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Media and collective memory in late modernity

Abstract

At the phenomenological level, this paper examines the relationship between
the media and collective memory in a networked society. The aim is to trace,
in a temporal context, the unfolding historical transformations that signal the
emergence of a new world. The perception of time shows a new and unfamiliar
world marked by contours and shifts that are only beginning to be discerned.
This emergent world requires new forms of knowledge and is governed by
new rules, both of which are reflected in changing individual attitudes toward
temporality. The sociology of time indicates changes in attitudes towards time,
including changes in how the past is understood. By exploring modern social
and cultural forms and the conceptual apparatus through which we acquire
knowledge about these forms, sociology reflects on the importance of memory.
Memory contributes to the ability to understand and attribute meaning to
phenomena and circumstances, thereby situating collective memory as one of
the areas of sociological research. In the introduction, it will be argued that
after the emergence of new communication media and altered social relations
to the past, collective memory leads to the transfer of memories in late moder-
nity. After analysing several key characteristics of social relations between me-
dia and collective memory in late modernity, the paper will demonstrate how
late modernity creates new challenges for collective memory. Finally, the con-
clusion will assess the extent to which media reshape the terms through which
collective memory is conceptualized and its role understood in late modernity.

Keywords: social memory, social relations, media culture, information soci-
ety, community of memory.

Introduction

Accepting Maurice Halbwachs’s (1985: 121) thesis on the social condi-
tionality of memory, the phenomenological approach highlights the inher-
ently social dimension of collective memory. Social memory presupposes
the presence of others, manifesting itself through interaction and commu-
nication, and can scarcely be disentangled from communicative processes.
The study of memory has long been central to cultural studies, significant-



184 Vlaho Kovacevic¢

ly advanced by the work of Jan Assmann. In Cultural Memory, Assmann
(2005: 43) argues that “memory lives and is maintained in communication;
if it is interrupted, that is, if the connecting frames of the communicated re-
ality disappear or change, the consequence is forgetting.” In late modernity,
forgetting becomes particularly evident through the erosion of community
bonds and the destabilization of identity formation.

To reconstruct the relationship between media and collective memory;,
it is necessary to account for the transformations undergone by societies in
late modernity, as well as the foundational concepts from memory studies
(Zani¢, 2017: 10). In this regard, a new paradigm within cultural studies
has emerged around the category of memory, offering fresh perspectives on
the role of the media. With the advancement of science, and especially the
rise of information and communication technologies, the media have as-
sumed a pervasive role as constructors of social thought, deeply implicated
in the mediated production of social reality (Berger & Luckmann, 1966;
Hromadzi¢, 2014).

The mass media permeate both society and culture, the world of ob-
jects, images, and information, as well as the related hedonistic, permis-
sive, and psychological values, thereby influencing the formation of collec-
tive memory. The culture of the spectacle illustrates how the media replace
reality with simulations (Debord, 1999). At the same time, the media in-
troduce novel forms of behavioural control and foster an unprecedented
diversification of lifestyles. As Pai¢ (2020: 13) observes, “Very often, such
discourses are covert or even open forms of commercial and political in-
terests that generate profit or social influence.” Manipulation and seduction
within the sphere of media activity have advanced to such a degree (Wil-
liam, 2005) that they have precipitated the systematic destabilization of col-
lective memory, particularly in the domains of private life, belief systems,
and social roles, thus constituting a new phase in the history of Western
individualism.

In Wasted Lives: Modernity and Its Outcasts, Bauman (2004: 133) re-
flects on this condition by asking: “is the game of inclusion/exclusion the
only way in which human life together can take place and the only conceiv-
able form that our common world can take — give — as a result?” In this
context, it becomes essential to investigate the reciprocal dynamics of indi-
vidualization, the reconfiguration of temporality, and the transformation of
remembrance practices in late modernity (Zani¢, 2017:10). Consequently,
there arises a need to analyse media content and media culture in relation
to collective memory. Probing the complex entanglement of media and
memory reveals the novel status that memory assumes in late modernity.
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1. Media and reconstruction of the past
in the context of collective memory

Scholars have become increasingly attentive to the problem of time
and to the relationship between media and social memory - specifically,
collective memory, within which significant transformations can be ob-
served. The development of technology must be considered from a tempo-
ral perspective, for it is technology that has driven media convergence and
facilitated the temporal independence of users. As Barbara Misztal (2021:
162) observes in Theories of Social Remembering, “with the disintegration
of the old-time order, in which the past and future have been replaced by
an extended present and in which linear time is replaced by current time,
memory does not seem to matter.” A similar perspective is articulated by
Halbwachs (1985: 368) in Collective Memory, where he argues that “the for-
getting or deforming of certain memories can also be explained by the fact
that these frames change in transitions from one period of time to another.”

