
and ideally, to an increased capacity for action. Figure 1 below provides a prototypical
outline of the CMW process which may be helpful, particularly for groups working
with the method for the first time. It may also be beneficial for groups composed of
members from different disciplines, with different traditions of thought or world-views.
It is not, however, intended as a template to be rigidly applied. The group members are the
masters of the method which must be adapted to the group’s own interests, objectives,
ideas, activities and so on. The group determines how to cover the steps outlined. The
prototype may be adapted in every practical application of the method. There are
many openings for adjustments, e.g. the mode of topical introduction (by rounds of
verbal story-telling), the inclusion of elements of acting out of scenes (image theatre),
the writing of revised versions of the memory-scenes. Collective Memory-Work as a
method is deliberately “inchoate and therefore alive” (Frigga Haug, personal communi-
cation, July 7, 2019). Adaptations to local interests and situatedness are necessary to
ensure that the core tenets of CMW are fruitfully integrated in any given project. For a
discussion of adaptations see Hamm (2021a, 2021b).
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Doing collective memory-work online: A step-by-step approach

The case study under discussion here began with an invitation from a Visiting Scholar
at Maynooth University, Robert Hamm, circulated to University staff and students to
join an online-Seminar titled: A topical introduction to the method of Collective
Memory-Work. CMW workshops are normally conducted in person, but we were in
the midst of pandemic in Autumn 2020, and Robert took the decision to experiment
with teaching the method online. The starting point of the workshop was designated
in advance as “school experiences.” The aim was to explore personal experiences of
school through the CMW workshop and collectively arrive at a point where we
could connect those experiences to societal influences, structures and processes.
Participants did not need to have prior knowledge of the method. The only require-
ments were to have a stable internet connection, working camera and microphone
and to be available for five online workshops, each lasting three hours and spread
over five consecutive weeks.7

Figure 1. Prototypical process of a collective memory-work project.
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The workshops were planned as a facilitated, interactive learning experience in which the
essential steps of CMW were practically applied and reflected upon. The group consisted of
ten participants (three male, seven female) from different disciplinary backgrounds: soci-
ology, applied social studies, education, and early childhood and teacher education. Of the
ten participants two were undergraduate students, one postgraduate student and the remainder
were full-time academics in a range of positions (post-doctoral fellow, lecturer and professor).
All participants (but one) grew up and went to secondary school in Ireland. The age of parti-
cipants ranged from early 20s to early 60s. As will become clear below, these types of clas-
sifications were deliberately put into the background as far as they could be, so that they did
not translate into status positions within the group. They were however considered in under-
standing differences in the events and experiences described by participants in the workshops,
and in the reflections on the construction of self and others in the stories generated. For
instance, in a discussion about experiences in puberty/adolescence in schools, different
sexual orientations of participants accounted for different impressions and evaluations of
written memory-scenes. Also, the contrast between life in a rural school environment and
an urban school environment was discussed.8

To begin the process each participant was asked:

1. To think of an experience you had in secondary school that you would be happy to
share with the group and talk about in the seminar (ideally this experience should
relate to something that [still] ignites questions or ’perplexity’ in you);

2. To find a picture that relates to this experience (in whatever way). This can be a photo-
graph of you or others, it can be a picture that you find on the internet that reminds you of
the experience, any picture that in your opinion is related to or represents the experience;

3. To think of a few (four to six) key terms that capture the topics that play a role in the
experience.

These priming tasks allowed for mental preparation grounded in the lived experience as
remembered by participants, and served as the workshop’s point of departure. The sharing,
discussion and analysis of the texts of self-generatedmemory-scenes is the crucial experiential
element linking the five workshops held online. Though the group never met as such, a strong
esprit de corps emerged very early on, leading us ultimately to reflect not just on the method
which we had practiced, but also on the group experiences of the online process of “doing
CMW.” These are discussed in the last section of the article.

The five online meetings unfolded in the following sequential manner:

First online meeting

• Brief welcome and introduction to the workshop. Agreement on the practical organ-
izational matters

• Gathering of participant questions some of which were answered immediately and
others were earmarked to be answered as the workshops unfolded (these mainly con-
cerning methodological questions, or questions that would be answered by practically
doing CMW in the group)

Corcoran et al. 143



• We used the pictures that were collected in advance to tell a story of our own school
experiences. After each story we did a short ’resonance-round’ eliciting reactions from
others in the group to the story that was told.

