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We do know that the media do not transport public memory innocently. They shape 
it in their very structure and form. 
(Huyssen, 2003, p. 20)

The previous chapter conceptualized memory work as the engagement with the past 
through and by specific practices, technologies, and cultural forms. This chapter expands 
this conceptualization by scrutinizing the role of media in memory work. Media are seen 
here as our primary, material technologies of communication. They enable and shape spe-
cific practices and produce particular cultural forms. Technology in this sense is regarded 
in terms of usage and practice, not as something static. Technologies are supportive but 
also adaptive; they can be strategically used to certain ends and play an active role in 
the recording of the present and the reconstruction of the past. Therefore, media can be 
described as technologies of memory with particular characteristics that enable, shape, 
and restrict memory work, yet are themselves altered through their use. 

Technologies, however, are never “merely” material instruments. They are supported 
and produced within industries, have an institutional basis, and are surrounded by par-
ticular discourses. A vast range of norms, values, and social practices are connected to 
technologies: they have a social and cultural status and reputation. This is especially true 
for the technologies we call media. Media, while technologies, are also organizations that 
help construct reality by representing it. Moreover, they exert influence over other social 
institutions, ranging from politics to sports, and they shape practices of everyday life. This 
makes media powerful actors in the ways in which societies are organized and cultures 
operate.    

Following this line of thinking, media not just contain or transfer our past but actively 
shape it. For one, media may create the sense of a shared past. They also allow individuals 
to share past experiences with others. In both cases, they help carry particular experience 
and knowledge of the past into the present and future. In other words, media are technolo-
gies of memory (Huyssen, 2003; Van House & Churchill, 2008; Sturken, 2008), an idea that 
will be developed in the first section of this chapter. The second section introduces the 
panoramic theory of mediatization, a highly debated term that, described simply, aims 
to fathom the consequences of the increasing pervasiveness and infiltration of media 
in everyday life and other social institutions. The question that this sections sets out to 
answer is how mediatization theory can help us make sense of contemporary memory 
work. The third section peruses the notion of ecology, both in discussions of media and 
memory. An ecological approach to media and memory may be helpful in studying their 
relationship after what Hoskins (2011a, 2011c) has called “the connective turn,” the shift 
towards mobile, participatory, and personal media that foster and monetize connectivity 
(Van Dijck, 2013). The chapter thus moves from theories pertaining to broadcast media to 
those relating to digital platforms. However, the chapter attempts to show continuity next 
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to emergence. Indeed, as Gitelman (2008) has shown, new media are never truly new, nor 
is the memory work associated with them. 

Media as Technologies of Memory
One way we can think of media is as the technological means that enable, facilitate, dis-
seminate, and preserve communicative forms and symbolic content. Communication 
here is seen as the foundation of culture and society. It is the process that is the basis of 
all socialization and the social construction of reality (cf. Williams 1958, 1981). Media as 
carriers and enablers of communicative forms and content are therefore essential in the 
meaning-making process. Their disseminative quality supports communication within and 
beyond groups and helps create new ones. Media are both material technologies—such 
as video cameras, books, or phones—and social organizations and they idiosyncratically 
support and shape particular kinds of communication within different social settings. Fur-
thermore, this section argues, they can be active agents in the shaping of memory work 
as technologies of memory: “what is remembered individually and collectively depends in 
part on technologies of memory and the associated socio-technical practices, which are 
changing radically” (Van House and Churchill, 2008, p. 296). 

What should not be forgotten, however, is that media are not just vessels that carry 
memories. Even “memories” captured by recording media are actively given meaning and 
negotiated by its consumers. Moreover, writes Marita Sturken (1997), following Foucault, 
“technologies are social practices that are inevitably implicated in power dynamics” (p. 
10). Certain versions of the past are more powerfully communicated by these technologies 
than others and might have higher cultural credence. Sturken eminently demonstrates 
how cultural objects—which she calls technologies of memory—can be appropriated for 
mnemonic means. These can be as far-ranging as memorials, souvenirs, ribbons, televi-
sion images, or the body itself. Especially in today’s visual culture, memory is “produced 
by and through images,” which are highly mobile and changeable technologies of memory 
(Sturken, 1997, p. 11). In short, technologies of memory mediate the past and are part of 
it. They are not mere carriers or represent stable visions of the past: they are actively used 
and renegotiated in the present. The technologies we call media are specifically designed 
to transfer cultural and communicative forms and content in time and space, which makes 
them highly viable as technologies of memory.

This latter thought can be unpacked further. Garde-Hansen (2009) argues that to regard 
media as technologies of memory is to acknowledge that media produce archives, are 
technical archiving tools, are “self-archiving” phenomena, and are creative archives for re-
mixing (p. 72). First, media can be institutionalized and professional producers of memory. 
As such, media organizations produce and select from an archive representing historical 
and subjective knowledge of a certain topic. Second, media can be seen as the technical 
means that capture a present that will be a past at some point in time. They are the mate-
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rial dimension of memory, ranging from cave paintings to IPhones. Third, media can be 
self-archiving and self-referential: “they use themselves to remember themselves” (Garde-
Hansen, 2009, p. 72). Fourth, they provide the resources, both technically and discursively, 
for creative remixing. These can be scrapbooks, photo albums, or mash-ups on YouTube. 
In all these dimensions media technically mediate the past; they come in between sender 
and receiver and, consequently, shape, and add to the communicative act.  

Media organizations and producers may select from and present the past in certain ways. 
This process of selection is highly political since it involves deciding what is important and 
relevant in terms of the present: 

With little adaptation, it seems fair to suggest that struggles over power in social 
groups often are waged under the sign of memory—what the group will choose to 
remember, how it will be valued, and what will be forgotten, neglected, or devalued 
in the process. (Blair, 2006, p. 57)

This memory work performed by media has been studied extensively in relation to histori-
cal atrocities. Scholars have especially focused on media’s memory work pertaining to the 
Holocaust, instigated by the numerous re-presentations of it since the 1970s. Before, dur-
ing and after the appearance of landmark productions such as the TV miniseries Holocaust 
(1979), the documentary Shoah (1985), and the film Schindler’s List (1993) intense debates 
over the question how to represent the unrepresentable were held.13 Also, it has been ar-
gued that the period right after the War was a period of forgetting, resentment, repression, 
latency, trauma and looking towards the future (Bauman, 2000; Améry, 1986; Novick, 2000). 
Marianne Hirsch (1996) argues that, in the case of memories of the Holocaust, people who 
live in a world dominated by the traumatic histories of the time before they were born 
are inspired to “secondary, or second-generation, memory, ‘postmemory’” (p. 662). In 
somewhat similar vein, Alison Landsberg (2004) demonstrates that certain versions of the 
past represented in film and television can act as “prosthetic” memories which replace 
or alter personal memories of events or create a sense of having experienced them and, 
consequently, can lead to better understanding of, for example, Holocaust survivors and 
the families of the victims (pp. 111-156). 