In this respect, it is necessary to consider how the dynamics of moder-
nity shape the potential transformations of collective memory in late mo-
dernity (Zani¢, 2017: 10). Rapid shifts - manifested in constant changes in
work, life conditions, and social as well as material circumstances — appear
to render the memories of previous generations less relevant to younger
population. As individuals participate in multiple events simultaneously
and experience the accelerated pace and fluidity of time, the demand for
private time and the desire to reassert control over one’s own temporal ex-
perience also intensify. As Misztal (2021:162) notes, “the consequences of
constant change, the pursuit of innovation, the growing pressure and speed
of time, lead to the need to develop new mechanisms of balance between
novelty, repetition, and the past”

Memory or collective remembering, whether conceptualized as cul-
tural, social, or collective (Szpunar, 2012: 1202), is intrinsically connected
to the formation of collective identity (Hall, 1999). In this regard, as Gid-
dens emphasizes, the late modern social world does not erase the relevance
of tradition (Jakeli¢, 2010: 196) nor can it completely abolish the signifi-
cance of the past (Zani¢, 2017: 10). Authors such as Casanova (2006) and
Eisenstadt (1999, 2000) similarly defend the persistence of vital collectivist
memories in late modernity. They not only reject the “notion of a modern
radical break with tradition” but also advance the idea of “essential modern
continuity with tradition” (Casanova, 2006: 14), situating this within Ei-
senstadt’s framework of “multiple modernities” (1999: 285; 2000: 2). Thus,
late modernity is characterized by a dynamic relationship to memory, one
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that is continuously reinterpreted in light of emergent social phenomena
(Zani¢, 2017).

This dynamic, however, introduces new challenges for tradition, which
must be rethought. As Giddens (2002) argues, individuals must be seen not
only as beings situated in time but also as actors aware of the passage of
time, which is inseparable from the nature of their social institutions. Ac-
cordingly, individuals construct their identities through representations of
the past and the narration of the self over time. For Giddens (1991), the self
is neither a fixed entity nor a mere collection of attributes; rather, it must
be continually recreated. Identity, therefore, lies in the capacity to sustain a
coherent narrative by integrating external events and representations into
an unfolding story of the self. Within this process, memory and collective
remembering are interwoven, emerging from both individual and collec-
tive experiences of the past. They are part of our identity as a personal nar-
rative we believe in and as our interpretations of everyday interactions with
family and friends (Meyen & Pfaff-Riidiger, 2014).

In their works Inventing Tradition (Hobsbawm, 2012) and Places of
Memory (Nora, 1996), the authors reflect on the effects of turbulent so-
cial changes, which result in fractures, interruptions, and discontinuities
with the past. Consequently, collective memory cannot be understood as
mere knowledge; it must be continuously reviewed and revised, as Szpunar
(2012: 1202) argues, and memory is inherently procedural (Zelizer, 1995).
Collective memory and remembering are sustained through family con-
versations, photo albums, the writing of history books, and the enactment
of commemorations (Nora, 1996). Yet, as Kansteiner (2002) and Zelizer
(2008) note, contemporary mass media often neglect researching remem-
brance, even though journalists are deeply involved in shaping processes
of remembrance. By covering the past, mass media do not merely pro-
vide signs of memory (Aleida Assmann, 1995; Jan Assmann, 1995), social
frameworks (Halbwachs, 1985), or what Zelizer (1995) calls “detectives of
the past,” “facts” or path to historical “knowledge” (Meyen & Pfaff-Riidiger,
2014:6). In doing so, as argued by Meyen and Pfaff-Riidiger (2014), the
mass media simultaneously influence and participate in the contest over
the power to define cultural memory.

