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Abstract:  

The paper seeks to suggest the negative effects that a prosumer culture will have on collective memory. By 

grounding the paper in the theoretical discussion initiated by Ritzer and Jurgenson, the paper looks at sites of 

memory and the participatory cultures enabled by Web 2.0. The main problem is that prosumption supplants 

collective memory because prosumption validates and celebrates the individual’s memory. This is a troublesome 

theory, because as we move towards a culture that seeks freedom and the erasure of authority in the online 

environment, the implications as how this will undermine collective memory are daunting, especially for 

humanists.  
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Introduction 

In Archive Fever: A Freudian Impression, Derrida suggests that the archive is a seat of power, a place 

of commandment: “the meaning of ‘archive’, its only meaning, comes to it from the Greek arkheion: 

initially a house, a domicile, an address, the residence of the superior magistrates, the archons, those 

who commanded” (2). Consequentially, 

 

The citizens who thus held and signified political power were considered to possess the right to make 

or to represent the law. On account of their publicly recognized authority, it is at their home, in that 

place which is their house… that official documents are filed… They have the power to interpret the 

archives… The dwelling, this place where they dwell permanently, makes this institutional passage 

from the private to the public (2-3). 

 
It is from here that Derrida moves towards the development of technology, and how that changes 

the archive: “what is no longer archived in the same way is no longer lived in the same way. Archivable 

meaning is also and in advance codetermined by the structure that archives” (18). Derrida not only 

recognizes the power of the archive, but that the content of an archive is dependent upon the construct 

of the archive. I begin this paper with Derrida in an attempt to connect the idea of prosumption to its 

implications on the memory of a collective. Fundamentally, many who discuss prosumption tend to 

agree that web 2.0 culture is benefiting and improving due to prosumption; however, I suggest that the 

lasting effects that prosumption will have on collective memory negate those benefits. 

 

Defining Prosumption 

Prosumption, according to Ritzer and Jurgenson, is a product of capitalist economy. They believe that 

prosumption is not a new concept, but that “recent social changes, especially those associated with the 

internet and Web 2.0… have given it even greater centrality” (14). Prosumption, as the term suggests, is 

the idea that individuals in capitalist economies are both producers and consumers. This is an interesting 

concept because in a capitalist economy, the belief is that businesses produce, and the audience 

consumes. What Ritzer and Jurgenson point out is that during the 1960s, there was a shift in the 



Jasara Hines, “Collective Memory in a Prosumer Society”.                                                                          

Cultural and Institutional Memory as (a) Means of Progress (Part I) 

 

HyperCultura, Vol 3, no 2/2014  Page 3 

 

production/consumption dichotomy. With the advent of fast food restaurants, indoor shopping malls, 

and entertainment venues like Disneyland, the consumer was exposed to numerous outlets of 

consumption and the consumer became the producer as well. They provide the example of the self-

service soda machine and gas station pump, and the way in which the fast food customer is no longer 

served by a waitress but instead has to bus his/her own table after consumption, as evidence of the 

emerging idea of prosumption. Currently, prosumption has moved to the web. On the web, 

prosumption is ubiquitous, and to a certain extent the masses who utilize the web do not even realize 

that they are ‘prosumers’. For instance, when one purchases something from Amazon.com and is asked 

to “leave feedback” and does, he has become a prosumer. Furthermore, those who use Facebook are 

prosumers on a daily basis, yet that idea is definitely not at the forefront of their minds. They use the 

social networking site as a platform to share their feelings, but it is through their usage of the site that 

Facebook continues to operate. 
Rizter and Jurgenson argue that “digital prosumption online is the emergence of what may be a new 

form of capitalism” (31), which suggests that prosumption has emerged as a force that is changing our 

traditional views of the producer/consumer binary. They cite four ways in which this change is apparent. 

First, it is the waning control of capitalists on contemporary prosumers. To illustrate this point, Ritzer 

and Jurgenson refer to the ever growing cyber-libertarian/digital socialist movement. They note that 

more than ever, “the orientation of capitalism and its goals - especially ever-increasing profits - are in 

conflict with cyber-libertarianism that remains a strong presence online on sites such as Wikipedia, 

Linux, and Creative Commons communities” (Rizter and Jurgenson 23), and it is because of this conflict 

that capitalists are experiencing opposition from collective and individual resistance to paying for 

information/services, or being asked to contribute without compensation. 