As Hirsch (1996) and Landsberg (2004) show, media possess the ability to influence per-
ceptions of reality, feelings of lived experience, and senses of authentic memory. Television, 
cinema, newspapers, and other media of mass communication continuously represent the 
past and present in different—and also often remarkably homogenous—ways and thereby 
alter accounts and experience of events in time, whether they are personal or public, hap-

13 This issue has been addressed throughout the literature on the topic. A good starting point might be Miriam 
Bratu Hansen’s essay Schindler’s List is not Shoah: The Second Commandment, Popular Modernism and Pub-
lic Memory.
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pened in a distant past or just now. People can be “haunted by the traumas that others 
have experienced” (Kammen, 1995, p. 259). Hirsch’s term postmemory and Landsberg’s 
idea of prosthetic memories can help explain how “deep memory,” as opposed to “ordi-
nary memory,” can be instilled in people who did not live through or directly experienced 
a critical incident and this memory cannot be detached from a sense of self and belonging 
(Langer, 1991). Ideas like these are powerfully explanatory in the discussion of individual 
agency in memory work: media, as technologies of memory, allow individuals to connect 
and relate their experience and knowledge of the past to mediated re-presentations, or 
may share and spread this by means of media. 

Important media events have provided ample material for research into the dynamics 
of memory in the late twentieth and early twenty-first century. They can prompt so-called 
“flashbulb memories,” a concept drawn from psychology (Finkenauer, et al., 1997). As 
Brown and Kulik write in 1977: 

Flashbulb Memories are memories for the circumstances in which one first learned 
of a very surprising and consequential (or emotionally arousing) event. Hearing the 
news that President John Kennedy had been shot is the prototype case. Almost 
everyone can remember, with an almost perceptual clarity, where he was when 
he heard, what he was doing at the time, who told him, what was the immediate 
aftermath, how he felt about it, and also one or more totally idiosyncratic and often 
trivial concomitants. (p. 73)

From the 1990s onward, many studies have focused on the role of important media events 
in public memory. For example, Michael Schudson (1992) has investigated the shape, 
place and function of the Watergate scandal in American memory; Barbie Zelizer (1992), 
as examined memory work in relation to the televised and heavily covered Kennedy assas-
sination. Because its brutal yet distant reality is very easily disrupted and altered, war has 
provided inspiration for many studies into memory and its relation to media. For example, 
Arthur Neal (1998) interpreted war and other national events and its impact on society 
through the concept of national trauma; Sturken (1997) demonstrated how personal and 
mediated collective memories of the Vietnam and Gulf Wars proliferate in commemorative 
spaces and mediated texts; Maltby and Keeble (2007) devote a chapter of their book to the 
processes of remembering and forgetting war; and Hoskins (2004) argued that a collapse 
of memory has occurred which can be demonstrated by the examples of the Gulf War, 9/11, 
and the 2003 Iraq War and, together with Ben O’Loughlin (2010), that war, like the memory 
thereof, is currently diffuse. 

A recent reconceptualization of the relationship between media and memory comes 
from Neiger et al. (2011). These authors define “media memory” which suggests a three-
way exploration of media: as producers of memory, as tools to produce memory, and as 
historical objects of study and critique in memory studies. Through these different angles, 
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media can be seen as memory agents (how is the past shaped by different media?), operat-
ing within certain social and cultural settings (how do specific social, historical and politi-
cal circumstances shape media memory and vice versa?) that change over time (Neiger et 
al., 2011, p. 2). 

Of course, the specific ontologies and epistemologies of different media at different 
moments in time must be taken into account in these modes of analysis. Radio’s role and 
impact as a technology of memory today is not what it was 60 years ago and comparing 
a news website on the same scale, in terms of material and social conditions of memory 
work, with a pamphlet distributed in the 18th century glosses over the specificities of 
historical context. Like there is no such thing as the media, there is no such thing as a 
media memory. However, “there can be no ‘collective memory’ without public articula-
tion” (Neiger et al., 2011, p. 3). The understanding of the past that flows out of the (public) 
interaction between producers and users and, increasingly so, “prosumers” (Bruns, 2009) 
of media memory, should be seen, it is argued in this dissertation, within the broader ma-
terial and social networks of symbolic creation and interaction. Technologies of memory 
and memory work, in whatever forms, never emerge in isolation, but are conditioned by 
their time and place, which are, increasingly, pervaded with media. This requires theories 
that help explain the contemporary context in which memory work takes place. One such 
theory is mediatization.

The Mediatization of Memory?
When memory work increasingly involves media, can we speak of the mediatization of 
memory? Mediatization14 is a highly debated term within contemporary media studies. So-
cial psychologist and media scholar Sonia Livingstone (2009b, p. x) describes the phenom-
enon as follows: “‘Mediatization’ refers to the meta process by which everyday practices 
and social relations are historically shaped by mediating technologies and media orga-
nizations.” Mediatization can therefore be seen as a panoramic, sensitizing concept that 
attempts to grasp the role of media in shaping social processes and institutions. Using the 
example of the most important institutions in the process of socialization of young people, 
Friedrich Krotz (2009, p. 21-22) shows that over the last thirty years the family, peer group, 
and school have come to involve media up until the point that “we should speak now of 
new mediatized forms of socialization and growing up in or into a mediatized society.” 

