Mediated Memories as
a Conccptual Tool

Many people nurture a shoebox in which they store a variety of items
signaling their pasts: phoros, albums, letters, diaries, clippings, notes, and so
forth. Add audio and video tape recordings to this collection as well as all
digitﬂl counterparts of these cherished items, and you have what I call “me-
diated memories.” These items mediate not only remembrances of things
past; they also mediate relarionships between individuals and groups of any
kind (such as a f;u'nily, school classes, and scouting clubs), and they are
made by media technologies (everything from pencils and cassette recorders
to computers and digital cameras). We commonly cherish our mediated
memories as a formative part of our autobiographical and cultural identi-
ties; the accumulated irems rypically reflect the shaping of an individual in
a historical rime frame. But besides their personal value, collections of me-
diated memories raise interesting questions about a person’s identity in a
specific culture at a certain moment in time.

Putting these “shoebox” collections at the center of a theoretical and
analytical inquiry, this chapter investigates two questions and one concept.
First, what is personal culrural memory and how does it relate to collective
identity and memory? We can distinguish—though not separate—the con-
struction of autobiographical memory as it is grounded in individual psy-
ches from the social structures and cultural conventions that inform it.
Personal (re)collections are often subsumed as building blocks of collective
history rather than considered in their own right. Personal cultunt/ memory
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emphasizes the value of items as “mediators” between individuals and col-
lecriviry, while concurrenrly sigﬂifying tensions between private and pub—
lic. The growing importance of media rechnologies to the construction of
personal remembrance gives rise to a second pertinent question: what ex-
actly is the nature of memory’s mediation? Media technologies and ob-
jects, far from being external instruments for “holding” versions of the
past, help constitute a sense of past—both in terms of our private lives and
of history at large. Memory and media have both been referred to meta-
phorically as reservoirs, holding our past experiences and knowledge for
future use. But neither memories nor media are passive go-betweens: their
mediation intrinsically shapes the way we build up and retain a sense of in-
dividuality and community, of identity and history.

Therefore, I introduce the concept of mediated memories not only
to account for the intricate connection between personal collections and
collectivity but also to help theorize the mutual shaping of memory and
media. By dcﬁning and reﬁning this concept into an analytical tool, 1 hope
to turn the items in our private shoeboxes into valuable objects for cultural
anal}rsis. As private collections, mediated memories form sites where the
personal and the collective meet, interact, and clash; from these encounters
we may derive important cultural knowledge about the construction of
historical and contemporaneous selves in the course of time: How do our
media tools mold our process of remembering and vice versa? How does
remembrance affect the way we deploy media devices?

Personal Cultural Memory

The study of what constitutes personal memory has traditionally
been the domain of neuroscientists, psychc:logists, and cognitive theorists.
We commonly think of memory as something we have or lack; studies of
memory are concerned with our ability to remember or our proclivity to
forget things. The majority of studies on memory in the area of psychol-
ogy deal with our cognitive abilities for recall, and our of those studies, a
fair number concentrate on autobiographical or personal memory.' The
interconnection of memory and self, psychologisrs state, is crucial to any
human being’s development. Autobiographical memories are needed to
build a notion of personhood and identity, and our minds work to create a
consistent set of identity “records,” scaﬁolding the formation of idenriry
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that evolves over the years. The development of an autobiographical self is
p:Lrtly organized under genomic and biological control, and part of it is
regulated by the environment

ranging from models of individual behav-
ior to cultural rires. Rem.embering is vital ro our wcll-being, because with-
out autobiographical memories we would have no sense of past or future,
and we would lack any sense of continuity. Our image of who we are,
mentally and physically, is based on long-term remembrance of facts,
emotions, and experiences; that self'—fm:lgc is never stable but is subject to
constant remodeling because our perceptions of who we are change
along with our projections and desires of who we want to be. As cognitive
scientists argue, the key aspect of self-growth is to balance lived past
with anticipated future.” Without the capability to form autobiograph-
ical memories—a defect that could happen as a result of partial brain
damage—we are basically unable to create a sense of continuity in our
personhood.