Second, the concept of exploitation is no longer applicable to prosumers as it was when referencing 

the way in which producers and consumers were exploited. They note that, “prosumers seem to enjoy, 

even love, what they are doing and are willing to devote long hours to it for no pay” (Rizter and 

Jurgenson 21-22). Even though the potential or actual profit still belongs to the corporations, many 

prosumers are using sites, contributing to sites, without being compensated, and this is not considered 

exploitive in the traditional sense. 

Third, there is a lack of “exchange of money for goods and services” in the prosumer society. This 

connects to the loss of control that capitalists are experiencing over the prosumers, as the new 

economy, which seems to be based off of the cyber-libertarian ethic, promotes open source mentality, 

which in turn “provides the ideological underpinning for the development and proliferation of non-profit 

web-browsers, operating systems, encyclopedias, and so on” (Rizter and Jurgenson 28). No longer is the 

relationship between companies and consumers one that is based on money. 

Finally, there is a movement away from the business model being based on limited supply. In the 

prosumer culture, there is rather an abundance of material. This abundance has also led to a shift away 

from efficiency, “instead of focusing on efficiency, this new capitalism is largely focused on the creation 

of effective products and services. That is, the concern is with the quality of what is produced 

irrespective of what it takes to produce products or services” (Rizter and Jurgenson 30). Here they cite 

Wikipedia as an example of a site where the system “of nearly infinite inputs” will ultimately lead to 

quality, or accuracy in this case. Obviously, these shifts suggest that prosumerism is ultimately creating a 

new economic system, or at least has the ability to force us to view the economic system differently. 

Ritzer and Jurgenson seem to suggest that prosumerism places an enormous amount of power in the 

hands of the prosumer, while removing power from the corporations. If one were to take a closer look 

at those sites that promote prosumerism, one would see that this is just an illusion. I refer to Henry 

Jenkins’ Convergence Culture as evidence of this illusion. He claims that there is a circulation of media 

content that “depends heavily on consumers’ active participation” and that “convergence represents a 
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cultural shift as consumers are encouraged to seek out new information and make connections among 

dispersed media content” (Jenkins 3). The point he makes is that consumers are being subconsciously 

led to participate in activities, sites of prosumption, et cetera, by the companies themselves. He cites 
transmedia experiences as one example of how consumers of a particular network show, extend their 

experience with the show, but in doing so they become consumers of the network. 

While Ritzer and Jurgenson are focused on the capitalist aspects of prosumption, Recuber is 

interested in how prosumption has emerged as a new form of archival creation. While both Ritzer and 

Jurgenson, and Recuber agree that the Web 2.0 did not invent prosumption, but rather allowed for 

“massive involvement in, and popularity of, many of these developments, it can be argued that it is 

currently both the most prevalent location of prosumption and its most important facilitator as a ‘means 

of prosumption’” (Ritzer and Jurgenson 20), Recuber focuses on the social, constructive aspect of 

prosumption. For Recuber the benefits of prosumption are not economic, nor do they deal with the 

liberation of knowledge/media. Instead, he focuses on how the individual can benefit from 

prosumption, mainly in the form of self-help. To help show that prosumption, because of the web, 

allows users to create sites of memory that in turn offer them platforms for therapeutic release, he 

examines two sites that offered users the ability to post content. He writes about these sites that they 

are forms “of prosumption, because the users who produce and upload content to these sites are also 

the consumers of the sites” (Recuber 533). Furthermore, these online memorials are sites of 

prosumption because they remove the power/control from the few, and place it in the hands of the 

contributors. Like Ritzer and Jurgenson, Recuber believes that the advantages of prosumerism outweigh 

the disadvantages. He notes that sites of prosumerism “create new communities…, supplement face-to-

face interaction; increase participation in voluntary organizations; and provide a more reflexive, open, 

and democratic alternative to older forms of journalism” (Recuber 534). Also, he too agrees with Ritzer 

and Jurgenson that even though these sites do not pay their contributors, the prosumer feels pleasure 

from co-creation, so that whether prosumers are exploited or not, is still open for debate. 