Indeed, at least in modern, ‘Western’ societies many areas of social life are permeated 
by media. In such societies, reality is increasingly constructed in the media and through 
the use of media. Moreover, many aspects of our culture and society involve media—rang-

14 In the original sense, the term mediatization was used by Fredric Jameson (1991), who wrote of a “process 
whereby the traditional fine arts are mediatized: that is, they now come to consciousness of themselves as 
various media within a mediatic system in which their own internal production also constitutes a symbolic 
message and the taking of a position on the status of the medium in question” (p. 162).
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ing from our love lives to religion. This is not to say that the social shaping of reality is 
determined by media, but rather that they ‘set the stage’ for communicative interaction. 
Mediatization theory holds that practices, institutions, work, group formation, socializa-
tion itself have come to involve media and that they leave their marks on these aspects of 
everyday life (Krotz, 2009, p. 24). 

 Mediatization is commonly regarded (cf. Altheide & Snow, 1979) to be “a distinctive 
and consistent transformation that […] can be understood properly only if seen as part 
of a wider transformation of social and cultural life through media operating from a single 
source and in a common direction, a transformation of society by media, a ‘media logic’” 
(Couldry, 2008, p. 376). However, as media sociologist Nick Couldry (2008) argues, the influ-
ences of media on (the institutions of) daily life are too intricate, various and complex to 
reduce to a single language or logos, “as if they all operated in one dimension, at the same 
speed, through a parallel mechanism and according to the same calculus of probability” 
(2008, p. 378). This highlights the problem of the term: it covers too many transformations 
and is too heterogeneous to fully account for media influence on social organization, the 
practice of everyday life and communicative (inter)action. 

In his Cultures of Mediatization media scholar Andreas Hepp (2013) brings together 
insights from various studies into media and society in order to elaborate on the phrase 
“media cultures.” He argues that much of the work done in cultural and media theory 
makes simultaneously too grand and too poor claims about the role of media in daily life 
today. Hepp (2013) defines media cultures as “those cultures whose primary resources are 
mediated by technological means of communication, and in this process are ‘moulded’ in 
various ways that must be carefully specified” (p. 5). Avoiding extremes and simplifications, 
Hepp argues that these cultures are “omnipresent, but not a mass culture,” “marked by 
a medium, but not dominated by one media,” “constitutive of reality, but no integrative 
programme,” and “technologized, but not a cyberculture” (pp. 8-28). Consequently, media 
cultures are not simply standardized and mass produced, but openly contested, contra-
dicted, and negotiated (p. 11). They are not confined and guided by the dominance of one 
medium, but rather produced through multiple forms (pp. 16-17). Such cultures do not 
simply distort our perception of reality or have an effect on behavior (as in media effects 
research), but rather house many contradictory and dysfunctional elements that confuse 
a one-directional process of socialization (pp. 22-23). Lastly, contemporary media cultures 
are not digital utopia achieved, nor are they left unaffected by the influence of digital or 
internet culture; rather, the influence of networked media and life on screen should not be 
overestimated nor underrated in research into contemporary media cultures (p. 28).    

Hepp (2013), together with many authors writing about mediatization, quotes Thomp-
son’s seminal work The Media and Modernity (1995):
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By virtue of a series of technical innovations associated with printing and, sub-
sequently, with the electrical codification of information, symbolic forms were 
produced, reproduced and circulated on a scale that was unprecedented. Patterns 
of communication and interaction began to change in profound and irreversible 
ways. These changes, which comprise what can loosely be called the ‘mediazation 
of culture’, had a clear institutional basis: namely, the development of media orga-
nizations, which first appeared in the second half of the fifteenth century and have 
expanded their activities ever since. (p. 46, emphasis mine). 

Thompson shows that technological innovations in media provide the means for the 
distribution and dissemination of (locally) produced symbolic forms—whether they are 
language, ways of dress, norms and values, etc.—to a wide and broad audience. In similar 
vein, Hjarvard (2008) contends that “once an abstraction, community has, thanks to media, 
become concrete experience” (p. 128). Hjarvard elaborates on the “common experiential 
frame of reference” that is created by media, meaning that mass communicated messages 
enable individuals to experience the world from perspectives that are not necessarily con-
nected to his or her subjective time and space.15 Moreover, as Nick Couldry (2003) argues, 
media provide ideologically infused categorical lenses through which people view the 
world (p. 29). This process, which Thompson calls mediazation and Hepp mediatization, 
appears in historical waves, is not historically specific to the digital age, and transforms 
not just media, but also the symbolic forms and ways of communication attached to them 
(Hepp, 2013, p. 31). Fundamentally, the study of mediatization is about the “theorization of 
a highly complex communicative relationship between actors standing one with another 
in direct communication, which relationship then alters when media become part of this 
mediation process” (Hepp, 2013, p. 34).

This latter point shows that mediatization is a conceptual troublemaker; where does 
mediation stop and where does mediatization begin? Mediatization and mediation do not 
describe the same thing. Both concepts can simultaneously exist, as Hepp (2013) writes:

While mediation is suited to describing the general characteristics of any process 
of media communication, mediatization describes and theorizes something rather 
different, something that is based on the mediation of media communication: 
mediatization seeks to capture the nature of the interrelationship between histori-
cal changes in media communication and other transformational processes. (p. 38, 
emphasis in original)

15 This has been part of the general “dissembedding” of social structures that is one aspect of modernity, as 
theorized by Anthony Giddens in The Consequences of Modernity.
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This distinction between the different processes both concepts try to cover is also ex-
pressed by Stig Hjarvard (2012): 

Mediation denotes the concrete act of communication by means of a medium and 
the choice of medium may influence both the content of communication and the 
relationship between sender and receiver. The process of mediation itself, however, 
usually does not change culture and society. By contrast, mediatization refers to 
a more long-lasting cultural and social transformation, whereby society’s institu-
tions and modes of interaction are changed as a consequence of the growth of the 
media’s influence. In short, mediation is about communication and interaction 
through a medium, mediatization is about the role of media in cultural and social 
change. (p. 32)

Mediatization, in Hjarvard’s sense, is a “new social condition” in which media form an in-
stitution on their own and simultaneously affect social institutions (or ‘fields’ in Bourdieu’s 
sense) through medium-specific features and power dynamics (Hjarvard, 2008, p. 105). For 
example, media may today partly set the political agenda or politicians take into account 
the modus operandi of media, ranging from emphasizing their personal lives to anticipating 
deadlines and the news cycle (Hjarvard, 2013, pp. 43-44). Media have become so ingrained 
in the daily lives of people that they cannot be seen as located outside other cultural and 
social institutions; they are not separate but integral to cultural and social life. 

