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Is There Such a Thing As ‘Collective Memory’?

Introduction
Olick et al. (2011, p.3) claim that memory is not a new topic. They provided proof from the holly texts where the call to every human to remember appears. Zelizer (1995) argues that memory studies were first considered from the psychological point of view by Freud and Proust. They assert that memory ‘reproduce[s] events in personal, lived forms as they had happened or with some explainable aberration’. (Zelizer, 1995, p.215) But what about the collective memory and its appearance? Both scholars declare that the second increase of interest in group memory studies began in the 70th of the XX century. Olick et al. (2011, p.3) call it the “memory boom” because of establishing the nation-states that have to have “turned to the past as a basis for shoring up their legitimacy”. 
States demand new narratives to connect the people, and consequently, the appearance of memory as a social notion is raised again. Before this ‘memory boom’, collective memory was an important reference point for memory research even before its integration into academic and public discourse in the 1920th. (Olick et al., 2011, p.5) The first scholar who outlined the ‘sociological theory of memory’ was Maurice Halbwachs in the 1920th (Halbwachs, 1992, p.40). He invented the term ‘collective memory’. However, Russel (2006) argues that the concept of collective memory existed far before Halbwachs. The difference stands in other names as the memory of humanity, the memory of posterity, an eternal memory. (Russel, 2006, p. 793).
The subject of memory and, especially, ‘collective memory’ studies attracted many scholars such as Ricœur, Jassmann, Erll, O’Connor, Zelizer, etcetera. Their different approaches and findings highlight the complex and dynamic nature of memory and how we remember and interpret the past. 
The topic of collective memory is broad and can connect with other fields such as culture, modern technologies, philosophy, and psychology. This paper aims to define some key theories in collective memory studies and give an understanding of how it operates.
Key Theories
In their works, the scholars (Halbwachs, Russel, Ricœur) draw attention to the link between the individuals and collective memory. Collective memory cannot be beyond the personal attachment and vice versa; the person forms the group's memory.
Ricoeur (2004, pp.120-124) gives the understanding that personal memory refers to the memories that an individual has of their own past experiences. It is a unique and individualized memory form closely tied to personal identity. Various factors, including age, gender, culture, and context, can influence personal memory.
In contrast, collective memory refers to a group or community's memories of a shared past. It is a form of memory created and sustained by social and cultural processes and is often expressed through shared narratives, symbols, and rituals. Collective memory can be shaped by a range of factors, including political power, cultural values, and historical events, and it is often contested and subject to ongoing negotiation and revision.
According to Ricoeur (2004, pp. 131-132), personal and collective memories are interrelated and mutually reinforcing. Personal memories can contribute to collective memories, as individuals share their experiences and memories with others, and collective memories can shape personal memories as individuals internalize and adopt shared narratives and symbols. 
Nevertheless, going back in time, Halbwachs (1992, p.40) underlines the ambiguity of this question and said: 
“One may say that the individual remembers by placing himself in the perspective of the group, but one may also affirm that the memory of the group realizes and manifests itself in individual memories”.
The author of this point concedes with Ricoeur and his interconnection between the two terms. Further, Halbwachs pointes out that individuals choose what memory of the past to keep and what period to immerse in. The author considers that ‘the mind reconstructs its memories under the pressure of society’ Halbwachs (1992, p.51). So, society has a significant impact on the memory of each person and can shape it to the need of the group. In such a way, the author shows that the collective memory consists of individuals’ memories formed by society. Moreover, then the scholar claims that ‘individual memory is nevertheless a part or an aspect of group memory’ and, in fact, personal memory itself does not exist. 
Gedi and Elam (1996) point out that Halbwachs' focus on the social and cultural context of memory has helped to underline how memory is not just an individual or psychological phenomenon but is also influenced by more general social and historical elements. At the same time, the authors also acknowledge that Halbwachs’ theory has been subject to criticism.
Gedi and Elam (1996, p.37) criticize Halbawchs’ theory arguing the lack of an explicit theory ‘which would describe and explain the way collective memories are formed’. They claimed that it places too much emphasis on the role of social groups in shaping individual memory. The authors argue that individuals are also active agents in shaping their own memories and that individual memories can sometimes challenge or deviate from dominant collective memories.
The prominent scholars’ statement is that the right way to understand collective memory is from a metaphorical point of view. (Gedi&Elam,1996, p.43) In their opinion, the notion of collective memory strongly ties with the myth concept. The collective memory is a general term for whatever is thought to be at the root of myths, traditions, practices, and cults, all of which are said to symbolize ‘the “spirit”, the “psyche”, of a society, a tribe, a nation’. (Gedi&Elam,1996, p.35) This statement partially depreciates collective memory’s core value as a tool of forming strong societies or nations through even communicating those myths.
Another scholar, Jan Assmann (1995), suggests that collective memory is a crucial factor in shaping cultural identity, as it helps to define who we are as members of a particular society or cultural group. The collective memory comprises the communicative and cultural memory and understands through unpacking these concepts. Communicative memory is transmitting information, the truth, and the facts from generation to generation. Cultural memory includes fixed points – the events of the past – that are preserved in cultural formations (monuments, texts, practices). Therefore, the author contradicts Halbawch’s theory that ‘the forms of objectivized culture’ is no longer the memory but history. However, she acknowledges a close connection between ‘objectivized culture and organized or ceremonial communication’ and groups and their identity. It makes ‘this objectivized culture’ part of this group's memory. Hence, by linking individuals to a shared past in different ways, collective memory provides a sense of continuity and belonging and helps to create a common sense of values, beliefs, and cultural practices. 