• Based on the stories verbally recalled in our group and the subsequent feedback, we
identified key terms as point/s of reference for the discussions that would take
place in the later stages of our workshops when analysing the memory-scenes that
we would go on to write. These key terms were: power - voice - body. (“Key
terms” is only one possible format, it could also be a “research question”.)

• For writing memory-scenes we agreed to use the trigger word: “Uniform”.

Between the first and second meeting each participant wrote a scene of an event in their
own life which they remembered, and that related to the term “Uniform”. For writing the
scenes we used a format informed by Crawford et al. (1992):

Second online meeting

• Recap on first session, interim thoughts and question gathering and answering (as in pre-
vious meeting) new questions. These were mostly about the “nuts and bolts” of the method.

• We selected one of the self-generated memory-scenes as an example to do an empathic
reading; this was done in a plenary with all ten participants

• We did another two empathic readings of memory-scenes in smaller groups of five
participants

• Brief conclusion with immediate feedback on empathic reading. (For details on
empathic reading and the other terms used in this summation, see Steps 1,2,3,4 below)

Third online meeting

• Recap on last session, interim thoughts, and new questions. (For example, we dis-
cussed basic assumptions, character of text-analysis, what would the workshop
outcome be?)

Figure 2. How to write a memory scene.

144 Irish Journal of Sociology 30(2)



• Text-analysis (Step 1 Empathic understanding & Step 2 Distanced Analytic
Understanding)

• We selected another one of the memory-scenes to extend the text-analysis moving
from empathic reading to a deconstruction of the text

• Immediate feedback on text-analysis
• Between the third and fourth meeting the facilitator formulated a provisional ’recon-

struction’ (see Step 3 below) and sent it to all participants.

Fourth online meeting

• Recap on last session, interim thoughts, and new questions (including questions con-
cerning the practicalities of ’doing’ text-analysis in a group, and a discussion on
‘common sense’ theories)

• In two sub-groups of five, we did two further Text-analyses (Step 1 Empathic under-
standing & Step 2 Distanced Analytic Understanding & Step 3 Reconstruction)

• We collated the results of the two sub-groups in a plenary at the end of the meeting
• Brief conclusion with immediate feedback on process during text-analysis, and ques-

tions about ethical issues in CMW

Fifth online meeting

• Topical Transfer (we looked back at our discussions during the seminar (pictures chosen,
story-telling-round, definition of key terms of reference, trigger for story writing, writing
process, empathic reading of memory-scenes, distanced understanding with deconstruc-
tion and reconstruction) and identified trajectories of thought for further investigation

• Reflection on method
• We returned to questions that were asked during the five workshops and discussed the

following:
• In what fields could people use CMW?
• How could the method be adapted for wider use of CMW?
• Where is CMW situated on the spectrum of qualitative research methods?
• Potential transfer of CMW to areas beyond research, e.g., restorative practices?

Next, we explain how CMW text analysis works in practice. As with the structure of the
five workshops, we followed a formal protocol that guided our text analysis. The method
is structured around four key steps (carried out across Workshops 2-5) that are covered
sequentially below:

Step 1 empathic understanding

The text is read aloud (by the author or another group member). The group listens and lets
the text sink in. The author is positioned as a silent witness as the participants discuss the
story, taking care to avoid naming the author and focusing only on the text. Participants
approach this with sentences starting “What I see the protagonist saying is….” “What I
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understand the author is trying to tell me is..” The deliberations around what the author
meant occurs solely amongst the other participants in the group. First impressions are
recorded in brief terms under the following headings:

• Context of the scene
• Message of the author (What is s/he trying to say…)
• Common Sense Theory (proverbial, everyday knowledge)
• The Title that the group wishes to give the story

Step 2 deconstruction (distanced analytic understanding)

Next we worked with the printed text/s to deconstruct them using a simple matrix. The
rationale for this step is to create some distance from the story and begin to see it in
terms of its constituent parts.

Figure 3 Textual Deconstruction (about here)

Step 3 reconstruction (abstracting)

In the third step, we focus only on the content that we have put into Figure 3 (at this point
the original text/s of the stories should be set aside to avoid constantly re-visiting them).

• First we try to answer the question of how the author constructs themselves and the
other characters in the story?

