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Preface

Looking back, it might be fair to describe parts of the writing of this book as writing meta-science. I struggled with the craft of trying to write narrative science about moments in history where the author is embedded as a mote in a sequence the science is intended to encompass. This gives rise to perplexities and paradox. I address these perplexities through a dialectic, involving a tension between opposites, including an inquiry into truth and a quest for harmony. In dealing with perplexity and antinomy in human science, reflexivity is essential.
Human science in the late twentieth century, the time of my enculturation into adulthood, was ill-equipped for such endeavor. The world at the time was dominated by a single civilization that thought itself superior to all others. As one living inside this collective, I recollect reading three books in 1980 that would be central to my future development: Sima Qian’s Records of the Grand Historian, Edward Gibbons’s History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire,1 and Isaac Asimov’s Foundation Trilogy. The first is emblematic of my Chinese heritage. Sima Qian is revered not only for inscribing a new form for the writing of history in China but also for his incorruptible dedication to his family craft.2 This is written into the history of how that history (the Han dynasty) is remembered. History and meta-history rolled into one. I am grateful to my father, Shu-hsien Liu, a New Confucian philosopher, and my mother, An-yuan Liu (critic and translator), who introduced me to Sima Qian as part of my culturally hybrid upbringing in Carbondale, Illinois.
Reading Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire side-by-side with Records of the Grand Historian enabled me to see history as narrative from an early age. But that early age was unreflexive, and relatively unproductive, shaped as it was by the science fantasies of Isaac Asimov. I was fascinated by his psychohistory, where scientists are able to predict the future course of history through mathematical equations. Trained as a professor of biochemistry, Asimov’s psychohistory took the form of naïve positivism, a faith that the laws of natural science could be applied seamlessly (if only we were sophisticated enough!) to human affairs. Asimov’s strengths as a writer were not in his ability to accurately describe human nature. In his defense, to this day (in 2021, seventy years after publication of the Foundation Trilogy), the causal effects of human agency on changes in human society are not definitively understood.
My own naïvete about philosophy of science (typical of most graduates in sciences and social sciences in the America of the late twentieth century) led me to waste time seeking for solutions to perplexity that cannot be realized in real time. For collective remembering as human science, a dialectical approach involving the reconciliation of opposites is more fruitful than lawful determination. In this dialectic, time, and situating human consciousness and its products (e.g., historical events, scientific theories of these) in the flow of time, the perception of time, and historical trajectories of time, are front and center. Human consciousness is not a finished product; and so, its products and future cannot be determined. But history and collective remembering as products of human consciousness can be opened up for narration, reflection, and reflexive learning to shape better contingencies for the future.
I recollect the real time of my scholarly journey into collective remembering starting on Te Herenga Waka Marae (the hitching post of many canoes), when Te Ripowai Higgins called me and my wife onto the ceremonial green outside the community meeting house at Victoria University of Wellington.3 Māori culture is inscribed in oral traditions, and in material structures like the community meeting house (wharenui) whose carvings offer genealogical and cosmological connections. These can be narrated to include every person entering into that space, through connections intimate or distant. Thanks to the PhD thesis work of my oldest friend,4 archaeologist Mark Allen, I was not inclined to treat this first marae visit as a curiosity, but as an entrée into a parallel historical trajectory, where the identity and history of Māori coexist, sometimes harmoniously, sometimes fractiously, with the identity and history of New Zealand Europeans: who colonized them, fought with them, and intermarried with them to produce the foundations of the political culture of Aotearoa–New Zealand. The symbolic resources provided by history have been important in contributing to te reo Māori (language) rising from near extinction to become part of the lexicon of a growing nation. I am appreciative of Te Ripowai Higgins for sensitizing me to this in the very first lecture I ever heard in Aotearoa, at Te Herenga Waka after she and her students welcomed us onto the marae (as part of a practicum for the students). Māori then and now are engaged with Pākehā (New Zealand Europeans) in a process of decolonization that reinscribes traditional structures like wharenui and marae with new meaning. I am grateful to Te Ripowai’s sister Aroha Teepa, who took us on a magical mystery tour through Aotearoa as part of our first summer in New Zealand. I trust that the wind will blow open future roads of blessing for Tūhoe.