Hjarvard (2008) calls for an empirical and concrete analytical application of the theory 
of mediatization in specific cases that clearly demonstrates how “various institutions” and 
“spheres of human activity” are affected by this process (p. 113). The “media logic” that is 
applied in interaction and communication between people in diverse situations—whether 
these are institutional or personal—guides the sender, shapes the content, and directs the 
receiver of messages in whatever form.16 However, the term media logic might mislead-
ingly be seen as “a unitary logic ‘behind’ the media” (Hepp, 2013, p. 45). Moreover, the 
phrase suggests a uniform and “specifically institutionalized social system charged with 
the function of public communication” (Hepp, 2013, p. 45). 

To counter this problem, Hjarvard (2008) comes up with two modes of mediatization, 
direct and indirect. Both forms play a role in the media logic that permeates other social 
fields than the media (p. 114). For example, a game of chess is directly mediatized when it 
is played on a computer rather than a chess board. The rules of the game stays the same, 
but a whole range of new options open up: the game can be played with an opponent 
from a distance, the game can be played against a computer, and matches can be saved. 

16 As Hjarvard duly notes, mediatization is mostly a process that appears in highly industrialized, modern, and 
chiefly western societies. However, it has a global outreach that rapidly spreads via worldwide communica-
tion networks and a global media culture. In this sense, mediatization is related to globalization (Hjarvard, 
2008, p. 113)
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This, in turn shapes new practices and experiences of playing chess. When other institu-
tions, such as sports of politics, play according to the rules of the media, they are indirectly 
mediatized. Hjarvard’s uses the example of eating a burger at Burger King or McDonald’s. 
A visit to these fast-food restaurants does not only consuming a burger but also consum-
ing media: “the cultural context surrounding the burger, much of the attraction of visiting 
the restaurant, and so forth have to do with the presence of media, in both symbolic and 
economic terms,” writes Hjarvard (2008, p. 114). Hjarvard approaches media as producing 
effects in social spheres, thus explaining what is meant by the term media logic. Addition-
ally, mediatization is described as being embedded within the particular contemporary 
historical conditions of this day and age: media today form an autonomous institution 
that is interconnected to other institutions and exert power in this relation (Hjarvard, 2008, 
p. 110). Seen in this light, it makes sense to talk about media as a social institution whose 
logic steers other domains of social life in particular ways, yet research needs to specify 
and unpack what this logic entails. 

Media theorist Mark Deuze (2012) goes beyond Hjarvard’s, Hepp’s and Couldry’s theoreti-
cal exploration of mediatization: “If anything, today the uses and appropriations of media 
can be seen as fused with everything people do, everywhere people are, everyone people 
aspire to be” (p. x). Deuze does not argue that media guide our every step—that would 
be technological determinism—or that humans are today left unaffected by the natural 
realities of the body and the environment. Rather, he proposes that media have become 
an integral part of the practices and perceptions of everyday life. At least in urban settings 
around the world, screens surround us and communication devices are carried around 
intimately. However, to live in media suggests more than “just” watching hours of televi-
sion, spending years of a lifetime texting, messaging, and phoning. The phrase suggests 
that it redefines our very look on the world and every act and interaction. In other words, 
we “are always already tied up in media” (Deuze, 2012, p. 5). Deuze’s work assumes or takes 
for granted a society in media, whereas the primary concern of mediatization theory is how 
it is getting there or has gotten there. 

What usage of mediatization is most appropriate for the argument here and why should 
it play a role in the discussion of memory work in the digital age? Most authors writing on 
the term see mediatization as a metaprocess. The term, then, fits in a line of conceptual 
constructions such as individualization, globalization, and commercialization (Hepp, 2013, 
p. 47). These concepts are not readily measurable, but help the researcher to generalize 
processes. A theory of mediatization, therefore, is not empirically verifiable in its entirety, 
yet it tries to provide a general theoretical construction that rests in part on empirical 
findings (Hepp, 2013, p. 49). Flowing out of this is the idea that mediatization is not just 
an academic concept but also something that is experienced (through practice) in daily 
life, both on the level of institutions as in the individual. Being a “panorama of a sustained 
metaprocess of change,” mediatization requires empirical investigation in specific settings 
and of specific media in use (Hepp 69).
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Although the debate on mediatization is still very much open-ended, a number of 
conclusions can be drawn from the literature. For one, mediatization describes the his-
torical process of how media increasingly set the parameters of communication, enable 
particular forms of communication, and create possible spaces of communicative interac-
tion. As a result, they shape (in medium-specific ways) the social institutions that rely on 
communicative interaction, ranging from politics to religion, leisure to work. Furthermore, 
our everyday lives have come to involve not only more media, but also those media have 
shaped our practices in it. Mediatization can be properly studied on precisely this level, 
because practice is the bridge between individual agency and social structure (see chapter 
3). At the same time, we should not forget that we shape the tools that shape us. In other 
words, while we practice media we shape media as much as media shape our practice.

What does the theory of mediatization bring to the study of memory? As was argued 
earlier, memory is distributed, articulated, expressed, externalized, or mediated by and 
through technologies. It is part of a process of communicative interaction, which is, in es-
sence, social. Memory is always worked, under construction in the present. Moreover, the 
same process operates vice versa as well: externalized, mediated memory finds its way to 
the internal worlds of its recipients. Here, we may talk about the mediatization of memory, 
a process in which the technological, institutional, and organizational aspects of media 
shape knowledge of the present and past in particular ways. This goes beyond mediation, 
not only because technical and institutional media are central to this process (and not 
“mere” face-to-face communication) but also because it can alter, affect or even replace 
experienced reality (cf. Landsberg’s prosthetic memory). 