• Then we try to formulate the core message of the story (the subtext)
• We may compare the results of our deliberation with the initial impressions offered

during the empathic understanding exercise (undertaken at Step 1 above).

Step 4 topical transfer (shifting the problem)

Taking the outcome of Step 3 as a starting point we try to refer back to the key terms (or
research question) that we started with as point/s of reference for our discussions; in
our case study: power - voice – body.

In this case study, as everyone but the facilitator was new to the method, we were very
reliant on his guidance throughout the process. The time-limited nature of the online
workshops impacted what we could reasonably do: (a) we could only select some
stories for text-analysis and (b) we did not attempt to come to a ‘result’ in the form of
a joint conclusion or a final report on our topic, as we did not have time to attend suffi-
ciently to the topical transfer as a group. Nevertheless, the story-telling component of the
workshop, followed by the close analysis of selected texts, despite misgivings, proved
revelatory as evidenced by the observations of two participants:9

“The doing of the deconstruction seemed at times to be a technical, even tedious task.
However, when we reviewed the stories from the perspectives provided through the tem-
plate, it became immediately apparent that new insights abounded. I loved how we found
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that gesture replaced overt emotion, or how in many instances, the story involved a dyadic
relationship with a kind of Greek chorus providing the backdrop.”

“Exploring the power struggles, the exclusions and inclusions and dynamics of school life
and its formations and deformations was very revealing I thought. I don’t really think I
can do the process justice here or properly express all my ideas… the stories related by
each member of the collective, all concerned relationships. These included relationships
with teachers, parents, other pupils and even an unfortunate bus driver! The process high-
lighted, if I needed reminding, that education is all about relationships, but it also provoked
ideas for me about how power flows, about the subtle limitations that schools place on some
bodies within it but not others (or less so some others).”

Despite the time limitations, we collectively identified many pertinent starting points
from our successive discussions to drive the investigations of power voice body in
school settings much further.10 Analytical elements that grew out of our memory-stories
included, for example:

• the lack of descriptions of other people (besides the main protagonists) in stories
• the construction of dyads (relationships/interactions of two people) in the stories
• the exercise of power dynamics in the stories
• the question of ’roles’, teacher, student
• the question of school memories being reproduced as tainted (“good”, “bad”)
• the differences in time and location
• the framing of (research) question/s as influential factors on what memories are

evoked, or selected for (re-)production

For readers who are interested in gaining an insight into the outcomes of such further
engagement please refer to the links to resources in the Appendix.

In the final section of this article, we reflect on the research and learning potentials of
CMW both within the university and beyond. We also document the elements of CMW
which particularly captured our imaginations and led us to positively evaluate the experi-
ence of participating in the workshops. Specifically, we explore the group dynamic that
emerged enabling us to give voice, to listen actively and to co-create textual analysis in a
spirit of mutual respect.

CMW as a social leveller

During the five consecutive workshops we periodically discussed our reflections on the
CMW process. We considered the nature of our interactions in this unusual setting. We
may have assumed, for example, that differentials between students, lecturers, early-
career academics and professors would manifest in our CMW interactions as much as
they might in any other university setting (lectures, classrooms, administrative meetings).
Other differences like those of gender, age and personality may have been expected to
shape or at least impact the power distribution in our interactions. However, group
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members effectively bracketed the roles we inhabited in ordinary, everyday contexts, and
operated on the basis of parity of esteem:

“I loved the democracy of the group dynamic. For the purposes of CMW we were all equals
and I found that I learned much from the interactions we had with each other. Status and pos-
ition were entirely irrelevant to the task at hand.”

“I love the gentle tone and atmosphere that Robert created and how we all participated in
that. I especially loved how we spoke with each other, there was an inherent respect that
shone through each interaction.”

“It somehow felt safe from the start to choose to tell a story (even a slightly intimate one) to a
group of colleagues most of whom I didn’t know well (and students who I didn’t know at all!).”

Humility and humour were both on display, with members contributing equally to dis-
cussion and being acknowledged equally. From the perspective of the students who par-
ticipated, it was surprising and validating to have an attentive audience of academics for
our ideas; and for lecturers it was a novel opportunity to gain insight into students’ per-
spectives without an explicit power dynamic in play. Student participants demonstrated
their capacity to be fully active agents in the CMW, an opportunity which is not always
available/taken up in more conventional classroom settings.