What is most interesting about Recuber’s implementation of the concept of prosumerism, is how he 

connects prosumerism with the online memorial. Recuber sees these sites of memorialization as places 

of “prosumption for collective memory” (535). He notes that: 

 

Traditionally, memorials have been constructed at the behest of elites, to enshrine dominant points 

of view, and to celebrate the lives and deaths of heroic individuals. The physical construction of a 

memorial frequently marks a spot in the geographical landscape as meaningful and sacred, either 

due to the lives lost there - as at the site of a famous battle - or due simply to the ability of memorial 

architecture to convey a sense of sanctity and solemnity. Such memorials have the power to sustain 

a particular interpretation of events within collective memory at least partly because of the physical 

durability of the landscape to which they are attached (Recuber 535). 

 

However, the online platforms allow for the prosumer to experience the memorial in a more 

interactive and participatory way, and the “internet generates a kind of ‘writable collective memory’, 

which captures contemporary norms and mores about a whole host of social issues” (Recuber 538). 

These sites collect, preserve, and display the memories of the masses, not the few, hence it is more of a 

collective representation of the memories associated with the event. Recuber does note many 

disadvantages to this type of memorialization, which I will return to later. 
 
Prosumerism, the MEmorial, Kool-Aid, Facebook 

Prosumerism has subconsciously infiltrated the interests of other theorists. First, Gregory Ulmer in 

his book, Electronic Monuments, notes that prosumerism, without calling it prosumerism, manifests 

itself in the MEmorial, and that this MEmorial “allows students and citizens to use the Internet as a civic 
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sphere” (xvii). The MEmorial is how the individual internalizes an event, but then responds to that event 

in an attempt to produce a “new consultancy”. The prosumer provides consultation services in the wake 

of an event/emergency, and these sites of monumentality “become a primary site of self-knowledge 

both individual and collective, and hence a site supporting a new politics and ethics, as well as a new 

dimension of education. Electronic monumentality provides the basis for a virtual public sphere capable 

of producing public policy decisions…” (Ulmer xxi). The MEmorial relies on testimony, or on ‘production’. 

Ulmer notes: “The purpose of a MEmorial is to witness and testify regarding the event of a public 

problem, to shift it from the private, individual status of one at a time, each case in isolation, to a 

cumulative public status of sacrifice on behalf of an unrepresented national value” (136). Because it is 

the individual who decides what events, topics, et cetera, need to be further addressed, the MEmorial 

has value that is user assigned. Finally, the MEmorial has a reciprocal nature in that these sites act as “a 

source for understanding contemporary values, specifically as a mode of self-knowledge, rather than 

attempting to impose on the disaster a predetermined meaning” (Ulmer 109). The MEmorialist is 

therefore contributing to a wider narrative, while moving beyond the simple “I feel”. The MEmorialist 

offers solutions to problems, he even exposes problems that the collective may not have recognized or 

considered, and thus the MEmorialist uses prosumerism as a way to promote self-interest, but also 

civics and community building. Second, Jose van Dijck, in Mediated Memories in the Digital Age, 

highlights how “media technologies and objects, 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” (2). We then use these objects of mediated memories, through prosumption, to share our 

memories. Through sharing, van Dijck argues, we actually build communal memory: 

 

While we are reinventing the tools for remembering, fantasies of digitized memories enter our 

popular culture. Technologies of self are intimately interwoven with cultural products: home movies, 

for instance, surface in Hollywood blockbusters, family albums become online multimedia 

productions, and tape collections inspire grand-scale schemes of music swapping (51). 

 

How these items become “online multimedia productions” is through prosumption. We use social 

media sites to upload our memories, and in doing so, we entice others to share in our memories. One 

example van Dijck provides to illustrate this point is the Lifelog. He notes that, through these online 

diaries, which are a mediation of the paper, lock and key diary, “teenagers not only express themselves 

but also create a communal sense of values and thoughts deemed worthy of sharing” (van Dijck 70). 

