Introduction 
Scholars from sociology, history, cultural studies, and psychology have debated over the concept of "collective memory" for decades. While some argue that it is an important aspect of how societies and groups remember their history, others question its existence and validity as a concept. In present essay I will examine the concept of collective memory, difference between collective memory and remembrance, as well as concept of ‘lieux de mémoire’ referencing to the works of Assmann, Connerton, Wertsch, Nora, and Alexander, Bottici, and Davis.

What is Collective Memory?
According to Connerton (1989), collective memory is a type of social memory that is embedded in a society's practices, traditions, and narratives. It is a shared memory that is constructed and reconstructed through social interactions and cultural processes, rather than the sum of individual memories. Collective memory expresses itself in various ways, such as myths, symbols, rituals, and commemorative practices. These cultural artefacts help to overcome and preserve the past, shape the present, and project the future.
One of the most important characteristics of collective memory is its ability to foster a sense of cultural identity and social cohesion. Collective memory, according to Assmann and Czaplicka (1995), is the foundation of group identity because it provides a sense of continuity and belonging to a specific community or nation. Collective memory allows people to connect with their ancestors' cultural heritage and identify with it. It also serves as a foundation for shared norms, and beliefs, which are necessary for social order and stability. Assmann (1995) connects collective memory with cultural memory and highlights that cultural memory directs the behaviour of society, which defines its existence.
The concept of collective memory is also criticised. Some academics argue that collective memory is a myth because there is no such thing as a "collective mind" that stores and retrieves memories (Wertsch, 2009). Memory, according to this point, is an individual process mediated by the brain, and multiple individuals cannot share the same memory. Furthermore, memory is a dynamic and subjective process that is influenced by personal experiences, emotions, and perspectives. However, Wertsch finds collective memory existence in 
the service of providing a “usable past” (a notion that derives from Nietzsche, 1874). A usable past is almost invariably part of some identity project such as mobilising a nation to resist an enemy. (Wertsch, 2009, p 122)
Despite criticisms, collective memory remains an important analytical tool for understanding cultural identity and social phenomena. For example, research of collective memory has helped us understand how societies construct and transmit historical narratives. According to Connerton (1989), historical narratives are constructed and reconstructed through cultural practices and discourses rather than being objective accounts of the past. These narratives are frequently contested and negotiated by various social groups as a means of legitimising the present and projecting the future.
Furthermore, understanding how societies deal with traumatic events and experiences has been aided by the concept of collective memory. According to Wertsch (2009), collective memory is critical in the process of dealing with traumatic events such as war, genocide, or natural disasters. Traumatic events frequently shatter existing cultural frameworks and values, requiring a collaborative effort to make sense of them and create new meanings. Collective memory is used to remember and mourn the victims, as well as to process and integrate traumatic experiences into the cultural narrative.
While the concept of collective memory is still debated, the works of Assmann, Connerton, and Wertsch provide valuable insights into how societies and groups remember their past. While Assmann emphasises collective memory's role in shaping cultural identity, Connerton emphasises the role of embodied practices in creating social memory, and Wertsch highlights cognitive processes' role in shaping and preserving collective memory.

Collective Memory and Remembrance 
The concepts of collective memory and remembrance have been extensively examined in various social and humanitarian disciplines. Despite the frequent confusion between these two concepts, there are distinctions between them that deserves further research. In this part of the essay, examination of the distinctions between collective memory and remembrance using the works of Alexander et al. (2004) and Bottici (2010) will take place. 
The term "collective memory" describes how a group or community remembers shared experiences, people, and events from the past. This idea is crucial to understanding how groups create their identities. In order for people and groups to selectively remember, interpret, and transfer their experiences and narratives over time, Alexander et al. (2004) claim that if many individuals are traumatised it causes revision of their "collective identity" what is motivated by society’s and personal necessity. Thus, 
Identities are continuously constructed and secured not only by facing the present and future but also by reconstructing the collectivity’s earlier life. (Alexander et al., 2004, p. 3).
Such revision brings calm to the society and leads to creation of the sacred places that are structured in ritual routines (Alexander et al., 2004).
So, remembrance, is the purposeful and intentional act of honouring historical figures or events, frequently for political or moral reasons. The act of remembering can take many different forms, from formal ceremonies and monuments, to intimate rituals and stories, and it is frequently employed to support or refute the collective memory of a group. According to Bottici (2010), remembering is more an active process rather than just acting as a passive reflection of collective memory. Remembrance, in contrast to collective memory, which is frequently implicit and taken for granted, is explicit and purposefully constructed with the intention of influencing the present and future, Bottici also connects it with political identity. 
The temporal orientation of collective memory and remembrance is one of their primary distinctions. Remembrance is a product of the present, shaped by current concerns, values, and political agendas, whereas collective memory is a product of the past, shaped by historical events, traditions, and cultural practices. Collective memory and identity, according to Alexander et al. (2004), are not a direct reflection of the past but rather a selective and mediated reconstruction of it that is influenced by the social interests of the groups involved. On the other hand, remembering is a purposeful and conscious attempt to reshape the past in order to meet the needs and aspirations of the present. Remembrance and its manifestations may be also considered as tools of current collective memory.
Another difference between collective memory and remembrance is their scope and scale. According to the of identification and belonging, collective memory is the shared recollection of a group or community, which can be local, national, or transnational. Contrarily, remembrance tends to be more concentrated and targeted, intended to honour particular people or events, and may involve a variety of groups and stakeholders with different goals and viewpoints. According to Bottici (2010), remembrance can be either inclusive or exclusive, depending on the criteria used to define the boundaries of the community and events to be remembered. 
There is also a difference between collective memory and remembrance in how they relate to politics and power. As people negotiate the significance and meaning of past experiences and events, collective memory can be seen as a site of conflict between various groups and interests. Collective memory, according to Alexander et al. (2004), is a contested space where power dynamics and social hierarchies are both reproduced and contested. On the other hand, remembrance is frequently overtly political, intended to advance particular ideals, ideologies, or agendas, and may entail the use of force and authority by the government, the media, or other institutions. As noted by Bottici (2010), remembering the past can be a potential tool for forming a shared identity and rallying political support but can also be a source of conflict and controversy. 