Grounded in the discourses of behavioral or social psychology, mefm-
ory is also central to constructing a sense of a continuity between our
selves and others. American psychologist Susan Bluck contends that auto-
biographical memory has three main functions: to preserve a sense of be-
ing a coherent person over time, to strcngthcn social bonds by sharing
personal memories, and to use past experience to construct models to un-
derstand inner worlds of self and others.” Reminiscence allows people to re-
construct their lives through the looliing glzus of the present, and “cc:gnitive
editing” basically helps to bring one’s present views into accord with the
past. Of these three functions—self -continuity, communicative function,
and directive function—Bluck regards the second as the most important
one: people share individual experiences to make conversation more truth-
ful, to elicit emphatic responses, or to develop intimacy and social bonds.
In autobiogmphical memory, the self meets the social, as perscmal memo-
ries are often articulated by communicating them to others.

Expanding and refining Bluck’s definition of autobiographical mem-
ory, psychologist Katherine Nelson identifies a cultural notion of self, in
addition to the cognitive, social, and other levels of self—undersmnding psy-
chologists have long recognized.4 A cultural sense of self emerges around
five to seven years of age, a developmental stage where children start to
“make contrasts between the ideal self portrayed by the culture and the
actual self as understood.” A child’s autobiographical memory evolves as a
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culturally framed consciousness, where personal narratives constantly inter-
mingle with other stories: “Personal memories, which had been encapsu-
lated within the individual, become transformed through verbal narratives
into cultural memory, incorporating a cultural belief system.™ A culturally
framed autobiographical memory integrates the sociocultural with the per-
sonal, and the self thar emerges from this process is explicirly and implicirly
shapeci by its environment’s norms and values. As Nelson remarks, the nar-
ratives that confront children Fairy tales told by parents and teachers, or

stories they watch on television—are an important factor in their develop-
ment. Children test their sense of self against the communal narratives they
are exposed to, either through verbal reports or via television or video. Even
though some cognitive and developmental studies on autobiographical
memory touch upon the important intersection of individual psychology
and socializing culture, few psychoiogisrs specify the role of culture in rela-
tion to memory. Wang and Brockmeier eminently expound on the interplay
berween memory, self, and culture, arguing that autobiegraphical remem-
bering manifests itself “through narrative forms and models thar are cultur-
aﬂy shaped and, in turn, shﬂ.pe the remembering culturally.”™ Even if (social)
psychologists acknowledge the dynamic relationship between memory and
self to be integrated in the larger fabric of a culture, and even if they affirm
that conceptions of self are inscribed in various material and symbolic
ways, the role (media) objects play in the process of remembering remains
largely unexamined. Understandably but regrettably, psychologists seem to
think those questions are the proper domain of anthropologists or media
scholars.

And yet, opening up sociopsychological perspectives on autobio-
graphical memory to insights in cultural theory and media studies may
turn out to be mutually beneficial. Let me elucidate this by elaborating a
simple domestic scene from everyday life. A fifteen-month-old toddler at-
tempts to stand on his own two feet and take his first cautious steps. His
parents are thrilled, and they converse about their relief over this happen—
ing. The delighted father brings out his video camera to capture the rod-
dler’s effort on tape; that same evening, the proud mother verbally reports
the first-step achievement to the grandparents. Snapshots of the child’s de-
velopm.enmi milestone, eompiemented by a few lines of expl;matieﬂ, sup-
plement the latest update on the family’s website. The parents mark the event
rhrough various activities: reiling stories, m.ii_ing pictures, and composing an



Mediated Memories as a Conceptual Tool 5

account help to interpret the event and communicate its significance to
others. They concurrently produce material artifacts that may assist
them—and their offspring—to recall the experience at a later moment in
time, perhﬂps in different circumsrances or contexts.

The autobiographical memory at work in this instance consists of
several stages and layers—aspects that can be accentuated or eclipsed in
consonance with respective academic interests. Psychologists center on how
the parents interpret, communicate, and later recall baby's first steps.
Mental frames and cognitive schemes help parents evaluate the event: they
compare their own baby’s achievement to infants’ development in general.
The average baby starts walking at twelve months, bur this one is slower.
Parents relate their experience in a narrative frameworlk that places the
event in the spectrum of their own lives and that of others. (How old was
I when I started to walk? How old was the baby’s sister? How slow or fast
do babies in this fa.mily start walking?} Shariﬂg their oral report with
grandparents helps parents determine the significance of what happened,
but it also sets the stage for later reminiscence: interpretation and narration
form the mental frames by which the experience can be retrieved from
memory at a later stage. Memory work thus involves a complex set of re-
cursive activities that shape our inner worlds, remndling past and present,
allowing us to make sense of the world around us, and constructing an
idea of continuity between self and others—the three functions Bluck de-
scribes, as noted earlier.