The mentoring I received from colleagues at Victoria University of Wellington, especially Sikhung Ng, Colleen Ward, and John McClure, made this journey into a new culture one of balance with discovery. Their guidance and friendship were matched by the enthusiasm of my many students, from PhDs to first years, who shared their learnings with me, and some of whom contributed their expertise to joint publications. Aotearoa–New Zealand was the place where this book came together. This book would not have been possible without you.
Other places that have contributed to the historical trajectories constructed here go back to Taiwan,5 my place of birth, and, by extension, to China, the place where my parents were born. Professor Yang Kuo-shu’s advocacy of indigenous psychology was an inspiration to me, and I also thank Hwang Kwang-kuo and Huang Li-Li, who helped energize in me a rediscovery of cultural heritage. The cross-straits relationship may be fraught, but thanks to steadfast colleagues in China like Liu Li, Xie Tian, and Zhong Nian, I have been able to move freely in my professional life between these two shores. The Asian Association of Social Psychology, my organizational home, connects them in a harmonious web of social relations dedicated to mutual understanding and peace, which includes Japan, the Philippines, South Korea, Indonesia, India, and many others (see https://asiansocialpsych.org/, especially its mission statement).
The United States of America, the adoptive country of my childhood and youth, is more universalistic in its orientation toward social science than is Asia. My PhD in social psychology at UCLA was therefore rooted in general theories of intergroup relations, passed on to me through the mentorship of Marilynn Brewer and Jim Sidanius. I’d also like to express my appreciation for Jim Wertsch and Roddy Roediger, who have been steadfast keepers of the flame for collective remembering, and bridge builders between individual and collective memory.
In Europe, the work of Serge Moscovici looms large in my thinking, even though we met in person only once, at Evora. His ideas lay important parts of the foundations for the research on history and identity I have conducted over the course of a quarter century. In this work, there are three colleagues I must thank above all others. Denis Hilton, Janos László, and Dario Páez, thanks for navigating with me the currents of making a social representations approach to collective remembering! It is not a coincidence that all three spent most of their careers in Europe, where every hill, valley, and mountain is a subject of collective remembering, and has an identity associated with it. Their love for history has transcended disciplinary boundaries, and the friendship and guidance they have offered were many and varied. I dedicate this book to Denis (for whom the glass was always half full rather than half empty) and Janos (whose quick actions when I was having a stroke saved my life from much damage). They have passed away, leaving a huge void in the area. My best wishes to Laurent Licata, Rosa Cabecinhas, Michał Bilewicz, Orsolya Vincze, and Tibor Pólya, who with many others carry the work of Denis and Janos to the future. For Dario Páez (the fastest psychologist in the West complementing me as the fastest psychologist in the East6), may you have many more years of health and good cheer. If human science is an open system, where new ideas and new social formations come into being, then there is much of these three gentlemen inscribed into whatever is new in this book. Denis, Janos, Dario, may you continue to stimulate dialogues that bring rich new ideas into being for years to come.
While any mistakes in this manuscript are my own, it has benefitted from close readings by two of my current PhD students, Sarah Choi and Evan Valdes.7 Seven terrific anonymous reviewers for Cambridge University Press encouraged me to read more widely and deeply in the literature than ever before. The chapter on Israel–Palestine, and Aotearoa–New Zealand, which was the most difficult to write, benefitted from readings by Michael Blue and his son Adam, Fouad Bou Zeineddine, and Maata Wharehoka. Like crisscrossing waves in a field, your perspectives have intersected in the words of Chapter 9. I pray they may in some small way bring us and those connected to us into greater peace and harmony in the future.
Massey University has been my institutional home since we moved to Auckland in 2015. In Tamaki Makaurau we are never far from the beach, and I liked this especially as COVID-19 put us into lockdown through periods when I was researching and writing this book. Finally, to Belinda, Brianna, Jeff, and An-yuan, and my cousins and uncles and aunties, thanks for being in a collective with me, for a time that we surely will remember.