The format of CMW is reminiscent of restorative circles that deliberately organise
group interactions to manage the effects of hierarchy. Lyubansky and Barter (2019),
for example, have discussed restorative practices and the relational benefits of power
sharing in a school setting. Considering universities have power hierarchies similar to
those of schools, it may be reasonable to expect similar relational benefits were such
power-sharing approaches to be implemented in third-level settings. Organising people
in a literal or metaphorical circle (a square on zoom!), assigning the identical roles to
every participant, and ensuring equal rights-to-speak contributed to the social levelling
effect:

“I must say I enjoyed learning in the format facilitated… which was, I suppose, a
learn-by-doing type approach which was in itself an impactful experience for me… my
own imagination would not have been engaged so well in a traditional lecture as it was in
this participatory seminar…my own enjoyment and the social aspect, I think made learning
easier.”

“I loved the technique of handing from one participant to the another. We moved carefully
and attentively through each task with curiosity.”

Our facilitator acknowledged some deliberate steps he took in consideration of these
issues. By starting straight into the tasks without introductions, there was no opportunity
to establish and recognise any hierarchy based on (supposed) merits or status outside of
the actual workshop. Instead, we were thrown straight in and required to complete tasks
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as a collective. This allowed a work-oriented dynamic to emerge as the primary focus of
the group, rather than general social hierarchies being recognised and figured out first as a
means to organise group structure. We had all contributed an equal amount of material
before the workshops commenced underscoring our equal stake in the process.

We have emphasised the levelling effects experienced in our group as an extraordinary
achievement, and highlighted the deliberate efforts made to reach this goal. The structural
elements at work, however, must also be acknowledged. Essential in this regard is the
voluntary nature of participation, and the absence of any sort of institutional, profes-
sional, monetary or other reward for participating. Every participant joined solely on
the basis of interest in the topic and method. The mode of entry was as simple as can
be. Register in response to an email invitation, receive confirmation and that’s it.
There was no formal setting, no exam, no subjugation under an institutionally mediated
power. It is in the combination of these structural elements and the deliberate personal
efforts on the part of the facilitator and the participants that the levelling effect could
materialise.

CMW and therapeutic effects

The relationship of CMW to therapy has been addressed in a number of publications (e.g.
Burman, 2002; Hamm 2021a). Haug was at pains to clarify that:

“… [m]emory-work is not intended to provide therapy for suffering persons. This is not cyn-
ically meant, but the formulation is derived from the opinion that therapy uses expert knowl-
edge to help people who cannot help themselves. If increases in self-recognition, knowledge
about socialization processes, competence about language and meaning, and critique of
theory are fundamental and prerequisites for the growing ability to act, memory-work
aims at such an outcome” (Haug, 2008: 38)

From the outset it is clear that CMW is not therapy and it is not meant to be.
Nevertheless, in our discussions and written reflections some participants noted effects
for which they used the term ’therapeutic’:

“The non-hierarchical nature of CMW made the experience therapeutic, confidence-
building, and led to feelings of connection with other people or shared experience or
mutual affinity or recognition or solidarity or what I’m calling community-building.”

Another way in which this was expressed was in the absence of judgement and the
active listening adopted by the group:

“We represented our values and biases in our memories and we remembered our past as a
group but yet I never once felt judged or that anyone else was judged.”

“I feel like we suspended judgement in the spirit of participation.”
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“Thinking back on the workshops I see that we had to listen to each other quite intently and
respectfully and negotiate our collective responses to story narratives. That sort of listening
was much deeper and more demanding than ordinary, everyday listening.”

While Haug’s focus in the quotation above relates to the outcomes of a CMW project,
the reflections that referred to therapeutic effects in our group related to the process. The
careful adoption of an egalitarian ethos from the opening workshop allowed the group to
develop a norm and practice of reciprocal respect which underpinned all of our
interactions.

That this experience is labelled therapeutic says as much about the process itself as it
does of the contrasting experiences that we usually have in our everyday working envir-
onments (as students or lecturers), and it is an indicator of the backgrounds of partici-
pants. Hamm reports how students in a business class in Vienna who, in their
reflections on participating in CMW-projects, refer to extraordinary teamwork and
group experiences (2021a: 124). The language that people use in reflections (not only)
on their experiences with CMW, reflects their respective discursive field. In the case of
the business students:

“[i]n their community of practice therapy is not relevant. Business is not therapy. What
counts is what can be counted, success is based on efficiency and measurable (monetary)
outputs” (Hamm, 2021a: 139f.)