In this context, the relationship between memory and history emerges
as a central question, particularly in relation to the value of understand-
ing the “community of memory.” Within such communities, collective re-
membering provides a framework through which members conceptualize
shared action and reaffirm belonging, thereby shaping a common under-
standing of identity. As Assmann (2005: 45) notes, every community seeks
to establish and preserve spaces that serve “not only as sites of interaction
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but also as symbols of identity and repositories of memory.” Building on
this, Misztal (2021) emphasizes that the meaning of collective or social
memory lies in its capacity to illuminate how the guarded sense of self is
negotiated in everyday coexistence with members of other communities.
While memory is ultimately rooted in individual mental acts, it is simulta-
neously embedded within culture and constrained by social context. An in-
tersubjectivist approach implies: although media and collective memories
are socially organized and mediated, individual memory actively interacts
with and contributes to the collective. From this perspective, the sociology
of memory highlights the distinctiveness of collective memory, which can-
not be reduced to the aggregate of individual recollections. As Zerubavel
(1997) argues, collective memory encompasses only those memories that
are commonly held within the group.

2. Collective memory as a social transmission
of memories in late modernity

In his introduction to How Societies Remember, Paul Connerton (2004)
observes that “We generally hold that memory is an individual gift. On top
of that, there are quite a few thinkers who agree that there is such a thing as
a collective or social memory.” As Misztal (2021) notes, the phenomenon
of memory has long fascinated scholars, as it constitutes a fundamental hu-
man capacity to interpret and make sense of experiences and circumstanc-
es. Similarly, Terdiman (1993) argues that memory is embedded in every
act of perception, intellect, and language. It is also intimately connected
to emotion, both because emotions often reference the past and because
memories themselves can evoke them.

According to Misztal (2021), memory is central to understanding
what it means to be human and functions as the primary medium through
which identities are constructed by addressing questions such as: Who are
we? Where do we belong? Where are we going? As Nussbaum (2001: 177)
argues, ‘A complete separation of the self from memory would mean a
complete loss of self — and therefore of all activities for which the meaning
of one’s own identity is important.” In this sense, memory serves as a guard-
ian of difference, enabling us to retain and preserve the multiple images of
ourselves that we acquire throughout our unique lives (Wollin, 1989: 40).

While media provide significant benefits, it is equally crucial to ac-
knowledge and address the challenges they introduce. Ensuring that me-
dia remain constructive for individuals, society, and future generations
requires a conscious engagement with memory. The capacity to construct
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and preserve facts, events, and persons in memory reflects an active ori-
entation toward the past — an act of “thinking things through in their ab-
sence” (Warnock, 1987: 12). Thus, memory can be conceptualized as “an
experiential process” (Warnock, 1987), or, as Lash (1999) suggests, a dis-
tinctive form of “dialogue with the past”

In his sociological account of collective memory in modern societies,
Misztal (2021: 18) defines it as “a representation of the past, which at the
same time is shared by the whole group and which defines its collective
identity, gives meaning to its present and vision to its future” The central
role of memory in social life lies in the fact that “collective memory is part
of the cultural apparatus that has the role of giving - meaning” (Schwartz,
2000: 17). Our inherent need for meaning - that is, the need to partici-
pate in something capable of transforming personal behaviour - under-
scores the significance of collective memory. As Schwartz (2000: 17) notes,
it “offers a compelling picture of the world making even the most intricate
things meaningful”

In this light, Misztal (2021: 27) argues that “collective memory not only
reflects the past but also shapes the present reality by providing people with
understandings and symbolic frameworks that enable them to give mean-
ing to the world” Thus, the past can be understood as “a healing for the
pathologies of modern life” (Huyssen, 1995: 6). By mediating and express-
ing both past and present, and by providing analogies through which the
present may be interpreted, collective memory assumes a strategic role in
shaping contemporary life. As Misztal (2021: 27) emphasizes, “by looking
for ways to give reality a meaningful order, we rely on memory to provide
us with a symbolic representation and frames that can influence and organ-
ize both our actions and our perceptions of ourselves.”

Accordingly, “memory simultaneously reflects, programs, and shapes
the present” (Schwartz, 2000: 18). Moreover, collective memory is fun-
damental to the construction of identity (Misztal, 2021: 27). Shils (1981:
135-136) characterizes it as the guardian of social identity, grounded in
ritual symbols that unify the community. Giddens (1984: 16, 133) further
develops this perspective (not limiting himself to it), suggesting that social
structures themselves constitute visible traces of memory, continuously re-
produced through social practices. In this sense, such structures may be
said to exist within memory (Misztal, 2021: 16).
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3. Media image of the world and the role
of collective memory in late modernity

In late modernity, media have become the primary mediators of reality
to the extent that reality itself is almost inaccessible without their inter-
pretive framework. Virtual reality often assumes the status of reality itself
(Castells, 1997). As a defining feature of the network society, virtual reality
generates new opportunities for communication, creativity, and research.
At the same time, however, it calls for critical reflection regarding its broad-
er implications, particularly the risks of deepening social inequalities, frag-
menting identities, and undermining authentic interpersonal connections.
While committing and limiting ourselves to virtual reality, we often dis-
tance ourselves from direct, face-to-face communication and are distracted
from lived, present experience.