Researching memory work in mediatized culture and society requires researchers to un-
pack the procedural logics of media. How do both their specific technological design and 
their reputations as institutions enable, shape, and restrict memory work? In other words, 
what happens to our pasts when media pervade personal, everyday life and, simultane-
ously, as social institutions, powerfully interact with other fields of cultural production? 
Memory work has always been involved a process of mediation in order to be publicly 
expressed or socially transmitted. However, the mediatization of memory goes beyond the 
“mere” transmittance of a message through a medium. Certain memory schemata guide 
reconstructions of the past and these are “at the very least informed by the mass media 
who themselves build up repertoires of images and narratives” (Hoskins, 2009c, p. 38). On 
an instrumental and functional level, technical media afford, enable and allow specific 
types of memory work: a monument communicates the past differently than a historical 
documentary. Hence, to combine the theory of mediatization with the theory of memory 
is asking a seemingly easy question: what role do media—both as social institutions and 
material technologies—play in memory practices when they saturate our daily lives to 
such a degree that “everything” is mediated (Livingstone, 2009a). Or, to borrow from Hepp 
(2013), how do media “mold” memory work and how does this process affect understand-
ing of the past?  
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This latter question is even more important to ask in the face of ‘new’ media’s “more 
immediate and extensive interpenetration with the everyday on an individual, social, 
and continual basis” (Hoskins, 2014, p. 667). These media may “transcend and transform 
that which is known, or thought to be known, about an event” (Hoskins, 2014, p. 669). 
Illustrative examples of this are the emergence of new video material, nine months after 
the MH17 disaster, showing a BUK rocket launcher near the crash site; or, the way activists 
in Syria purposively document everything that is happening in Syria for future recall (see 
empirical chapters below). The next section will move closer to this dissertation’s object 
of study—digital memory work—by amending mediatization theory with and ‘ecological’ 
approach to new media.

Structural components of a new media ecology
Where mediatization theory is mostly concerned with the gradual transformation of culture 
and society under the influence of media, a ‘media ecology’ approach asks how people 
and media technologies are connected to each other and co-constitute an environment of 
interaction. Media ecology is therefore a universal approach to the associations between 
human beings and their technologies and techniques of communication; humans have 
always existed in media ecologies. Therefore, we might argue that media ecology comes 
before mediatization; it is about our intricate connections with and dependence on in-
frastructures of communication. The concept allows us to reassess our relation to media 
today, when our media are deeply, intimately, and often visibly interconnected with us, not 
just as prostheses of our communicative capabilities, but also as environments (Postman, 
1970, p. 161). What does an ecological approach to media imply for the study of memory 
today? And: what does the new entail in “new memory ecology”?

To regard media as environments means taking their structuring agency toward culture 
and society seriously. As Hoskins (2011c, p. 24) writes: 

Media ecology is then the idea that media technologies can be understood and 
studied like organic life-forms, as existing in a complex set of interrelationships 
within a specific balanced environment. Technological developments, it is argued, 
change all these interrelationships, transforming the existing balance and thus 
potentially impacting upon the entire ‘ecology’.

A statement like this can be seen to lean toward technological determinism—the idea that 
technology directly changes society and behavior therein. However, as in natural ecolo-
gies, environments shape the individuals and groups as much as these individuals and 
groups shape environments. Likewise, media ecologies consist of a vast array of interlinked 
people, technologies, and practices that mutually shape each other. Also, as in natural 
ecologies, when one of the elements within an ecology changes, this might affect the other 
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components. Related to media ecologies, this means that “at the time of the introduction 
of a new medium there is always a period of adjustment, or settling down, or appropriation 
of the established by the emergent,” writes Hoskins (2016a, p. 15).   

This section is devoted to what I regard as interlinked, structural aspects, or environ-
mental conditions, of a new media ecology that shape the environmental conditions for 
contemporary memory work. It is important to stress, though, that “new” media did not 
emerge out of thin air, nor do I argue that “old” media like television or radio are dead. 
There might very well be a new golden age of television due to streaming technologies; 
radio is resilient due to its adaptive qualities; and newspapers are still central in the 
production and dissemination of news. Furthermore, as media philosopher John Durham 
Peters (2015, p. 15) asserts: 

Compared to mass media, digital media did seem like an enormous historical rup-
ture. But if we place digital devices in the broad history of communication practices, 
new media can look a lot like old or ancient media. Like ‘new media,’ ancient media 
such as registers, indexes, the census, calendars, and catalogs have always been 
in the business of recording, transmitting, and processing culture; of managing 
subjects, objects, and data; of organizing time, space, and power. 

Thus, the current media ecology is—like natural ecologies—the result of evolution, 
rather than revolution. New media are never fully new, but are remediated forms of older 
media (Bolter & Grusin, 1999; Gitelman, 2008). Scrutinizing a new media ecology means 
investigating how new media record, transmit, and process culture in specific ways; how 
they manage subjects, objects, and data idiosyncratically; and how this new environment 
organizes time, space, and, ultimately, power. 

According to Lievrouw (2011, p. 7), new media are “information and communication 
technologies and their social contexts.” As such, they contain the three interlinked compo-
nents that characterize all media:

1) The material artifacts or devices that enable and extend people’s abilities to communi-
cate and share meaning.

2) The communication activities or practices that people engage in as they develop and 
use those devices; and

3) The larger social arrangements and organizational forms that people create and build 
around the artifacts and practices. 

Obviously, all communication systems contain these three components. Therefore, 
Lievrouw (2011) identifies four features of new media that distinguish them from “older” 
media. First, new media are hybrid or recombinant technologies, meaning that they “resist 
stabilization,” due to the fact that they are a combination of older systems and innova-
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tions. Second, new media are formed by and are part of networks of individuals, technolo-
gies and organizations. This is in direct opposition to the linear path of communication 
followed by mass or broadcast media. Third, on the level of outcomes for culture and 
society, new media encourage ubiquity. Notwithstanding the existence of a “digital divide” 
in the world, new media are everywhere and pervade every aspect of our everyday life, 
ranging from the sharing of ultrasound images of unborn children on Facebook to playing 
multiplayer games while taking a sanitary stop. These last examples also exemplify the 
fourth characteristic element of new media, namely their interactivity, which is stimulated 
by their immediacy, responsiveness, and social presence (pp. 6-16).

A second, related process Lievrouw (2011) calls reconfiguration, or users’ modification 
and adaptation of “media technologies and systems as needed to suit their various pur-
poses and interests” (p. 6). That is, media can be tactically used for purposes that were not 
thought of by their designers. New media respond to how they are used in practice. The 
reason why we can keep calling new media new is, according to Lievrouw (2011) that they 
“are the product of the continuous interweaving of innovative activities, services, systems 
and uses that blend or even eliminate familiar distinctions” (p. 7). In other words, media 
remain new because they are adaptable and adaptive, never stable, in constant and rapid 
flux, which, to large extent, is related to their digital nature. Their adaptability, ubiquity, 
non-linearity, and mobility make it possible for them to move into every nook of everyday 
life. 