Cultural theorists considering this scene may shift the center of
gravity and emphasiz.e the way in which the parents record, share, and later
reminisce about baby's first steps using various media. Recording the event
through video, pictures, or a written account enhances its actual experi-
ence. Memory work involves the production of objects—in this case
snapshots and video footage—with a double purpose: to document and
communicate what happened. These items also portend future recall: for
the parents to remind them of this occasion and for the baby to form a
picture of what life looked like before his ability to register memories in
the mind’s eye. Later interpretations invariably revise the meaning of
memories, regardless of the presence of hard evidence in the form of pic-
tures or videos. In hindsight, baby’s-first-step video may be viewed as an
carly sign of his lazy character, but it may also providc evidence of an
emerging disability that went unnoticed at the time of recording.
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Evidenrly, the same scene gives rise to two sets of inquiries into
memory formation, each highlighting different aspects, and yet, the per-
sonal and cultural can hardly be disentangled because there is a consrant
productive tension between our (personal) inclinations to stake out certain
events and the (social) frameworks through which we do so—between the
(individual) activities of remembering and the (cultural) products of auto-
biographical recall. Acts and products of memory are far from arbitrary. In
Western culture, filming and photographing baby’s first steps are consid-
ered common ritualized atrempts to freeze and store a milestone in a hu-
man being’s development; hence, the decision of these parents to catch the
event on film and arrest the moment in photographs is in tune with pre-
vaﬂing norms—norms that, natura]ly, ch;mge with every new generation
and also vary culturally. Western European and American practices of
remembering and recording significantly diverge from Asian or African
mores in this area, due to divergiﬂg cultural norms and social relation-
shfp:-:.3 In geneml, pcrsonal memory stems from the altercation of individ-
ual acts and cultural norms—a tension we can trace in both the activity of
remembering and in the object of memory.

Therefore, I want to define “personal cultural memory” as the acts
and products of remembering in which individuals engage to make sense of
their lives in relation to the lives af athers and to their sumzmdiug_c, situating
themselves in time and jla‘u’rf.:'.r:'.tJ According to my defnirion, "personal” and
“cultural” are the threads that bind memory’s texture: they can be distin-
guished, but they never can be separated. We usually mark events because
their significance is already ingrained in our conscious: first steps are an
important happening in a child’s life, just as birrhdays and first school days
are. T he decision to record such events is alrcady, to a large extent, stipu-
lated by conventions prescribing which occurrences are symbolic or ritual
highlights and thus worth ﬂagging. Some events, such as conflicts or de-
pressions, may seem unsuitable for video recording, but rhey may instead
be amenable subjects for diary entries. Other events, such as household
routines or intense emotions, are perhﬁ.ps too dull or too poignant for any
kind of inscription, yet that does not mean they cannot be recalled—most
of our life’s experiences, after all, go undocumented, and often deliber-
ately so. Parents who decide not to take out their video camera may do so
because they prefer to enjoy and remember the first-step experience with-
out the camera’s intervention. At various moments, people decide what to
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record or what to remember without records, often being unaware of the
cultural frameworks that inform their intentions and prefigure their deci-
sions. These frameworks, in other words, a[re:ldy inherently shape the
functions of self-mntinuiry, communication, and self-direction that mem-
ory work entails. Personal cultural memory entwines individual choice
with common habits and cultural conventions, joinrly deﬁning the norms
of what should be remembered.