Media and collective memory in late modernity are components of
and interact with an inclusive and culturally dynamic social system. Criti-
cal engagement with media practices for sharing information is essential if
authentic collective memory is to be preserved. The rapid circulation of in-
formation and trends risks fostering forgetfulness and superficiality within
collective memory. As Garber (1998) and Hegemann (2000-2001) observe,
contemporary society is marked by unstable gender roles, the enigma of
sexuality as a utopian frontier in Western culture, the erosion of authority
in intergenerational relations, and the rise of narcissism and depression
as characteristic psychosocial afflictions of the “society of the spectacle”
Similarly, Pai¢ (2005: 103) contends that “discomfort with culture as a new
ideology of global capitalism arises when society is fully cultured, when it
is no longer possible to distinguish the primordial nature from the simu-
lacrum of post-industrial society in the virtualization of derealised reality.”

The production of media content, therefore, carries profound respon-
sibility. Media increasingly appear as a new ideology rather than serving
as autonomous domains of expressing the self-purpose of human survival
through art, religion, science, or play. Reflecting on the long-term conse-
quences of media practices requires attention to the specificity of media
reality in all its forms, origins, and developmental trajectories. As Pai¢ and
Purgar (2018) argue, such reflection is necessary to avoid a reductive rela-
tionship between the theory and the practice of the new, including infor-
mation, communication, media, sign, identity, the transformation of lan-
guage into image, etc.

As instruments/purpose of identity formation, media can play an af-
firmative role in addressing the question of who we are and how we might
live a “good life” in alignment with the ethical ideals of contemporary social
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communities. Yet, this process unfolds in the context of an ongoing, unfin-
ished separation of the postmodern subject from its natural environment,
amidst the proliferation of cultural and identity constructs (Garber, 1998;
Hegemann, 2000-2001). Within this context, social networks have emerged
as crucial channels for the creation, preservation, and transformation of
collective history. They offer opportunities for strengthening connections
between the past and the future. Conscious sharing and responsible action
can shape a rich and true collective memory that will enrich culture and
identity, preserve collective memory, and promote deeper understanding
and intergenerational and general human connection. This can offer the
opportunity to take care of each other in a time of mass connection, leav-
ing room for humanity, solidarity, and empathy towards vulnerable social
groups.'

Since collective memory possesses an affective dimension generated
through the repeated performance of rituals (such as emphasizing the sig-
nificance of home, maternal bonds, or national and religious symbols), i.e.,
through rhythmicity and the establishment of collective emotional ener-
gy, collective memory may be understood primarily as a value category
(Vidovi¢ Schreiber et al., 2020: 4450). Consequently, it is difficult to regard
it as devoid of value judgments. What attaches individuals to the places in
which they live are emotions, attitudes, beliefs, and behaviours. A space
becomes a place only when it is conceived, represented, interpreted, and
experienced in a particular way. From a sociological perspective, place is
constituted through individuals connected by networks of shared responsi-
bility, occupations, culture, and interests (Zeman & Zeman, 2010: 76). This
suggests that space itself does not generate the dynamics of social relations;
rather, cultures and social interactions bestow meaning upon space, trans-
forming it into place (Zeman & Zeman, 2008: 380).

In contemporary society, however, media intervene in the very fab-
ric of lived reality, reorganizing social behaviour through signs and codes.
Modern individuals are increasingly bound not to other people but to the
products they consume and the environments in which those products
are displayed. Shopping and consumption occupy an ever-expanding por-
tion of human life, often replacing direct social interaction. As Baudrillard
(2016) argues, relationships with products tend to supplant relationships
with people. He interprets this transformation as a shift from primitive so-
cieties — structured around genuine cultural worlds and symbolic exchange
— towards a modern order characterized by the dominance of simulation
and the erosion of originality (Baudrillard, 2017). The seduction of simula-

1 Rayan Ray, Halt and Catch Fire [https://youtu.be/-yVosy3k75g (05/09/2019)].
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tion, operating at the level of illusion, immerses the observer in a hyperreal
domain where meaning and significance dissolve (Baudrillard, 2013). Wal-
ter Benjamin, in turn, regards capitalism itself as a form of religion - one
reduced exclusively to cultic practice, without dogma or theology (Lowy,
2009: 60-73). In this sense, capitalism denies transcendence while continu-
ing to invoke God formally, thereby positioning God as the main witness of
this denial. Its remarkable adaptability has allowed capitalism to endure as
a vital and long-lasting social force (Lowy, 2009: 60-73).