1 I don’t think I got far past volume 2, to be truthful.

2 His father was also a court historian.

3 My new employer for my first academic job in 1994.

4 “Warfare and Economic Power in Simple Chiefdoms: The Development of Fortified Villages and Polities in Mid-Hawke’s Bay, New Zealand.”

5 Taiwan, not coincidentally (from my perspective), is where the ancestral DNA of Māori can be traced.

6 At least in terms of talking speed when under time pressure at a conference.

7 I have not mentioned other PhD students because to include some while leaving out others would not be a sign of gratitude but neglect. Thanks to you all, my former students, may you continue to learn and grow!




Part I Introduction to Collective Remembering



Chapter 1 The Rise of Research on Collective Remembering

“In 1492, Columbus sailed the ocean blue. He had three ships and left from Spain; He sailed through sunshine, wind and rain.” In the 1960s, Columbus Day was a national holiday in the United States of America (USA), commemorating the “discovery” of the Americas. Today, I put that word discovery in quotes, because in only twenty-one states do workers get a day off in commemoration of 1492, and in three states and the District of Columbia, people get a holiday on that day, but in celebration of Native Americans’ Day (or Indigenous Peoples’ Day). Eleven states have renamed Columbus Day to honor indigenous peoples instead. One state (Oklahoma) celebrates Columbus Day and Native American Day together.1
The reason for this is the argument today over what Columbus achieved. Some say he did not discover an empty land, but began the taking of the Americas from Native Americans in a process tantamount to genocide (Thornton, 1987). The word holocaust has been used by others (Stannard, 1993). Furthermore, to the horror of Italian American groups at the forefront of creating and celebrating Columbus Day, there is now substantial evidence that Columbus as governor and viceroy of the West Indies was so brutal and avaricious (even by sixteenth-century standards) that he caused a decline in the native population so drastic he had to be recalled to Spain.2 This killing off of the locals led to the large-scale importation of slaves from Africa to run the sugar cane plantations that exported this precious delicacy to Europe (Castro, 2007). Commemoration of Christopher Columbus is now contentious, with different groups producing different narratives of how he should be remembered (Hitchmough, 2013; Kubal, 2008). Recent research by Eason et al. (2021) suggests that national identity in the form of in-group glorification, and negative stereotypes of Native Americans are two major factors maintaining support for Columbus Day as a national holiday in the USA.
The metaphorical takedown of Columbus has in recent years been accompanied by the physical takedown of statues commemorating Civil War figures representing the Confederacy, as monuments to racism. The legends I grew up with in America in the 1960s, from the brave explorer Columbus, to George Washington who cut down his father’s cherry tree and would not tell a lie to save himself, to Robert E. Lee, noble warrior of the Confederacy, have all been challenged as mythology. It has become more difficult to tell a story about the making of the USA without controversy. Identity demands are coming from a plurality of directions, and from a range of groups, some of whom were previously silent, or silenced (Rothberg, 2011).
Substantial continuity remains. Part of the complexity in narrating American identity and American history is that much has changed in the past 250 years, but certain foundations, like the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution and its Federal system of states, are still inscribed in American hearts, minds, and institutions. For every point made in the name of multiculturalism or decolonization, there is a counterpoint in terms of nationalism or patriotism. This speaks of continuity in the midst of change, a common pattern in the evolution of a national political culture (Liu & Pratto, 2018; Zerubavel, 2003).
Americans are not alone in their continuing quest for a narrative that tells a better story of who they are, where they came from, and where they should be going. Every people that seeks immortality as a collective claims history as a warrant of legitimacy (Malinowski, 1926). History provides not only explanation, but justification of who we are, how we came to be, why we have a rightful claim to the land and the way we live on that land (Liu & Hilton, 2005). In recent years, scholars from a variety of disciplines have increasingly come to realize that history is not simply a record of facts, but the representation of identity for a people (Olick et al., 2011), and the basis for legitimacy in their claims to sovereignty over a land (Zerubavel, 2003).
In the context of this “memory boom,” the work of Maurice Halbwachs (1925/1992) on collective memory is of central importance. In contrast to a psychological approach to memory focusing on the physiological memory of the individual, Halbwachs (1925/1992) centered his attention on how memory is structured by the social frameworks required for people to live together in society. In their overview, Hirst et al. (2018) observe that collective memory encompasses two forms: “one that treats collective memories as consisting of publicly available symbols maintained by society, and another that defines collective memory as individual memories shared by members of a community that bear on the collective identity of that community” (p. 439). This book will discuss how top-down and bottom-up forms of collective remembering work together as actions, of societies, institutions, as well as individuals and the groups they belong to. By examining collective remembering as actions at the interface between the individual and the collectives they belong to, I hope to author a deeper understanding of how the political culture of a society is formed, maintained, and how and why it changes.