What holds true for acts of memory also pertains to its ensuing
producrs, parricularly those created throu.gh media. Products of memory,
whether rhey are family phomgraphs, diaries, home videos, or scr:tpbooks,
are rarely the result of a simple desire to produce a mnemonic aid or cap-
ture a moment for furure recall. Instead, we may discern different inren-
tions in the creation of memory products: we can take a picture just for the
sake of photographing or to later share the photographed moment with
friends. While taking a picture, we may yet be unaware of its future mate-
rial form or use. However, any picture—or, for that matter, any dfary
entry or video take—even if ordained to end up ina speciﬁc format, may
materialize in an unintended or unforeseen arrangement. In spite of the
indererminacy of a memory object’s final reification—and this may sound
paradoxical—familiar cultural formats always inherently frame or even
generate their producrion. A range of cultural forms, such as diaries, personal
photographs, and so on, configures people’s choices of what they capture
and how they capture it. For instance, family albums funnel our memories
into particular venues; a rather extreme example may be the preformarted
baby’s first-year book, in which developmental signposts—from prenatal
ultrasounds to first steps—pictures—are prescribed by its layout. These
normative discursive strategies either explicitly or implicitly structure our
agencies; | rerurn to this issue in the next chapter, when discussing the
meaning of digital rechnologies as memory tools, but suffice it to say here
that existing models often direct our discursive means for communicating
and remembering.

Therefore, itis a Elll:u:y to think of memory products as purely con-
straining or conformist. They do not only enable structured expression but
also invite subversion or parody, alternative or unconventional enuncia-
tions. Products of memory are first and foremost creative products, the
provisional outcomes of confrontations between individual lives and cul-

ture at large. When discussing f;u'nﬂy albums or diaries, I often encounter
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prejudiced assessments that characterize these genres as boring, pre-
dictable, or bourgeois. Yet on closer inspection, it is quite remarkable how
many people gain creative energy out of shaping their own histories
and subjectivities in response to existing cultural frameworks."” Admit-
tedly, few people record family rows, and though teenagers shooting home
videos of their fathers’ most irritable habits may count as exceptions, they
nevertheless illustrate my point that the very presence of cultural forms
incites individual expressions. It may not be a coincidence that many suc-
cessful commercial productions (feature movies, television series, or
published autobiogr&phies) expound on playf:ul, expansive versions of per-
sonal memory accounts."" Conventional formats for individual cultural
memory thus both constrain and unfetter people’s proclivity to inscribe
experiences.

The term “personal cultural memory” allows for a conceptualization
of memory that includes dimensions of identity and relationship, time and
materiality. Temporal and material aspects are extensively theorized in the
next chaprer; for now, I dwell a bit more on the relational narure of per-
sonal cultural memory. The term emphasizes that some aspects of memory
need to be explained from processes at worlk in our society that we com-
monly label as culture—mores, pracrices, traditions, technolc:gies, mechan-
ics, and routines—whereas these same processes contribute to, and derive
from, the formation of individual identities. Yer by advocating a definition
of cultural memory that hfghlights the signfﬁcam:e of personal collections,
I do not mean to disavow the import of collective culture. Quite to the
contrary, if we a.clmowledge that individual preferenees are filtered rhrough
cultural conventions or social frameworks, we are obliged to further ex-
plore the intricate connection between the individual and collective in the
construction of cultural memory.

Individual versus Collective Cultural Memory

Collective memory, like its autobfﬂgraphfcal peru:.hant, is mmmonly
referred to as something we have or lack: it is about our ability to build up
a communal reservoir of relevant stories about our past and future, or
about the human proclivity to forget things—such as amnesia of collective
traumas or shameful episodes in our history. For the purpose of this book,
I prefer the notion of cultural memory over collective memory because
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I am less concerned with what these reservoirs do or do not consist of; in-
stead, this book concentrates on how memory works in constructing a
sense of individual identity and collectivity at the same time. To set up this
claim, I first need to sketch how prev:lﬂing notions of collective memory
have structured academic thinking, most notably in sociological and his-
torical accounts.