Conclusion

Applying an intersubjectivist perspective on the concept of the self
(Misztal, 2021), this paper underscores the need to recognize the bounda-
ries of the media and the information society, i.e., a certain relativization
of media despite their apparent dominance. Insights into the challenges
of the media and information society reveal their function as both social
and cultural institutions. These insights, even when implicit, are rooted in
responses to the broader social crisis of modernity, within which emerges a
profound anthropological crisis: the crisis of human identity.

The study of collective memory calls into question current sociological
conceptions of how social identities are constructed, revealing the ever-
shifting features of contemporary reality. This crisis, as Supici¢ (2010: 167)
argues, can be interpreted as an unparalleled crisis of the spirit of Western
civilization. Inter-subjectivity of memory, as Zerubavel (1997: 96) notes,
applies only to those memories that are “commonly held”” In this sense, col-
lective memory represents the integration of diverse individual pasts into a
great memory shared by the community.

When analysing the relationship between collective memory and me-
dia, it becomes evident that after the emergence of new communication
media and altered relations to the past, collective memory leads to the
transfer of memories in late modernity. The analysis of the social and po-
litical space of the media and their relationship to collective memory in this
paper is reflected in the trials of collective memory as a social and cultural
community.

After analysing several key characteristics of the relationship between
media and collective memory in late modernity, we explored how late
modernity creates new challenges for collective memory. While Baudril-
lard (2017) contends that primitive societies, once sustained by symbolic
exchange, have given way to modern societies dominated by simulations,
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these simulations are ultimately fake things. Baudrillard (2013) believes
that the modern world is increasingly under their domination.

Simulation represents a substitution of reality by the artificial and con-
structed. The simulacrum, as Baudrillard describes, is “the truth that hides
the fact that there is no truth” In this process, the distinction between rep-
resentation and reality dissolves; the sign becomes detached from what it
once referred to. Baudrillard believes the original cultural world is imbued
with symbolic exchange, fascination, and magic. However, over time, soci-
ety has disenchanted. The simulations that characterize the modern world
cannot produce magic-induced enthusiasm, at least not in the sense in
which Baudrillard uses these terms.

This simulated world is disenchanted, and even shameful, in compari-
son to the primitive, original world. The pervasive simulation experience
is the main cause of the disappearance of the difference between real and
imaginary, true and false. In other words, in modern society, there is no
truth and there is no reality. And if there is no truth and reality, then it can
be argued that we exist entirely within simulation (Baudillard, 2001: 68).

In contemporary society, the real and the true are becoming increas-
ingly elusive, seemingly swallowed by an avalanche of simulations. The
search for the “essence” of things is rare, and those who attempt to look be-
yond the surface of simulation are often met with disappointment. Beneath
the layers of representation, one finds not reality but only further layers of
simulation. Reality shows exemplify this process, as they draw viewers into
a mediated world where the screen itself substitutes for lived experience.
We are confronted with gaps, absences, and separations - entering life as
if through a screen. As Baudrillard (2001: 68) observes, “we dress our own
lives like a digital suit.”

In conclusion, this paper has examined the role of memory in fos-
tering a “community of memory” and considered the transition from the
paradigm of the information society to that of collective memory in late
modernity. Within this paradigm shift, media assume a central role in the
spectacularisation of the past, and they can promote memory policies, de-
mocratising memories or reshaping historical narratives.