Lieux de Mémoire
'Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire' by Pierre Nora is among the most important pieces in the study of memory. This essay examines how memories shape collective memory and a country's identity in France. I will evaluate Nora's position and how it relates to the history and memory fields in this essay and I will also reflect on Eric Davis' article, "The Museum and the Politics of Social Control in Modern Iraq," which offers an illustration of how political manipulation of memory and history can occur.
According to Nora, "lieux de mémoire" are where
memory crystallises and secretes itself has occurred at a particular historical moment, a turning point where consciousness of a break with the past is bound up with the sense that memory has been torn - but torn in such a way as to pose the problem of the embodiment of memory in certain sites where a sense of historical continuity persists. (Nora, 1989, p. 7)
Thus, these locations serve as centres for shared memory that embody and symbolise a specific cultural identity or historical moment. These places of memory, according to Nora, are dynamic and constantly changing as new generations interpret and reinterpret the past.
'The Museum and the Politics of Social Control in Modern Iraq’, by Eric Davis (1994) offers a compelling illustration of how memory and history can be used strategically. Davis looks at how the Iraqi National Museum helped to advance Saddam Hussein's political agenda and shape the country's sense of identity. According to Davis, the museum served as a tool for social control, and its exhibitions were carefully chosen to advance the regime's version of history.
According to Davis (1994), the museum served as a place of memories that represented the regime's interpretation of Iraq's past and present. She claims that the museum's exhibits were purposefully chosen to advance a particular historical account of Iraq that benefited the regime. As an illustration, the museum's displays highlighted the splendours of ancient Mesopotamia and portrayed Iraq as the birthplace of civilisation. This story was used to support the regime's justification for its rule and to foster a sense of national identity that was rooted in the distant past.
Davis (1994) contrasts that the museum was also a place of dissent and resistance. She asserts that visitors to the museum actively engaged in interpreting and contesting the exhibits rather than simply being passive consumers of the regime's version of history. For instance, visitors frequently wrote criticisms and comments in the museum's guestbook to express their disagreement with the regime's historical interpretation.
The ability of memory and history to be used as instruments of political control is highlighted in Davis' article (1994). It also emphasises the value of engaging critically with the past and the necessity of challenging dominant historical narratives.

Conclusions 
In present essay, I examine how collective memory is studied and understood by different scholars, despite there is no universal definition of the concept, authors find it functional in the context of shaping cultural identity, overcoming past traumas and projecting future. Albeit the difference of collective memory and remembrance two concepts are interconnected, and remembrance may be imposed as a tool of group, nation or collective memory. Although, usage of that tool make collective memory more political. While analysing Nora’s concept, which displays connection between identity and sites of memory, example of how memory and remembrance can become political instrument also takes place. 

References:
ALEXANDER, J.C., EYERMAN, R., GIESEN, B., SMELSER, N.J. and SZTOMPKA, P. (2004) 'Toward a Theory of Cultural Trauma'Cultural Trauma and Collective Identity. 1st edn. University of California Press, pp. 1-30.
Assmann, J. and Czaplicka, J. (1995) 'Collective Memory and Cultural Identity', New German critique, 65(65), pp. 125-133. doi: 10.2307/488538.
BOTTICI, C. (2010) 'European identity and the politics of remembrance', in Tilmans, K., van Vree, F. and Winter, J. (eds.) Performing the Past Amsterdam University Press, pp. 335-360.
Connerton, P. (1989) How societies remember Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Davis, E. (1994) 'THE MUSEUM AND THE POLITICS OF SOCIAL CONTROL IN MODERN IRAQ', in Gillis, J.R. (ed.) Commemorations Princeton University Press, pp. 90-104.
Nora, P. (1989) 'Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire', Representations (Berkeley, Calif.), 26(26), pp. 7-24. doi: 10.2307/2928520.
Wertsch, J.V. (2009) 'Collective Memory', in Boyer, P. and Wertsch, J.V. (eds.) Memory in Mind and Culture Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 117-137.