Consequently in the descriptions of their experiences no-one draws a connection to
therapy. In contrast, in the course of a postgraduate programme in gender studies in
Sweden where one of the days was reserved for an adapted version of CMW at “different
stages during the day, the students returned to the comparison with therapy” (Liinason,
2009: 81).

This repeated reference to therapy (re)-affirms a particular version of feminist history
in which the equation of working with experiences and therapy as a path to liberation is
self-evident. In this context it would be strange and in fact frowned upon to speak in the
lingua of business studies, or mechanical engineering.

Thus for our own group the use of the adjective “therapeutic” as a descriptor of the experi-
ences is not too surprising, given the background of all participants in social studies, educa-
tion and sociology. We are just as much influenced and determined in our use of language by
our personal-social history and embeddedness in a given discursive field.

Doing collective memory-work in a pandemic

We equally considered the role that our personal situations at the time may have had in
reinforcing the sense of a cohesive group dynamic devoid of hierarchy. Ireland was
experiencing its second wave of the coronavirus pandemic in the depths of Autumn
2020. Computer-mediated communication free of the constraints of time and place, inten-
sified dramatically during the pandemic. The question arises as to whether the online
format contributed to the sense of egalitarianism which prevailed throughout the
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workshops. The context of the coronavirus pandemic meant that the workshops were
delivered online and all of our interactions were mediated by a screen. There did seem
to be a certain derealisation11 that stemmed from sitting at home in a bedroom and
calling into a meeting. The mediated quality of our interactive space (literally we were
physically removed from each other yet were together in digital space) may have
allowed all of us to speak more freely than we would have in the physical and embodied
space of the university. Moreover, it felt great to engage with one another in this highly
focused yet socially distanced way in the depths of lockdown:

“Doing the CMWwas in fact a really positive thing that I did- for myself- during lockdown. I
would have preferred obviously to do it a co-present situation, but the fact that it was possible
to do online made me feel a little more benign toward technology in general, and MSTeams,
in particular!”

One participant wrote that having been through a difficult time personally, the regu-
larity, structure and focus of the CMW workshops as they unfolded over five weeks,
helped in getting a sense of structure back into their life. For all of us, a palpable
sense of connection formed as we worked together:

“I liked the feeling of community. We were one group. We had our little Wednesday evening
meeting. It felt safe.”

“There are parallels between the CMW method and the modus operandi of community
development working in groups, engaging in meaningful and deep participation.”

Some members of our group suggested that the community-building effects were par-
ticular to the context of the pandemic. The weekly meetings were a tonic for the unusual
level of isolation. However, others felt that the isolation induced by the pandemic may be
analogous to the isolation experienced by people in other contexts such as those experi-
encing social marginalisation, stigma, or those experiencing isolation due to the pervasive
individualism and acceleration that characterised contemporary capitalist societies
(Bauman, 2000; Rosa, 2015). We suggest that CMW has therapeutic effects as a conse-
quence of its community-building capacity that counters isolation in a very practical way.
Attributing such a therapeutic effect to CMW depends on the assumption that all isolation
is the same, on a level that can be similarly impacted by the kind of community-building
produced in a CMW workshop. We enter the proviso that these effects should be tested
outside of a pandemic and with different kinds of isolated groups. Social scientists (social
workers, educators, community and youth workers, restorative practitioners) working
with groups who are socially isolated may be interested in employing CMW to purpos-
ively assess its community building aspect.