These prompt further prosumption, as “online posts may be read and responded to by immediate 

friends and relatives, and they may also invoke reciprocity from complete strangers, adding another 

dimension to the small world of immediate peers” (van Dijck 71). Finally he notes that these “bloggers 

are retooling the current practice of diary writing, meanwhile creating new types of mental scripts, 

cultural knowledge, and social interaction with their tools. The reciprocity inherent in networked 

systems points at a profound reorganization in social consciousness” (van Dijck 75). In effect, van Dijck 

believes that new media, aided by prosumption, will engender new types of memory which is, in turn, 

beneficial to society. Despite all the positives associated with prosumption, one must consider what 

prosumption means for the future of collective memory, and whether some of these sites prescribed by 

the aforementioned theorists are actually effective and efficient vehicles for the collective memory in 

the digital age. 
My theory about prosumption and collective memory is grounded in the potential problems that can 

ensue when prosumption is mixed with memorialization. To begin with, I want to address the concept of 

groups in terms of prosumption and collective memory, before addressing memorialization because, in 
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the digital age, groups are both formed by and form memorials, especially digital ones. In On Collective 

Memory, Halbwachs notes that: 

 

What makes recent memories hang together is not that they are contiguous in time: it is rather that 

they are part of a totality of thoughts common to a group, the group of people with whom we have a 

relation at this moment, or with whom we have had relation on the previous days. To recall them it 

is hence sufficient that we place ourselves in the perspective of this group, that we adopt its 

interests and follow the slant of its reflections. Exactly the same process occurs when we attempt to 

localize older memories, we have to place them within a totality of memories common to other 

groups, groups that are narrower and more lasting… It is not because memories resemble each other 

that several can be called to mind at the same time. It is rather because the same group is interested 

in them and is able to call them to mind at the same time that they resemble each other… just as 

people are members of many different groups at the same time, so the memory of the same fact can 

be placed within many frameworks, which result from distinct collective memories (52). 

 

Here, it would make sense that prosumption would create such a group, such a framework that 

would promote collective memories; however, if we look at the potential of prosumption to remove 

commonality from groups, then one can conclude that memories would be eradicated. Yes, I admit that 

many social media sites require users to “choose their friends” and thus groups are user oriented, and 

thus would-be groups which Halbwachs would say would be interested in common memories. However, 

more and more online sites of memorialization consist of groups of people who are not connected to 

each other, but rather to the event at large. Though being connected to the event would suggest that 

memories would be in common to the group, Recuber shows through his examination of two different 

sites of memorialization that the memories held by these members of the group, or frameworks, are 

actually less unified and fragmented, rather than collective in nature. As Recuber notes, because these 

sites focus on therapeutic ends rather than on truly recording memories for historical significance, the 

sites often consist of messages that described “what it was like to experience the loss of a loved one, or 

commemorated aspects of a particular victim’s personality” (539), rather than messages about the 

event itself. The purpose of collective memory is to maintain these events, which in turn become 

commonplaces in our society that rhetoricians can then implement.  

Furthermore, as sites of memorialization become sites of prosumption, there is a loss of authority. 

Though some posit that this is a benefit of prosumer society, I disagree. Not only is the concept of the 

monument destroyed, but the ability of the monument to record historical facts is also lost. Traditional 

monuments are authoritative in nature. Timothy Recuber writes that:   

 

Traditionally, memorials have been constructed at the behest of elites, to enshrine dominant points 

of view, and to celebrate the lives and deaths of heroic individuals. The physical construction of a 

memorial frequently marks a spot in the geographical landscape as meaningful and sacred, either 

due to the lives lost there - as at the site of a famous battle - or due simply to the ability of memorial 

architecture to convey a sense of sanctity and solemnity. Such memorials have the power to sustain 

a particular interpretation of events within collective memory at least partly because of the physical 

durability of the landscape to which they are attached (535). 

 

Though Recuber notes the concept of the physicality of the monument and its impact on collective 

memory, the point that he makes about who builds these monuments and the idea that the monuments 

are able to immortalize “a particular interpretation of events” is what is of ‘grave import’. The 

implications of this fact are clear: one monument, one perspective. However, this may not always be a 

bad thing. Authority usually denotes competence, knowledge, and acceptance. Authority is much more 

beneficial than misinformation/misrepresentation. Before a monument is erected, a committee usually 
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presides over the purpose of the monument and the design. The discussion usually entails questions 

about longevity and the public reception and points of view. Though the public has little input in the 

planning stages of the monument, they are considered, which ultimately suggests that the public’s 

interaction with the monument is a major area of discussion, and the public’s interaction with the 

monument and the longevity of the monument are linked. Because part of the appeal of the monument 

is the location, visitation, or rather accessibility to and within the location is also a characteristic that 

must be considered when building a monument. I think that this fact speaks volumes for the illusionary 

belief that the web memorial offers more interaction for a wider group of individuals than the physical 

monument does: the physical monument is more interested in public reception, while the web 

monument is not. This I believe also suggests a reinforcement of collective memory, as the event itself, 

and the community’s interaction with the event is at the forefront of the planning stages of the 

monument, while it is not in the web memorial.  