Thus, the multiplicity of temporal experiences reflects the changing
role of time in culture and society, as well as shifting attitudes toward it.
The sociology of time, as a distinct field of research, sheds light on these
transformations, including altered relationships with the past. This emerg-
ing context poses new challenges for sociology, which can be addressed by
conceiving of individuals not merely as beings who exist in time, but as ac-
tors who possess a reflexive awareness of its passage, which is intrinsically
connected to the nature of their social institutions (Giddens, 2002).
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Meaunju n KonekTuBHO Nnamherbe y KaCHOj MoAEepPHOCTH

Hctuparcusauu u3 pasnux gucyuinuxa ykasyjy Ha wo ga uociioje pasnu-
YUY JOHUBTLAjU 8peMeHa, UCTHUYYAU TIPOMeHbUBY YTIOTy 8pemMeHa Y KYITYPU U
gpywiitiey, kao u ipomenmpuse ciiasose iipema spemery. Coyuonoiuja epemena,
Kao i10ceHO Tio/be UCTHPANUBAtLd, 0C6eiliba6a TipoMeHe y HAUUM 0gHOCUMA Tipe-
Mma epemeny, ykwyuyjyhu u tipomere y ogrocy tipema tipowinociiu. Osaj upuciiiyi
uociasmwa usasose tpeg coyuonoiujy. Ha wux modxce ga ce 0giosopu cxeaiiarbem
mygu He camo kao duha Koja xuee y epemeny, eeh, upema lugency, u kao duha
ca ceewthy o iponasHociliu épemeHa, Koja je 106e3aHa ca UPUPOGOM HUXOBUX
gpywitieenux uncimiuiiyyuja. IlotpedHo je myge ocmaimipaitiu y ogHocy tpema
wUxosuM Upegciiasama 0 UpouIoCHiU U pasymett COUCHiB0 KAO HEULUO U0
ce uspaxcasa Kpo3 speme. Y waxeum yciosuma UCHIOpUja uma mazuo 3Havaja, a
ydpsana cagawirboctil tiocitiaje cée 6axcHuja. Y uH@opmayuoHom gpyuiiiey odnu-
Uu KomyHuKayuje unu opianusayuje wociajy eaxcHuju og cagpxaja. Oduuaju u
gpywitieene uHcimiuiiyyuje Tyde ceoje sHauerve, anu 3agpicasajy gopmy, a popma
ceake niopyKe yiiude Ha weH cagpicaj — 0gHOCHO Metva 1a. /bygu moiy ga pasymejy
ga je 06a xutiepciil8apHOCili cumynayuja, anu ga u game 6ygy roome pacyuHupanu,
uunehu je genom ceoi xueoilia u taxo upetieapajyhu godap geo ciieapHociiu y
cumynavuujy. CiianHum ioHasmwparem 080i upoyeca gonasu go 3Ha4ajHoi iexHo-
JIOWIKOT Hatpetika U go javarea Yiluyaja iexHonoiuje Ha gpyuineeHu Husoil.
pyium peuuma, gecimiadunusayuja konekimiueHoi uamhera gosena je go Hose
ase y uciiopuju 3atiagHol UHGUEUGYATUIMA.

Enexiuponcxu meguju Hapyuiasajy 0gHoc ipema upousiociiiu u upoussoge
Xaotmu4an, upasam ceetll 1uueH ucimopujcke memopuje. Iociimogeprociii ipe-
Kuga He camo ca mogepHouihy, eeh u ca duno xakeum ocehajem KOHIUHY UTHeiA
ca apowinum goiahajuma. Mehyimium, kako coyuonoiuja iociiaje cée céecHuja
uuiiara epemena U KonekimiueHol amheroa, Ha3upy ce snayu ipomete. Ipema
Tugency, kacHomogepHu gpywiieeHu ceeili He Opuuie 3Ha4aj wmpaguyuje. Ayiio-
pu oy Kacanose u Ajsenwitiaitia He camo ga 0goauyjy »ugejy pagukantoi
MogepHol packuga ca wpaquuyujom’, el ysoge ,ugejy cyumitiuHckoi mogepHoi
KoHUUHyuilleilia ¢ wpaguyujom™ y goda ,,6umiecttipykux mogepruiieina“. L{um
0601 paga jecitie ga aHanU3UPa 0gHoc KonekiiueHol iamhera u meguja y Hexo-
nuko kopaka. Y ysogHom geny iokasahe ce Kako y KAcHOj MOGepHOCIiU, HAKOH
ilojase HOBUX KOMYHUKAUUOHUX Meguja U UpomMeHa y Hauiem 0gHoCy tpema tpo-
WNIOCTIU, KONIeKTHUBHO Hamherve gosogu go tipomeHa y Ha4uHy Ha Koju pasyme-
mo dpownocil. Haxon ananuse HeKOIUKO KbYHUHUX KAPAKIMEPUCTAUKA 0gHOCA
Mmeguja u KonekimiueHol tiamhera y xacHoj mogeprociiu, duhe odjawrvero Ha
KOju HA4UH KACHA MOgepHOCHi CTIl6apa Ho8e U3a3ose 3a KpeattiusHy 6ygyhHoCT.
Y 3axmwyuky, pag he ce océpHyiiu Ha ynoiy tiamheroa y citisapary ,3ajegHuue
uamherwa” u Ha tipenasax ca uapaguime UHPOPMAUUOHOT Py ULTiea HA HOBY Ua-
paguimy konexkiiueHol damherva y KacHoj MOGepHOCITiUL.