There is a certain ambiguity here: can we be recommending wider use of Zoom and
other computer-mediated communication tools, when we were simultaneously longing
for the in-person collegiality of the physical campus? It is something we feel requires
further consideration. It may be a mistake to neglect the role of the body in social
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interactions including the signalling from clothing, body language, position in a room,
ableness in different situations, etc. in establishing a micro hierarchy and in influencing
the way we interact with one another. The exhaustion we were feeling in lockdown may
also have had a disinhibiting effect on interactions. We were so weary and starved of
social interaction we may have neglected to play our roles appropriately and formally,
straying widely from pro-forma scripts (Goffman, 1959). There is also the point that
social norms for zoom meetings had to be established ad hoc as opposed to employing
the pre-existing norms of on-campus interactions. Further exploration could help estab-
lish what components of the CMW method’s design produced what effects. Mindful of
Haug et al.’s (1987) original intention that CMW build capacity for collective action
among subjugated groups in society such as women under patriarchy, we suggest that
there are times when encouraging online CMW may be desirable. For instance, in
efforts to include students and teachers in co-designing curricula, or in capacity-building
with marginalised, geographically dispersed groups.

CMW’s potential to overcome the researcher/researched divide

The social levelling dynamic of CMW may be most purposeful in an education setting,
particularly at this time when efforts are being made to include students as peer-designers
in the development of educational approaches (Vaugh et al., 2018). It seems possible that
a method that produces a form of social levelling could be useful to those seeking
co-equal participation from students in research and design for improved educational
approaches. The growing popularity of the concept of universal design for learning sug-
gests an increased demand for qualitative research methods that can account for human
variation and nuance. Bereiter (2002) for instance, describes a ‘design research’ for edu-
cation that doesn’t fit neatly into a quantitative-qualitative dichotomy. Rather, it is better
defined by its own attributes such as not being distanced from its subject and being ‘inter-
ventionist’. Not only is CMW not distanced from its subject, but it aims to collapse the
researcher/researched divide entirely. In CMW the researcher gives over directorial
control to the group (of which they are a member) allowing research priorities to be
chosen collaboratively rather than by a distinct ‘researcher’ who is separated from ‘the
participants.’ In the context of the range of disciplines now committed to the co-creation
of knowledge, and peer-led research and teaching, CMW presents itself as a more useful
methodological approach than more standard emic approaches. We would suggest that
groups with a strong commitment to co-creation consider adapting CMW as a versatile
method that works effectively online. The group is empowered through the guidance
of a skilled facilitator to collectively “invent” the research question, create data,
analyse that data and generate compelling, evidence-informed explanations of the topic
under discussion.

One issue with conventional qualitative methods deployed in the education context is
that they tend to involve the collection of in-depth data from students. These data are then
taken away to be analysed by those who are not themselves service users. Yet they are
expected to empathise with these detached data and to imagine a service which meets
the needs of the data-providers. As noted above, there is an increasing move towards
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including participants as peer researchers and co-creators of knowledge (Vaugh et al.,
2020; Marder et al., 2021). Peer perspectives may be infinitely more valid in their inter-
pretation of data and their ability to imagine solutions than those coming from a more etic
perspective. The possibility for CMW to complement service design could be explored
further. The involvement of both service users and service providers working together
in the process also facilitates the kind of empathy and mutual recognition which is
core to design principles.

Epistemology and CMW

The design of the method has some apparent epistemological advantages worth reflecting
on briefly here. The core difference in terms of research design between CMW and other
methods, aside from those factors already mentioned, lies in the act of ongoing collective
analysis alongside collective data generation. Interpretivist critiques of data analysis note
that different researchers can observe the same data and describe it differently. Sceptics
might suggest that so long as researchers employ parsimonious descriptions of data,
without imbuing meaning that is not a direct description of the observed data, such dif-
ferences should be minimal. Moreover, they would suggest that differences in descrip-
tions will be superficial with meaning being exchangeable across interpretations.

However, researchers who are interested in minimising the risk of conflicting descrip-
tions, and who want to safeguard against unwitting biases shaping the interpretation of
data, may be attracted to the collective aspects of the CMW approach to data analysis.
Other conversations about the collective aspect of CMW have discussed the tendency
for CMW to be aligned with the political left and to come from critical feminist perspec-
tives that influence the nature of analysis. But participants in collectives are afforded the
opportunity to have their understandings of concepts challenged constructively by those
who come from a very different point of view (Onyx et al., 2021). The benefits of an
organic, intersubjective approach may be in the possibility for collectives to come
across some ideas that are agreed upon, and others that have not hitherto been recognised.
These convergences and divergences may be more difficult to discover by a single
researcher eliciting data from passive participants. In this sense CMW aligns with
other group-based research activities (Johnson, 2018). For a critical appraisal of the
effects of practical adaptations of CMW to a focus group model see also Hamm
(2020, 2021a).