Just as individual or autcbiographical memory is almost automati-
cally associated with theory formation in the area of psychology, collec-
tive memory, since the early twentieth century, has been the privileged
domain of sociologists, historians, and cultural theorists. Originared in
late niﬂeteeﬂth-ceﬂtury French and German sociology, the concept of col-
lective memory was most prominently theorized by Maurice Halbwachs, a
critical student of both Henri Bergson and Emile Durkheim. In Les cadres
sociaix de la memaeire, Qrst published in 1925, Halbwachs sketches the par-
tially overlappiﬂg cadres [spheres] of individual and la.l:'ger communities,
such as family, communiry, and nation. In contencling that memory needs
social frames, he distances himself from more physiological :Lpproaches to
memory, particularly those insisting on the isolared enfmming capacity of
the human mind. Far from being a cognitive trajectory activated by inter-
nal or external stimuli, human memory “needs constant feeding from col-
lective sources, just as collective memories are always sustained by social
and moral props.”™? Halbwachs thus emphasizes the recursive nature of in-
dividual and collective memory, one ﬂlways inhabiting the other. Collec-
tivity, he claims, arises in the variable contexts of groups who share an
orientation in time and space. Our memories organize themselves accord-
ing to our acrual or perceived participation in a [remporal] collecriviry—ﬁ.
group vacation, a school class, a family, a generation and recall tends to
lean on a sense of belonging or sharing rather than on a relocation in real

time or space. We may remember events ChanGngica”}’ or sp;u:i:llly, but
quite often we remember in terms of connectivity. As social creatures, hu-
mans experience events in relation to others, whether or not these commu-
nal events affect them personally.

One of Halbwachs's important observations is that collective memory
is never the plain sum of individual remembrances: every personal memory
is cemented in an fdiosync.mtfc perspective, but these perspectives never cul-
minate into a singular collective view. The memories of both parent and
child participating in the same event are not necessarily the same or even
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complementary: each partaker may retain vastly different interpretations of
the occurrence. Yet even if their accounts are antithetical because of the dif-
ferent (social) positions of each member, they still “share” the memory of a
communal event. Collectivity not only evolves around events or shared ex-
perience; it can also advance from objecrs or envimnm.ents—:mything from
buildings to landscapes—through which people feel connected spatially.
Halbwachs specifically draws attention to auditory expressions, such as mu-
sic, voices, and sounds, to which people are e.xposed from an eaﬂy age and
that later serve as triggers for collective recall."” Each memory derived from
these common resources can be disrincrly different, and individual memo-
ries never add up to a collective reservoir.

Ever since Halbwachs coined the concept of collective memory, it
has prominenrly ﬁgured in the accounts of historians, where it was also re-
named “social” or “public” memory."" The historical meaning of “collec-
tive,” however, differs from its sociologf.cal counterpart. In a socfc:logfcal
sense, “collective memory” means that people must feel they were some-
how part of a communal past, experiencing a connection between what
happened in general and how they were involved as individuals.!® Adjusted
to historiographical explanation, “social memory” constitutes the interface
between individual and collective ordering of the past. Some historians
have chosen collective memory as a central ordering concept for their in-
terpretation of how history can be written. David Gross, who appropriates
Halbwachs’s term for the purpose of historiography, views (collective)
memory as a prism for historical reconstruction: his main thesis concerns
the value societies have placed in either remembering or forgetting as a ba-
sic life-orientation, and from this point of entry he reinterprets hisrory
from antiquity to late modcrniry.“" Gross agrees that memory is a compli-
cated encoding process and that memories are preserved through elaborate
schemara and shaped by shif:ring forms, scripts, and social circumstances.!”
To properly understand their own existence in the grand scheme of histor-
ical events, people continuously sharpen their own remembered experience
and the testimonies of others against available public versions—official
documents, exhibirts, text books, and so forth. Especiall}' since WWII, his-
torians are increasingly intrigued by the way in which personal accounts,
or “small histories,” rellect and refine the mmplﬁxities of gr:md historical
narratives. So-called ego-docu_ments are now welcomed by official archives,