Kipyune peum: gpywinieeno uamhere, gpywitiéeHu 0GHOCU, Meqgujcka
KYniypa, UHPOPMAyUOHO gpyuinieo, 3ajegruya iamheroa.
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Media i pamie¢ zbiorowa w pdznej nowoczesnosci

Badacze z rozmaitych dyscyplin podkreslali, ze ludzie doswiadczajg roznych
odczuc czasu, co uwydatnia zmieniajgcg sig role temporalnosci w kulturze i spote-
czenistwie, a takZze ewoluujgce postawy wobec zagadnienia czasu. Socjologia cza-
su, jako odregbne pole badan, uwidacznia te zmiany, zwlaszcza w sposobie, w jaki
rekonfigurowane sq postawy wobec przesztosci. Takie podejscie wprowadza nowe
wyzwania dla socjologii, ktére mozna rozwigzac poprzez rozumienie ludzi nie tylko
jako istot Zyjgcych w czasie, ale takze jako podmiotow posiadajgcych refleksyjng
Swiadomos¢ jego uplywu - swiadomos¢, ktéra, jak twierdzi Giddens (2002), jest
nierozerwalnie zwigzana z naturg ich instytucji spotecznych. W tym sensie jednost-
ki nalezy rozumie¢ w odniesieniu do ich reprezentacji przesztosci, a jazi pojmowac
jako cos wyrazanego i ksztattowanego w czasie. W tych warunkach historia traci
na znaczeniu, podczas gdy przyspieszona terazniejszosc staje si¢ dominujgca. W
spoleczenistwie informacyjnym forma komunikacyjna lub organizacyjna przewaza
nad trescig. Zwyczaje i instytucje tracqg swoje znaczenie, zachowujgc jednak forme,
a forma kazdej wiadomosci ksztattuje jej tres¢. Chociaz jednostki mogg rozpoznac
hiperrealnos¢ jako symulacje, pozostajg nig zafascynowane, wlgczajgc jg w swoje
Zycie i w ten sposob przeksztatcajgc duzg czes¢ samej rzeczywistosci w symulacje.
W takich warunkach historia traci znaczenie, a przyspieszona terazniejszos¢ staje
sig coraz bardziej dominujgca. State powtarzanie proceséw mediowanych napedza
szybki postep technologiczny i wzmacnia wplyw technologii na zycie spoleczne. W
tym sensie destabilizacja pamigci oznacza nowy etap w historii zachodniego indy-
widualizmu.

Media elektroniczne rozmywajq wiez z przeszloscig, tworzgc fragmentarycz-
ny, chaotyczny swiat pozbawiony pamieci historycznej. Postmodernizm w tym sensie
oznacza nie tylko zerwanie z nowoczesnoscig, ale takze z jakimkolwiek poczuciem
cigglosci z wydarzeniami przesztymi. Jednoczesnie socjologia coraz bardziej dostrze-
ga centralng role czasu i pamieci, co wskazuje na mozliwos¢ zmiany. Giddens (2002)
twierdzi na przyklad, Ze poZnonowoczesny swiat spoleczny nie likwiduje znacze-
nia tradycji. Podobnie uwazajg Casanova i Eisenstadt, ktorzy nie tylko odrzucajg
»pojecie radykalnego zerwania z tradycjq”, ale wprowadzajq takze ,pojecie istotnej
nowoczesnej ciggtosci z tradycjg” w czasach ,,wielorakich nowoczesnosci”. Celem ni-
niejszego artykutu jest analiza relacji miedzy pamigcig zbiorowg a mediami w kilku
etapach. W czgsci wprowadzajqgcej pokazane zostanie, jak wraz z pojawieniem sig
nowych mediow komunikacyjnych i zmiang relacji wobec przesztosci pamiec zbio-
rowa prowadzi do przekazywania wspomnieti w poznej nowoczesnosci. W kolej-
nych czesciach przeanalizowane zostang kluczowe cechy tej relacji, ukazujgc, w jaki
sposob pozna nowoczesnosc stwarza nowe wyzwania dla kreatywnej przysztosci. W
czesci konicowej zas zaakcentowana zostanie rola pamieci w budowaniu ,,spotecz-
nosci pamieci” i refleksja nad szerszym przejsciem od paradygmatu spoleczeristwa
informacyjnego do paradygmatu pamieci zbiorowej w poznej nowoczesnosci.