The parallel processes of data analysis and data generation in CMW aligns well with
the principles of grounded theory (Charmaz, 2017). The researcher gives over directorial
control to the group (of which they are a member) allowing research priorities to be
chosen collaboratively rather than by a distinct ‘researcher’ who is separated from ‘the
participant.’ It is still relatively rare to come across social research in which there are
democratic processes underpinning the selection of what gets researched, and how it
gets researched (although Participant Action Research strives toward such a goal). In
CMW there is also a feedback loop between data generation and analysis with multiple
stages of data generation punctuated by collective analysis alongside components of sim-
ultaneous data analysis and generation.
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A final advantage of the CMW research design is multi-dimensional data generation.
First, the written memories and photographs or other initial data elicitation tools which
form the basis of the work, offer data for analysis. This is followed by the generation
of another level of data by the group reflection on the memories, and their collective
deconstruction. Additionally, there is a kind of meta data generated through the
group’s notes observing how the group interacts and how the collective work develops.
In some ways CMW resembles an experimental ethnographic method. Instead of obser-
vation in the wild, a group is purposively put together with the possibility of their progres-
sion as a group being observed and analysed collectively and reflexively. Meanwhile they
collect their memories much as they would be collected through other qualitative methods
such as biographical interviewing and narrative inquiry. Except participant-researchers in
the CMW context collect rather than be collected.

CMWmay also function akin to a collective auto-ethnographic method offering a unique
kind of group emic perspective through the individual’s participation in the collective, each
as researcher and as participant, with the possibility of a simultaneous etic perspective in the
intersubjective dialectic between participant-researchers coming from different world-views.
For example, one participant-researcher coming from a different background may offer a
different perspective to another participant-researcher on their observations giving a kind
of etic exchange. On the other hand, participant-researchers share insider, emic perspectives
on those constructs they experience in common. Weiner (2021) reports his effort to theorise
social psychological dynamics at play in higher education settings using participant obser-
vation and in-depth interviews but notes the potential benefits of an intersubjective approach
such as that offered by CMW in this kind of theorising.

Conclusion
The aim of CMW is to enhance the capacity to act in terms of generalised action potence.
An individual memory can be deconstructed and reconstructed by the group through a
structured protocol that reveals the universal in the particular. Participants are situated
as active agents, interacting with others on the basis of parity of esteem to develop ana-
lytical, linguistic and interpretive skills. In this case study, the nature of the method which
foregrounded participation, the style of the facilitator who did not stand on ceremony
guiding the process gently and firmly, and the computer-mediated context─ together
played a role in equalising power relations, producing a striking sense of equality and
mutuality in the group. The egalitarian group dynamic that emerged enabled us to give
voice, to listen actively and to co-create textual analysis in a spirit of collectivity and
mutual respect. In doing so we moved beyond the subject/object dichotomy that
inheres in other social science methodologies. We suggest therefore, that paying more
attention to these constituting factors in other contexts could help to attenuate hierarchy
and disparity in social interactions. This would be particularly useful in the context of
co-creating collectively, such as in research, teaching or in the development of a political
movement for which the method was originally intended. CMW is a useful and product-
ive research method that can potentially be used in a wide range of settings including aca-
demic, civil society, community, and restorative practice initiatives.

Corcoran et al. 155



Acknowledgements
The Collective Memory-Work project that led to this article received funding from the Irish
Research Council and from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
program under the Maria Sklodowska-Curie agreement No. 713279

Declaration of conflicting interests
The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/
or publication of this article.

Funding
The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship and/or publication of this
article.

ORCID iDs
Mary P. Corcoran https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0811-5326
Ruairí Weiner https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7712-4886

Notes
1. Our online group (whose reflections form part of the basis of this paper) was made up of 10 par-

ticipants including the facilitator. As a rule of thumb, to have productive plenary sessions a group
should not exceed 15, while a minimum of 5 is required to have a productive dissection of a text.