It is true that through the use of the virtual landscape, individuals are able to erect virtual 

monuments or memorials in response to events that have transpired within a community. Some of the 

first examples of these virtual monuments appeared after the 9/11 tragedy. As Recuber notes in his 

essay, “A wide variety of websites exist today that are devoted to the exercise of collective memory and 

the creation of memorials devoted to tragic or catastrophic events” (532). There are sites that 

commemorate the victims of hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the victims of shootings such as Virginia Tech 

and Columbine High, and of course 9/11. Recuber notes that the exigence behind many of these sites is 

that those who establish such sites are seeking a therapeutic effect. While the traditional monument or 

memorial is established as solely for didactic purposes, the virtual memorial is now more personal and 

hence individuals can experience a catharsis of their emotions while passing on information or 

perspectives of the event or person for which the virtual site has been established. Because of this, the 

 

digital memory banks and online archives sidestep some of the political questions about the 

representation of disasters within collective memory. Traditionally, archives and other repositories 

of collective memory in physical space have had to decide what documents and artifacts were worth 

storing and what ones they did not have room for, as well as how to display the artifacts they did 

collect. These decisions were necessarily political, and frequently elicited objections (Recuber 544). 

 

And the sites that he viewed were able to include everything that was uploaded to it. Despite the 

appeal of this, especially when we consider Ritzer and Jurgenson’s ideas about cyber-libertarianism, a 

site that includes personal reactions to an event, where those reactions are mainly focused on an 

individual, negates the purpose of a memorial and thus removes the collective memory. As Halbwachs 

writes, 

 

it is necessary to show, besides, that the collective frameworks of memory are not constructed after 

the fact, by the combination of individual recollections; nor are they empty forms where 

recollections coming from elsewhere would insert themselves. Collective frameworks are, to the 

contrary, precisely the instruments used by the collective memory to reconstruct an image of the 

past which is in accord, in each epoch, with the predominant thoughts of the society (40). 

 

As you can see, a memorial constructed with an individual’s memories would not equate to a 

collective framework, and as Halbwachs posits here, without a collective framework there is no 

collective memory. Though I do believe that it is important to share one’s experiences, one has to admit 

that throughout Recuber’s essay, he repeatedly states that the contributions to the 9/11 digital archive 

do not fit the parameters of a contribution to a collective’s memory. Ultimately, the experiences that 

are posted to this site are un-relatable to the masses, and despite the fact that these posts belong to 
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prosumers who lost someone in the 9/11 attacks, other individuals who read these posts are not fully 

able to connect with the authors or with their experience, because they did not know these people, or 

they did not lose anyone in the attacks. Furthermore, someone who was not privy to the 9/11 event 

because they were either not born, or the event happened when they were too young to comprehend 

what was taking place, would not truly understand the severity of the situation if all the posts they read 

focused on commemorating a person rather than an event. Part of the appeal of collective memory is 

that the event is internalized by the members of the collective, and can be passed on to new members. I 

suggest that one recognize that this site is not an ample framework for collective memory. Frameworks 

enable individuals to work with the memory: to locate oneself through it, to retrieve it, to share it, to 

build upon it. As it is, this site of memory cannot fully facilitate that, because it lies in the realm of 

subjectivity and not collectivity. To further illustrate my point, I will point towards Rebecca Moore’s 

essay, “Drinking the Kool-Aid: The Cultural Transformation of a Tragedy”. In this essay, she seeks to 

explain how the expression “drinking the Kool-Aid” has been transformed through cultural amnesia. She 

notes that for many the referent for this idiom, the Jonestown tragedy, has long disappeared, which is 

an example of cultural amnesia. Moore writes: “according to Mieke Bal, cultural memory signifies that 

memory can be understood as a cultural phenomenon as well as an individual or social one” (94). I do 

not ignore the insertion of the word individual; however, one must not ignore the rest of the argument 

either. It is logical to suggest that the 9/11 digital archive, as a site of prosumption, is an ineffective 

vehicle for collective memory because the site does not allow for the memory of 9/11 to be fully 

understood on a social level, due to the extreme subjective nature of the content of the post. In addition 