Stowa kluczowe: pamieé spoteczna; relacje spoleczne; kultura medialna;
spoleczeristwo informacyjne; wspélnota pamieci.
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Mediji i kolektivho pamcéenje u kasnoj modernosti

Istrazivaci iz razlicitih disciplina sugeriraju da postoje razliciti osjecaji za
vrijeme. Ukazuju na promjenjivu ulogu vremena u kulturi i drustvu te promjenji-
ve stavove prema vremenu. Sociologija vremena kao posebno podrucje istraZivanja
osvjetljava promjene u nasim odnosima prema vremenu, ukljucujucéi promjene u
nasim odnosima prema proslosti. Ovaj pristup stvara nove izazove za sociologiju.
Na njih se moZe odgovoriti tako da ljude shvatimo kao one koji ne samo da Zive
u vremenu, nego i kao one, kako istice Giddens, koji imaju svijest o prolaznosti
vremena, a ona je povezana s prirodom njihovih drustvenih institucija. Odnosno,
da stavimo ljude u odnos prema njihovu prikazu proslosti i shvatimo sebstvo kao
nesto sto se izraZava kroz vrijeme. Pod takvim uvjetima povijest ima malo znaca-
ja, a uzurbana sadasnjost postaje sve vaznija. U informacijskom drustvu komuni-
kacijska ili organizacijska forma postaju vaznije od sadrZaja. Obicaji i drustvene
institucije gube svoje znacenje, no zadrzavaju formu, a forma svake poruke utjece
na njezin sadrzaj, tj. mijenja ga. Ljudi mogu shvatiti da ova hiperstvarnost jest
simulacija, ali i dalje biti njome fascinirani ¢ineci hiperstvarnost dijelom svojih
Zivota i tako pretvoriti mnogo od te stvarnosti u simulaciju. Stalnim ponavljanjem
ovog procesa dolazi do znacajnog tehnoloskog napretka i utjecaja tehnologije na
drustveni Zivot. Drugim rijecima, destabilizacija kolektivnog pamcenja dovela je
do nove faze u povijesti zapadnog individualizma.

Elektronicki mediji unistavaju odnos prema proslosti i stvaraju kaotican,
prazan svijet liSen povijesne memorije. Postmodernost prekida ne samo s mo-
dernoscu, nego i s bilo kakvim osjecajem kontinuiteta s proslim dogadajima. Za-
hvaljujuci cinjenici da sociologija sve vise postaje svjesna problematike vremena
i pitanjem kolektivnog pamcenja, naziru se znakovi promjene. Prema Giddensu,
kasnomoderni drustveni svijet ne brise vaznost tradicije. Autori poput npr. Casa-
nova i Eisenstadt ne samo da odbacuju “pojam modernog radikalnog raskida s
tradicijom”, nego uvode “pojam sustinskog modernog kontinuiteta s tradicijom” u
vrijeme “visestrukih moderniteta”. Cilj ovog rada jest analizirati odnos kolektiv-
nog pamcenja i medija u nekoliko koraka. U uvodnom dijelu, pokazat ée se kako u
kasnoj modernosti nakon pojave novih komunikacijskih medija i promjene u na-
sim odnosima prema proslosti, kolektivno pamcenje dovodi do promjena u nasim
odnosima prema proslosti. Nakon analize nekoliko kljucnih karakteristika odnosa
medija i kolektivnog pamcenja u kasnoj modernosti, protumacit ¢e se na koji na-
¢in kasna modernost stvara nove izazove za kreativau buducénost. U zakljucnom
dijelu, rad ce se osvrnuti na ulogu pamdcenja u stvaranju “zajednice pamdcenja”
i prijelaza s paradigme informacijskog drustva na novu paradigmu kolektivnog
pamdenja u kasnoj modernosti.

Kljucne rijeci: drustveno pamcenje, drustveni odnosi, medijska kultura,
informacijsko drustvo, zajednica pamdcenja.