However, Erll (2011) notes that collective memory is not a static or fixed phenomenon but constantly evolves and changes over time. The author indicates the concept of transcultural memory. Erll argues that in our globalized world, memories are increasingly transcultural, which has significant implications for the study of memory. This memory exists beyond national, cultural, and linguistic boundaries. It implies the transfer between individual and collective ways of remembering and movement among cultural, social, and semantic aspects. For example, I can assume that collective memory about Holocaust is also transcultural. It travels from country to country and expresses in various form as per different generations. The future of the concept is in developing transcultural globalized collective memory and ways of its representations.
She notes that different forms of transcultural memory (personal stories, media, exchanging ideas, and cultural practices) are often intertwined with collective memory, as they can shape and be shaped by how groups and communities remember the past. Therefore, as societies and cultural groups change and adapt to new circumstances, their collective memories may shift and transform in response. Zeliser (1996, p. 217) agrees with changing character of memory, stating that ‘it [collective memory] is uncertain and everchanging by nature’. Nonetheless, she adds that collective memory can increase its power with time and mutates. 
Regarding the cultural artefacts denoting collective memory, the difference between collective memory and the ways of remembering should be distinguished. Zelizer (1996) indicates that collective memory is the one more layer through which we can look at the past. This memory evolves many points, including remembering. Contemporary memory studies regard the unstable nature of remembering. This concept implies ‘processual action by which people constantly transform the recollections that they produce’. (Zelizer, 1996, p. 218)   
O’Connor (2022) indicates how memory can generate and communicate meanings. He agrees with Zelizer and claims that collective memory is broader in connotation than remembrance work. The author discusses several ways of representing memory, including commemoration, ritual, and myth. The first described dimension is folk memory that ‘knits together past and present, people and place, and individual and community, in a bond which appears timeless and unquestioned’. (O’Connor, 2022, p.638) There are gathered different rituals and customs of the group or society that recreate collective memory. The second point is commemorating the past in monuments, museums, exhibitions, and memorials. The author claims that this way of remembering distances us from the past and backs to reality. At the same time, this place creates the space and time for communication with the past and preserving the collective memory.
Therefore, ‘collective memory’ describes the common knowledge, beliefs, and traditions inherited from generation to generation within a particular community or cultural group. Remembrance work, on the other hand, refers to the active and intentional process of remembering and preserving the past.
According to Nora (1989, p.7), this process of remembering has the name ‘lieux de memoire, sites of memory’. It appears because the ‘real environments of memory’ disappear. It faded because of history. The scholar gives a significant understanding of the difference between memory and history. In his words, history is like the physicists’ attempts to describe the universe, which is memory. History is strictly tied to temporal continuity and cannot preserve the past through ages that is why the concept of ‘lieux de memoire’ is essential.
History erases and transforms the memory of some events, and history rewrites in accordance with modern realities. History puts in danger the collective memory as a way of representing the group or society’s identity. Therefore, the people must make artificial and deliberative endeavors to recreate the events. This is the aim of ‘lieux de memoire’ – ‘producing, manifesting, establishing, constructing, decreeing, and maintaining’. (Nora, 1989, p.12) People tend to prefer the future over the past and give importance to rebuilding the present without knowing about contemporary world issues.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Another method of memory work is forgetting. Doolan (2021, p.18) uses the word combination ‘collective unremembering’ and considers ‘forgetting’ as imprecise. The reason for this is in “you cannot forget what you never knew”, “being silent, and forgetting are not … the same thing”.  ‘Collective unremembering’ means partially erasing of the shared event or replacing it with more necessary in the current conditions. History may have the significant influence on people’s unremembering and manipulate collective memories as an instance in the article with Dutch history and the choice what people should remember. 
Ricœur (2004, p. 99) also speaks of forgetting, referring to Augustine. The main thesis that can be singled out is that in order not to forget, one must invent a memory of forgetting. Hence, as an example, collective memory can be based on the memory of forgetting and then re-remembering and can build even stronger connections among people on waking emotions.
Conclusions
Memory studies have always retained their importance and popularity among scholars. In general, the concept of collective memory provides a sense for each generation of how groups and communities, societies, and nation-states represent the past. Initially, Maurice Halbawchs describes the term ‘collective memory’ and claims that memory works only when it is shaped by society. Ricœur criticizes this statement and complements that personal memory substantially impacts the forming of collective memory. Personal and collective memory are interconnected. Gedi and Elam agree with his account but add that collective memory should be considered metaphorically. 
Assmann and Erll broaden the notion of collective memory. They acknowledge the value of considering collective memory from the point of communicative, cultural, and transcultural memories. These points highlight the moving and changing complexion of memory in modern times. Memory unites not only people but also epochs, cultures, and their heritage.
One of the parts of collective memory is remembering. Remembering is the process of recollection and commemoration the past through various material and non-material artefacts: folklore, museums, monuments, literature, etcetera. The purpose is to give the collective memory the time and space to exist and recreate itself in reality. Nora invents the concept of ‘lieux de memoire’, which is the way of intentionally representing the memory in contrast to history as a destructive factor of the memory. Another part is forgetting or, better to say, ‘collective unremembering’, which emphasise what exactly groups should remember and what they should omit. 
To conclude, collective memory is a vast concept that can be broadened and complemented by different theses and theories following the fast-changing modern world.
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