museums, and other public “m.emory institutions.”®
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The recent institutionalization of personal memory items can be
seen as a corollary to historians’ designation of a “new” collective memory.
And yer, the elevation of personal memory objects to the status of collec-
tive history’s ingredients paradoxically underscores their distinct hierarchy.
A case in point is the inclusion of numerous individual testimonies in pub-
lic representations of the Holocaust. Especi:tlly in the past two decades,
the collective remembrance of the genocide, after a period of relative sup-
pression, has exploded into a plethora of forms: exhibitions, monuments,
films, audio-visual testimonies, books, museums, and so forth. Tﬂ.king the
Holocaust exhibition at the Imperial War Museum in England as an ex-
amplc, historian Andrew Hoskins expl:lins thar irs “mf};iﬂg artifactual rep-
resentations . . . with audio-visual mediation of individuals’ memories of
their experience of the Holocaust in the form of testimony of survivors” is
a relatively recent phenomenon in public exhibitions.!” Apart from the typ-
ically mediated nature of these testimonies—a pivoral aspect of Hoskins’s
characterization of “new” collective memory to which I turn in the next
section—the relationship of innumerable individual accounts to collectiv-
ity seems self-evident and unproblematic. The aspiration to save all re-
maining individual testimonies of survivors to form a grand narrative of
the Holocaust implicitly bolsters quite a few megaprojects such as Steven
Spielberg’s Shoah Foundation.*

However, as Halbwachs :dread}' observed, no collective experience—
and certainly not one of this magnitude—can ever be represented in a sin-
gular collective memory. The inclusion in our public memory sites of many
individual restimonies, each presenting a unique prism rhrough which to
make sense of historical events, will never add up to an overall collective
view of the Holocaust. Disputing the view of some of his collcagues, Amer-
ican cultural historian Andreas Huyssen argues that the plethora of personal
memories of the Holocaust may obscure rather than strengthen the notion
of collective memory: “The problem for Holocaust memory in the 1980s
and 1990s is not forgetting, but rather the ubiquitousness, even the excess of
Holocaust imagery in our culture.”' Huyssen questions the idea thar indi-
vidual memory representations serve as building blocks for, or form particu-
lar versions of, collective Mmemory, because such a premise ignores the :Llw:tys
inherent creative tension between individual and collective.™

Although the foregrounding of individual testimonies has undoubt-
edly helped popularize important takes on communal history, the assumed
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self-evident relationship between individual and collective memory is in-
deed problematic. Remarkable in both Halbwachs’s sociological discourse
as well as in Gross's historiographical account is the virtual absence of the
term “culture.” As an explanatory concept, cultural memory inherently ac-
counts for the mutualiry of individual and collective. Culture, like mem-
ory, is less interesting as something we have—hold or discount—rthan as
something we create and through which we shape our personal and collec-
tive selves.”” Like Halbwachs, I see the conjunction of individual and col-
lective memory as dialecric, yet in emphasizing cultural memory, | stress
the recursive dynamic of this ongoing interconnection beyond the level of
cognition or sociality. Culture is more than the encounter of individuals with
mental structures and social schemata, as Gross suggests; discursive and
material arrifacts, rechnologies, and practices are equally infested with cul-
ture, thus forming the interface between self and society.

Cultural memory is a guiding concept in the work of German his-
torians Jan Assmann and Aleida Assmann. Building on Halbwachs’s so-
ciological rheory, Jan Assmann defines cultural memory as “a collective
concept for all knowledge that directs behavior and experience in the in-
teractive framework of a society and one that obtains through generations
in repeated societal practice and initiation.”* Aleida Assmann expounds
on this definition by sketching cultural memory as one end of a complex
structure that also involves individual, social, and political memory—
going from a purely private level to the institutionalized and ritualized
level of remembrance.?® She petitions a seamless transformation from in-
dividual to cultural memory, the result of which is never a fixed reservoir
but always a relational vector that connects self to others, private to pub-
lic, and individual to collective.?® Unlike other historians, Assmann
stresses the importance of memory objects’ materiality in texts and im-
ages; the sum of individual objecrs of Mmemory never add up to one uni-
fied “collective” memory—in fact, Assmann is very suspicious of this
term—but the objects are unique anchors of remembering processes
through which self and others become connected.