Following Lievrouw (2011), it is argued here that the current, new media ecology is 
marked by a number of related, fundamental evolutionary steps away from a former media 
ecology that might be called the broadcast era: 1) the shift from analogue to digital media 
technology; 2) the move from top-down, centralized production of media content to peer-
to-peer and distributed production; 3) the emergence of digital, ‘living’ archives; 4) the 
emergence of connective, “social” media that capitalize on user activity and steer flows of 
information and data, collectively called Web 2.0; and 5) the shift from centralized “static” 
media to highly mobile, networked technologies such as smartphones and tablets. A new 
media ecology is thus constituted by networked technologies and ubiquitous mobile and 
digital media that allow for bottom-up production of media content stored in archives 
that are partly curated by users. However, this new environment is no utopia achieved. 
Rather, a relative small number of companies are at the top of the food chain and shape 
this environment in powerful ways. These companies thrive on the user input, up to the 
point that they cannot exist without it (Gehl, 2011). Below, each of the components of the 
new media ecology is discussed in terms of their consequences for memory work. Digital 
media, digital archives, peer-to-peer production, mobile and networked technologies, and 
‘social’ media stand at the basis of digital memory work.
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Digital media technology

Firstly, a new media ecology mainly consists of digital technologies and content. Fun-
damentally, our everyday communicative exchanges, ranging from private conversation 
on Whatsapp to watching the latest news, are packaged into binary code that can be un-
packed by computational technology and made readable to users again through graphical 
user interfaces. Media theorist Lev Manovich (2001) identifies five fundamental aspects of 
digital media that make up the “language of new media.” First, all digital media objects 
are “composed of digital code” and are therefore “numerical representations”; accord-
ingly, any digital object can be described formally in a mathematical function and, due 
to algorithmic manipulation, is programmable (Manovich, 2001, pp. 27-30). Second, new 
media are modular, meaning that every element of a media object can be taken apart be-
cause it is independent from the whole (pp. 30-31). Third, the first two principles allow new 
media content creation, manipulation and access to be automated by steering programs 
or algorithms (pp. 32-36). Fourth, new media objects are subject to variation, because 
their programmability and modularity enable (even automated) recreation and remixing 
of components in databases (pp. 36-45). The fifth and last principle is that computerized 
media are a transcoded form of cultural logic into computer logic and vice versa. Both 
layers, as Manovich calls these logics, influence each other through usage and give rise to 
a “new computer culture” (pp. 45-48). 

Manovich’s principles of digital objects, whether they are html code, a social media plat-
form, or a digital film, are far-reaching. Together, they constitute a language which provides 
the basis of interaction between humans and digital media and, as the latter become more 
prominent in our daily lives, this language becomes the lingua franca. For example, the 
meanings and actual practices of copying, cutting and pasting, saving, sharing, searching, 
and deleting are drastically changed in a digital media environment. Consequently, the 
language of new media underlies technologies of memory and memory work. To name 
just a few varying examples: conversations on various platforms, from WhatsApp to Weibo 
become recorded memories of communicative practice; iconic images are resurrected and 
appropriated (e.g. photoshopped) by social movements on social networking sites; people 
create memorial websites and open up digital spaces for condolences and remembering; 
and witnesses record and store their experiences in immense databases that can be tagged 
and searched. Manovich’s principles—numerical representation, modularity, automation, 
variability, and transcoding—underlie and make possible each of these practices.

Media production by and in ‘networked’ publics

Digital media allow for the relatively easy (re)creation by and spread of content among 
networked groups and individuals. This signals a shift in the production model of media 
content and results in a renegotiation of power relations between “old” and “new” media 
producers. In a post on his weblog, media scholar William Merrin (2008) attempts to grasp 
these changes. The post-broadcast era he characterizes in the following way:
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In place of a top-down, one-to-many vertical cascade from centralised industry 
sources we discover today bottom-up, many-to-many, horizontal, peer-to-peer 
communication. ‘Pull’ media challenge ‘push’ media; open structures challenge 
hierarchical structures; micro-production challenges macro-production; open-
access amateur production challenges closed access, elite-professions; economic 
and technological barriers to media production are transformed by cheap, democ-
ratised, easy-to-use technologies.  

Hence, digitally networked technologies force us to rethink concepts such as audiences 
and consumers. Mizuko Ito (2008) sees “networked publics” as an alternative to terms such 
as audience or consumer. It “references a linked set of social, cultural, and technological 
developments that have accompanied the growing engagement with digitally networked 
media” (Ito 2). According to Ito, publics “foregrounds a more engaged stance,” emphasizing 
that it consists of “reactors, (re)makers and (re)distributors” (p. 3). Four elemental aspects 
of networked digital media enable networked publics to emerge. First, accessibility to the 
digital tools of production and networking are essential. At least in industrialized areas 
in the world (but also increasingly globally) content is being produced on sites such as 
Flickr and YouTube and on SNS (social networking sites) new and old connections are 
made. Second, the open “end-to-end (E2E)” architecture of the Internet allows the new 
forms of “peer-to-peer (P2P)” and “many-to-many (M2M)” distribution to emerge (p. 7). This 
causes a decentralization of communication networks and information exchange, hence 
challenging top-down and mass communication models. Third, these two changes lead to 
value being created at “the edges,” meaning that “niches, peer cultures and special-interest 
groups” are served in networked publics. While previously unheard voices are potentially 
heard now, this trend also may lead to a “fragmentation in common culture and standards 
of knowledge” (p. 11). Fourth, a new infrastructure of aggregation has developed, creating 
pockets of specialized and personalized information (p. 11-13). Recommendations on 
websites and personalized advertising are vivid examples of how the market responds 
to a fragmented, yet interconnected consumer. Accessibility, P2P and M2M distribution, 
value at the edges, and aggregation have changed the face of the audience. The notion of 
networked publics encapsulates these new possibilities for the audience (how exactly, will 
be further explained in chapter 3). 