to posts, among the pictures that are included in the archive are pictures of those who died as a result 

of 9/11. These photographs were added to this site by various relatives of the deceased. Once again, 

photographs of specific people, photographs that do not contain images of 9/11, as some of these 

photographs of the deceased were taken before 9/11, are also dissociated from the actual event and 

therefore do not fully embody the memory of 9/11. I propose that because virtual memorial sites allow 

for such levels of subjectivity, that the reference point, which is 9/11, will soon be lost for future 

generations. Using Moore’s Kool-Aid example, this would be an example of dissociative amnesia, as the 

photographs and the subjective story are not explicitly tied to the actual crashing of the planes into the 

World Trade Center buildings. Among the characteristics which are considered when building a 

monument is the monument’s ability to promote the memory of the event, not necessarily of those who 

were affected by it, or the effect it produced, but the event itself. This is an important idea to consider 

because as time progresses, more and more individuals will be further removed from the event. Virtual 

monuments, if the links to such sites remain in operation, will be available for as long as the internet is 

available, however, will the memory of the event be relevant? 

Stavros Kammas sees mobile technology as the next wave of documenting cultural heritage. He 

writes: 

 

we have seen that memory is not just remembering the past but it is strongly connected with 

physical artefacts, places and social interaction. Memory, for example, can be contained in objects, 

buildings, images, sounds, tastes, smells, narrations, texts. Since the challenge about memorizing an 

absent past is the reproduction of it, a solution would be the reconstruction through the valid 

combination of various artefact types that would create a collective nostalgia through a grounding 

process (Kammas 9-10). 

 

He believes the mobile technology that supports the grounding process is the key to maintaining 

memory. He suggests that social networking is necessary to facilitate and disseminate cultural memory 

because it “is a result of social interaction” (Kammas 10). I agree with this statement. However, as many 

have witnessed first-hand, social interaction through social networking sites like Facebook, has actually 
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promoted individualized memories instead of collective ones. More than that, even Facebook is a 

platform that is being used to promote reactions to events, rather than a place to record the actual 

events, or sequence of events. Facebook is yet another site of prosumption that is clearly ineffective as a 

vehicle of collective memory, because it supplants the collective in lieu of the individual. As society 

moves towards a prosumer culture, it seems that the concept of collective memory is being replaced by 

that of individual/personal cultural memory. 

 

Conclusions 

Van Dijck defines “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 of others and to their 

surroundings, situating themselves in time and place” (6). This is nothing to dismiss, and I see the 

importance of personal cultural memory. However, collective memory is important for more than just a 

community’s ability to remember the events that have shaped their lives. Collective memory is an 

important teaching and rhetorical tool. As I have argued elsewhere, collective memories are like 

commonplaces, and commonplaces infuse argument. Without access to collective memory, it is a logical 

step to suggest that rhetors and teachers alike will have little to draw upon when trying to assist with 

explanation of ideas and concepts. This may seem like a huge leap, not to mention very pessimistic; 

however, as a teacher I have seen it firsthand. What does seem like the most efficient vehicle of 

collective memory, and one positive implication of the Web 2.0 prosumer culture for collective memory 

is Ulmer’s MEmorial. The way in which the MEmorial uses rhetoric and electronic composition to 

promote public problem solving, is the best example of how prosumption can indeed utilize collective 

memory, create a framework for it, and then promote it. Its rhizomatic nature allows for readers to 

enter the MEmorial from multiple angles, while maintaining the collective identity: “the terms 

(monument, archive …) apply to the collective as well as to the individual versions: the citizens find their 

missing chapter precisely in the collective, extant, external records of the civilization” (Ulmer 14). The 

manner in which the MEmorial can act as a framework for collective memory, through using it as a 

mode of invention, while maintaining it and allowing for presumption, is the silver lining. 

Yes, much of this was speculative, as there is really no evidence to refute or support my assertions 

that prosumerism is harming the future of collective memory, but I think that there are logical 

conclusions that can be drawn from existing material that has been published by the theorists I have 

mentioned here. From what I can ascertain, collective memory is continuously being supplanted by 

individual memory and a logical deduction to make is that as a result of this, collective memory will 

wane. What I believe needs to happen, is that composition and rhetoric courses need to begin to shift 

the focus of the course to one that implements collective memory as tool of invention. 
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