My own concept of cultural memory shows clear affinity with Aleida
Assmann’s d}'namic definition. Perhaps rmore speciﬁcally, 1 prefer to think
of cultural memory as an act of negetiation or struggle to define individu-
ality and collectivity. Closely entwined with these two notions are the
spheres of private and public; memory is as much about the privacy to
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inscribe memories for oneself and the desire to share them only with desig-
nated recipients as it is about publicness, or the inclination to share experi-
ences with a number of unknown viewers or readers. There is not, nor has
there ever been, a sharp distinetion berween private and public, but every
act of memory involves a negotiation of these spheres’ boundaries. The in-
tention to inscribe or recall a memory exclusively for private use may change
over time, as persoﬂal memory may acquire a largcr sigﬂiﬁcance against a
background of evolving social mores or personal growth. Control over one’s
memory may also change in the course of time; one may lose command
over either one’s mental capacities for remembering, as a result of disease or
death, or one may lose owncrship over material inscriptions of former ex-
periences, whether voluntary or involuntary. Intentions and control change
along with our revisions of memories in the passage of time, and revisions,
in turn, reset the boundaries for what counts as public or private. Those
boundaries are concurrently the outcome and stakes in the act of cultural
memory.

Let me illustrate this specified concept of cultural memory using an
example—an example I further elaborate in Chapter 3. Anne Frank’s diary
is most commonly typified as the poignant personal lens through which we
experience a collective memory of the Holocaust. From my perspective,
rhou.gh, Frank’s diary stands for a continuous and ongoing srru.ggle be-
tween individual and collective acts of memory. Defined as personal
cultural memory, it sigﬂiﬁes a Durch teenager's choice to narrate her expe-
rience in a cultural form

a handwritten dail}' account, trusted to a note-
book, that she later revised; Otto Franlk’s decision to publish selected parts
of his daughter’s journal turned the diary into a public, collective item.
Anne’s aspiration to become a novelist as well as her father’s judgment to
censor the first editions should be understood in the context of the larger
cultural arena in which these mandates were negotiated. Naturally, the en-
suing Anne Frank indusrry—rhe museum, the objecrs in the museum, the
play, the movies, television series—are part of the (collective) cultural acr
of remembrance, but they are also products of the memory industry.>” All
past, present, and future choices made in the service of inscribing and pre-
serving Anne Frank’s legacy are in fact collusions of individuality and col-
lectivity. Memory filtered through the prism of culture acknowledges the
idea thar individual expressions are arriculated as part of, as much as in
spite of, larger collectivities; individu:tliry can be traced in every negotiation
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of collectiviry
representations.

past and present—as it is always a response to all previous

In the disciplines of the humanities, cultural memory seems to auto-
matically refer to collective remembering, whether or not as a subset of
hisrory, just as autobiographical Memory appears to be the realm of the in-
dividual psyche, indeed operating as part of a social collective but alwa}'s
subordinate to it. By default, the term “cultural” has come to reflect col-
lectiveness, whereas the term LL:mmbioz_;r:‘lphic:a.l" connotes individualiry.
My argument that the term “cultural” inherently relates individual and
shared memory should in fact render the preceding qualifiers “personal” or
“collective” to cultural memory redundant. However, use of the modifier
“personal” indexes the impossibility of insulating the individual from cul-
ture at la.rge. Mutartis mutandis, when speaking of collective cultural mem-
ory, the term inherently accounts for those individuals creating collectiviry
and through whose experiences and acts culrure is constitured. Even if
my choice of terminology seems cumbersome, it is prompted as much
by the genealogy of disciplinary appropriation as by a desire to stress the
relational nature of these terms: cultural memory can only be properly un-
derstood as a result of individual’s and others’ mutual, interdependent re-
lationship.

As much as [ appreciate Aleida Assmann’s con.ceprual cl:lriry, some-
thing is missing from her model of cultural memory that appears to be
highly relevant to further translation of this concept into a usable model
of analysis. Although she stresses the interference of mental and cultural
frameworks in her theory, she clearly does not know how to account for
the role of media and media tools in the formation of cultural memory.
Like other historians, she refers to media as templ:ltes or repositories mold-
ing our experiences, and she considers media to be problematic in the way
they profoundly affect memory discourse. As noted earlier, psychologists
also allude ro media (or media frames) as collective narrative forms affecr-
ing the individual psyc.he, but few procecd to include this aﬂeged influence
in their theoretical models. It is peculiar to notice how memory scholars
recognize media to play a considerable role in the construction and reten-
tion of experience; and yet, media and memory are often considered rwo
distinct—sometimes even antagonistic—domains. Therefore, I now shift
attention to the mediation of memory to find out how we can render me-
dia an integral element of our new analytical tool.