Digital archives

Digitization (converting non-digital objects into digital form) and the omnipresence of 
digital content, technologies, and practices (and the subsequent emergence of a digital 
culture) have inspired scholars to rethinking the role of the archive. Echoing the work of 
thinkers such as Jenkins (2009), much of the emergent literature on memory work in a 
digital new media environment is optimistic about its democratic and participatory po-
tential. For example, in her book Rogue Archives, De Kosnik (2016) perceives a shift in the 
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preservation and re-production of cultural forms and content within a new media ecology. 
“Media users have seized hold of all of mass culture as an archive, an enormous repository 
of narratives, characters, worlds, images, graphics, and sounds from which they can extract 
the raw matter they need for their own creations, their alternatives to or customizations of 
the sources” (De Kosnik, 2016, p. 4). Memory in the digital age, in De Kosnik’s words, has 
“gone rogue.” Rogue archives—freely accessible online archives produced and managed 
by ‘amateurs’—therefore enable “vast quantities of cultural content to be preserved and 
made accessible”; it allows “subcultural and marginalized groups to have archives of their 
own”; it empowers mass audiences to “invert the sociocultural hierarchy that places them 
at the bottom of the power structure of media”; and it permits “memory-based making in 
the mode of repertoire—that is, an everyday making, an individualized and personalized 
style of performance, a holding-in-common of all culture as shared resource and property” 
(2016, p. 10). As De Kosnik shows in her book, fans create their own archives holding their 
remixes and productions. This has, within each ‘amateur’ community, been the case. How-
ever, what happens to the cultural productions and remixes uploaded to platforms that 
can today be said to be mainstream? 

Social media platforms are not only media but are also archives: they systematically 
order and represent content that is produced and often tagged, titled, described, and/
or referenced by their users. Databases—stored collections of information—are “not in 
themselves archives,” writes Robert Gehl (2011, p. 13). Yet, especially in the case of social 
media platforms, users organize material by “affectively processing” it (Gehl, 2011). On-
line users share content, make connections, rank cultural artifacts, and produce digital 
content and, moreover, they are engaged in curating these connections, artifacts, and 
content, thereby readying these for automatized selection, filtering, and presentation by 
algorithms. Hence, these platforms, in collaboration with their users, structure data sets 
into archives. By means of this process, some materials become more visible than oth-
ers, up to the point that power and authority over our archives is centralized in new ways 
“hidden away beneath the abstractions of the smooth Web 2.0 interface” (Gehl, 2011, p. 
13). As a result, many digital media produce popular, dynamic, living archives. Platforms 
like YouTube, Facebook, and Wikipedia are hybrid technologies that combine aspects of 
traditional media (e.g. television, diary, and encyclopedia, etc.) and archives. They are 
media because they come in between a sender/producer who encodes a text in a specific 
way and a receiver/consumer who decodes (and recodes) this text. Digital platforms are, 
however, not merely media that come in between sender and receiver, but are also vast, 
interconnected archives of mediated material and user data. Users are not only actively 
invited to contribute content, but are also part of the categorization of it, readying it for 
storage. 

Schwarz (2014) develops the metaphor of “neighborly relations” to describe how in a 
digital culture in which the database—unlocked by search and guided by algorithms—is 
central: users easily (re)connect to representations of the past at unexpected times and 
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in unexpected places. Consequently, authorship and ownership of representations of the 
past become fluid. Instead of possession, Schwarz (2014) argues, we should conceptualize 
our encounters and interactions with memory objects in digital networks and media as 
“neighborly” (p. 12). Indeed, the language traditionally associated with neighbors when 
it comes to object-centered interaction—sharing and borrowing—“fit” in a digital media 
environment. In a sense, what Schwarz (2014) describes can be seen as the postmodern 
phenomenon of the free-floating signifier: cultural forms and content (Schwarz calls this 
“memory objects”) stored in digital databases are essentially detached from what they 
signify, what they refer to. The meaning of memory objects—and which and whose past 
they refer to—may change in different contexts and interpretative communities. Even 
though this process may have historically always been the case, this “play” with meaning, 
reference, and signification is more present than ever; it is intrinsic to digital culture.

Web 2.0

The shift toward bottom-up production (advocated in early Web communities) of the many 
is embraced within the ideology and design of what Bill O’ Reilly (2005) has called Web 
2.0. Web 2.0 is characterized by 1) folksonomies (the free classification of information, e.g. 
affective processing of data), 2) rich user experience (dynamic, interactive websites such as 
Google Maps), 3) user as contributor (users are invited to review, evaluate, and comment), 
4) long tail (offering a broad range of niche products and content), 5) user participation 
(users help create content) 6) basic trust (a legal principle that allows the easy sharing, 
reusing, redistributing and editing of content), and 7) dispersion (the delivery of content 
through multiple channels. 

The Web 2.0 paradigm in website design has had enormous consequences for what the 
Web looks like today. Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) write that the direct results of such think-
ing are social media, “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the ideological 
and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the creation and exchange of 
user-generated content” (p. 60). Social media can take many forms, but underlying them all 
are the characteristics of Web 2.0: Blogs, microblogging sites (e.g. Twitter), social network-
ing sites (e.g. Facebook), collaborative websites (e.g. Wikipedia), content communities/
creative works sharing sites (e.g. YouTube), business networking sites (e.g. Linkedin), social 
news and bookmarking sites (e.g. Reddit), social gaming and virtual worlds sites (e.g. Eve) 
(Goff, 2013, p. 19).

The concept of networked publics and the rhetoric, technologies, and practices of Web 
2.0 fit very well with the language associated with memory. Garde-Hansen, Hoskins, and 
Reading (2009) demonstrate, that, opposed to history, memory “is more peer-to-peer […] 
in its dissemination. Families and friends form close networks and share memories, both 
personal and collective. Likewise, it is participatory, as mourners visit graves, monuments 
and memorials. It is accessible not elitist” (pp. 8-9, emphasize mine). Indeed, the media 
technologies within a new media ecology, but also a broader participatory culture (Jen-
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kins, 2007), may lead to bottom-up memory work. Such views should be placed in their 
intellectual context as well. During the first decade of the 2000s many authors were hopeful 
of the democratizing aspects of the Web and digital media, also regarding memory, in the 
sense that more people could engage in representing the past (cf. the above quotation). 
In the short period of about ten years, the media ecology has been colonized by a handful 
of extremely large companies that capitalize on peer-to-peer production, networks, and 
user participation. How this recent development affects the dynamics of memory work, 
however, remains relatively unanswered in the literature. One of the goals of the empirical 
chapters is tracing these shifting power dynamics.