2. According to Tolman (2019: 18-19) while humans are social in a way that transcends place and
time, the differentiation of the social across place and time is the outcome of cultural variation:
“The cultures of people living now are very different from those living centuries ago. Indeed,
we know that cultures can change radically within a single lifetime. In short, this aspect of the
humanly social has history, and it is this historically determined sociality, or culture, that for
humans has largely replaced biology (i.e. genes) as the storehouse of the information
needed for us to become truly human.” This is captured in the German term
Gesellschaftlichkeit, which translates as “societal.” Societalisation, therefore, is much more
than the commonly used notion of socialization. It relates to the process in which the individual
actor is interacting and transacting with a given socio-historical environment, and by doing so
becomes this particular person within these particular circumstances. Understanding this inter-
wovenness is at the heart of Collective Memory-Work.

3. See https://www.10000students.ie/decolonise-your-degree for a recent Irish example
4. See the Sapir–Whorf hypothesis of linguistic relativity
5. This holds for children already, and it is very obvious that not every child easily gives in to this

imposition. Read from this perspective conflict on an everyday level in institutional education
immediately appear in a different light.

6. The term ’question’ is used here without claiming exclusiveness of format. It is just as well pos-
sible for a group to collect a number of key terms, or a working hypothesis as points of reference.
The advantage of the format of an explicit question is that it provides a stronger focus in later dis-
cussions. The disadvantage is that groups can be fixed too much on finding an explicit answer
instead of being open for topical transfers that would reveal themselves during the discussions.

7. The overall attendance in the workshops amounted to 15 hours. Added to this is preparation
and reflection time, with an average of circa five hours spread over the period of five weeks.
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The total time commitment thus is comparable to applications of CMW in third level teaching
contexts that are documented e.g. in Hamm (2012b: 103-21)

8. The question of homogeneity or heterogeneity and their effects in/on CMW groups is a matter
of debate. In this context the proposition put forward by Niamh Stephenson and Dimitri
Papadopoulos is instructive to understand the approach taken in the workshop of our case
study: “(…) collectivity is a coalition working together, not on basis of common identities,
but because they have a shared goal (…). The emphasis shifts from collectivity as an
outcome to collectivity as a process” (2021:240).

9. The quotations here are taken from personal letters reflecting on the CMW Workshop written
by participants and circulated within the group in the Spring of 2021.

10. For more details and an example of a story deconstruction see Hamm, R., R. Weiner and M.P.
Corcoran. 2021. How to transcend the researcher/researched divide in the social sciences:
reflections on the contribution of Collective Memory-Work. MU SSI Working Paper Series,
No. 15. Maynooth University. Pp 35 https://www.maynoothuniversity.ie/sites/default/files/
assets/document/Working%20Paper%2015_0.pdf

11. Sierra, David, and Hunter (2004: 9) describe derealisation as a phenomenon “in which the
external environment also appears unfamiliar, with other people… and the world appearing
as if two-dimensional or like a stage set.”
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Appendix
Resources and further information on CMW can be found on the dedicated webpage
www.collectivememorywork.net including an extensive bibliography, open access arti-
cles, and the two recent open access e-books The Potential of Collective
Memory-Work as a method of learning: applications and adaptations and Reader
Collective Memory-Work.

158 Irish Journal of Sociology 30(2)

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511253.2021.2010781
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511253.2021.2010781
https://ahead.ie/journal/Building-Solidarity-Amongst-Students-from-Underrepresented-Backgrounds-in-Higher-Education-Observations-from-research-undertaken-in-Maynooth-University
https://ahead.ie/journal/Building-Solidarity-Amongst-Students-from-Underrepresented-Backgrounds-in-Higher-Education-Observations-from-research-undertaken-in-Maynooth-University
https://ahead.ie/journal/Building-Solidarity-Amongst-Students-from-Underrepresented-Backgrounds-in-Higher-Education-Observations-from-research-undertaken-in-Maynooth-University
www.collectivememorywork.net

	Outline placeholder
	 Overcoming the agency/structure distinction through engaging with texts
	 Collective memory-work methodology
	 Doing collective memory-work online: A step-by-step approach
	 First online meeting
	 Second online meeting
	 Third online meeting
	 Fourth online meeting
	 Fifth online meeting
	 Step 1 empathic understanding
	 Step 2 deconstruction (distanced analytic understanding)
	 Step 3 reconstruction (abstracting)
	 Step 4 topical transfer (shifting the problem)
	 CMW as a social leveller
	 CMW and therapeutic effects
	 Doing collective memory-work in a pandemic
	 CMW’s potential to overcome the researcher/researched divide
	 Epistemology and CMW

	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 Notes
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