Mobility

The increase of Web 2.0 platforms and peer-to-peer, bottom-up production goes hand 
in hand with the omnipresence of mobile media technology, whether they are tablets, 
smartphones, smart watches, or smart glasses. The mobile phone is simultaneously a per-
sonalized physical archive, a means of communication, and a technology that can capture 
and record reality. Anna Reading (2009a) argues that it contributes to an emergent form 
of digital memory, namely the memobile: “Mobile digital phone memories or memobilia 
are wearable, sharable multimedia data records of events or communications. They are 
captured on the move, easily digitally archived and rapidly and easily mobilized” (p. 81). 
Because a mobile phone is portable and allows direct connection to others, mediated 
experience potentially has direct impact on the ways events are remembered:  “the mobile 
phone is accelerating our ability rapidly to transform our personal impressions into public 
memories independent of the individual” (pp. 90-91). For example, as Reading’s research 
has shown, the mobile phone is used in creating digital witness videos that can be altered 
or remixed, shared with others in different places and made public on social media plat-
forms (pp. 88-89). This happens in time and place (synchronous digitally shared spaces) 
and through time and place (using old materials for new purposes).   

“As material devices,” writes Martin Hand (2014, p. 15) smartphones “are mobile, connect-
ed, practically and emotionally to bodies, and have the capacity to capture and distribute 
an extraordinary range of personally produced visual, locative, and textual data.” These 
“persistent traces,” however, require further memory work to become memory objects or 
memories themselves. Smartphone users, as Hand (2014) shows, might actively engage 
with their digitally produced material by remediating, curating, changing, or deleting it (pp. 
11-13). This does not take away, though, from the potentiality of traces to be reactivated 
by users or companies alike at unexpected times and places (cf. Schwarz, 2014). Because 
smartphones and similar devices are carried on the body, the variety of potential memory 
traces is enormous and this can range from the quantification of everyday life and self to 
the recording of world-changing events. Hence, new connections between personal and 
collective memory become possible, from visualizations of past user activity at certain 
times and places, to a personally recorded video “going viral.”
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Memory work in a new media ecology

Mobile, digital, and networked media create an environment in which connection is cen-
tral. In The Culture of Connectivity, José van Dijck (2013) demonstrates how the intercon-
nectedness of social media platforms has given rise to a new “ecosystem of connective 
media” that reshapes sociality into a “platformed” sociality (p. 4-5). In other words, digitally 
networked, and especially “social” media redefine (“engineer” in Van Dijck’s terminology) 
what it means to be social up to the point that it equals connecting to others and products 
through socio-technical practices such as liking, following, and sharing. The subsequent 
connectivity of individuals has become a resource that can be sold to third parties. The 
“culture of connectivity” is a culture in which is it the norm to be connected to social media 
platforms, all the time, during each activity; it is a culture that binds people to platforms 
and platforms to platforms. 

The culture of connectivity also changes our memory work. In a series of articles and 
chapters, Hoskins (2004, 2009a&b,&c; 2011a&b; 2013; 2016a&b) even argues that connec-
tivity radically transforms memory itself, as it is “strung out via a continuous present and 
past. Memory is not in this way a product of individual and collective remembrances, but 
is instead generated through the flux of contacts between people and digital technologies 
and media” (2011a, p. 272). Thus, Hoskins (2016a) later explains, memory is “made and 
lost through an ongoing dynamic trajectory of hyperconnections rather than being merely 
residual (in brains, bodies, media) and also inevitably in decline” (p. 18). Hoskins argues 
that digital and networked media environments change not only our conception of what 
memory is, but also its very being. 

Autobiographical, personal, collective, cultural, and media memories entangle in a new 
media ecology. The internet and its wide range of technological advances have trans-
formed “the temporality, spatiality, and indeed the mobility of memories” (Hoskins, 2009, 
p. 93). Hoskins (2001) describes this type of digital memory as “new” memory because 
“[t]he ‘collective’, that is, the consistent pivotal dynamic of memory forged in the pres-
ent of today, is manufactured, manipulated and above all, mediated” (p. 334). In a new 
media ecology memory is still located in and interacted with using objects, exhibitions, or 
museums, which “stand in” for memory, but also much more by tactical practice, namely 
the shaping, adding, and editing of memories individually and collectively. As can be read 
above, memory has always been practiced, embodied, or performed, yet the scale, vis-
ibility, speed and diversity with which institutionalized forms of memory are reshaped and 
contested characterize this “new memory.” 

This dissertation consciously avoids stepping into the discussion whether or not the 
matter and ontology of memory changes under the influence of media as to avoid both 
technological determinism and thinking in media effects. As the previous chapter has 
shown, memory has never been “merely residual,” never finished and always dynamic, it 
is the product of constant engagement, of work. We might never know what memory is 
or how it changes under the influence of media. Rather, it might be more worthwhile to 
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study how memory is worked, practiced, and performed in societies and cultures in which 
media permeate. In other words, how do people engage with the past for present or future-
oriented goals in a new media ecology?

The pervasiveness of networked, digital, archival, and mobile technologies and the 
widespread use of connective media characterize a new media environment. This ecol-
ogy shapes the ways in which we interact and communicate with each other to the point 
that it redefines what is meant by sociality. If memory work is, from the start, a process of 
social construction within specific groups, externalized, distributed, and, entangled with 
places, objects, media, and others—our ecologies of life—then we need to ask how these 
ecologies affect this construction. Schwarz (2014) correctly typifies the past not as a “stable 
object that lies within the individual (an archive, file drawer or wax tablet), but rather as 
an achievement, produced by the interactions between humans and non-humans and the 
practices that regulate these interactions” (p. 8). 

However, what happens when media technologies and media-related practices in-
creasingly shape the subjects of our memory work, steer our engagements with the past, 
hold specific understanding and experience of the past, and in the process progressively 
become part of memory work? Can we still speak of memory as an achievement? Or, is 
memory increasingly achieved for us? In an ironic turn of events, have the very technolo-
gies that meant to “liberate” us from top-down media institutions and inspire bottom-up 
participation instead given rise to a mnemonic culture in which certain versions of the past 
(still) dominate others? These questions, which flow out of the literature on the new media 
ecology, will be addressed in the empirical chapters. The next two chapters, however, will 
revolve around the question how to answer such questions in the first place.
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