Collective remembering is a fantastic forum for such an investigation, because it is what Bhaskar (1975/2008) describes as an open system. This is a theoretical frame where the objects of analysis enter into and depart from analysis. New events are always entering into the frame of collective memory as society encounters new “history-making” challenges, and older events and people are sometimes forgotten. As this happens, the political culture of that society changes. Collective memories are indicators of political culture: “the political system as internalized in the cognitions, feelings, and evaluations of its population” (Almond & Verba, 1963, p. 14). The person who thinks of 9-11 as the most important recent event in American history is representing America differently than the person who recalls World War II (WWII) as more important. Who “we” are, what “we” choose to remember from history, and how “we” interpret these collective memories are indicative of national identity. The memories of the nation as a collective are furthermore contingent on what groups are positioned as part of the nation, and what groups are considered as allies or enemies. Social identities like nationality are thus dynamic, and shaped by the social context surrounding the group (Turner et al., 1987). Given this dynamism, defining the content and the boundaries of group identity, and acting the part of the “group paragon” is a performative aspect of leadership (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). Political leaders can act as “identity entrepreneurs,” providing interpretations of history to define meaning for a group and mobilize a political agenda.
Political leaders draw upon “schematic narrative templates” (Wertsch, 2002) and historical charters (Liu & Hilton, 2005) that organize knowledge and beliefs about the past to direct future group activity. These story templates “grasp together” facts and bind them in a system of meaning that is implicitly shared by members of a group. Federal President Frank-Walter Steinmeier, in a speech commemorating the Nazi surrender on the seventy-fifth anniversary of VE Day, says the following of his country Germany3:
8 May 1945 was indeed a day of liberation. But at the time people did not perceive it as such.
The liberation of 1945 was imposed from outside. It had to come from outside – this country had descended too far into the evil, the guilt, it had brought upon itself. Likewise the economic reconstruction and democratic renewal in the western part of Germany were only made possible by the generosity, far-sightedness and readiness for reconciliation of our former foes.
But we, too, played a part in the liberation. In our internal liberation. This did not take place on 8 May 1945, and not on a single day. Rather it was a long and painful process which involved facing up to the past, investigating what people knew and what they had colluded in. Raising painful questions within families and between the generations. Fighting to stop silence and denial from prevailing.
It took decades – decades in which many Germans of my generation gradually found their peace with this country. These were also decades in which our neighbours came to trust us again, decades that allowed a cautious resumption of relations, from ever closer union within the European Communities to the treaties concluded in the course of West Germany’s Ostpolitik. It was in these decades that the people of Eastern Europe’s courage and desire for freedom grew until they could no longer be kept behind walls – leading to that gladdest moment of liberation: Germany’s peaceful revolution and reunification. These decades of struggling with our history were decades that allowed democracy to mature in Germany.
And the struggle continues to this day. Remembrance never ends. There can be no deliverance from our past. For without remembrance we lose our future.
It is only because we Germans look our past in the face and because we accept our historic responsibility that the peoples of the world have come to trust our country once more. And this is why we, too, can have confidence in this Germany. This is the core of an enlightened, democratic spirit of patriotism. No German patriotism can come without its cracks. Without light and shadow; without joy and sorrow, gratitude and shame.
Rabbi Nachman once said: “No heart is as whole as a broken heart.” Germany’s past is a fractured past – with responsibility for the murdering of millions and the suffering of millions. That breaks our hearts to this day. And that is why I say that this country can only be loved with a broken heart.

I quote President Steinmeier’s speech at length not only because it resonates with me emotionally, but because it illustrates so beautifully principles associated with collective remembering: as a public act using culturally mediated tools (see Wertsch, 2002, chapter 2). Steinmeier’s speech was occasioned top-down, to commemorate the end of WWII (in Europe), according to the political and cultural agenda of the German state. Commemorations are often used by states to construct (or reconstruct) national identity (Schwartz, 1982). This speech is but an instance of a narrative articulated by not only President Steinmeier, but his predecessor Gauck, and Chancellor Merkel when addressing the Middle Eastern refugee crisis from 2015 to 2018 (Lienen & Cohrs, 2021). Germany is presented as a country that has learned from a negative past to become a respected advocate for a free and united Europe that offers a safe haven for refugees on humanitarian grounds. In terms of the thematic content of his speech, Steinmeier acts as an identity entrepreneur (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001) who offers a fresh articulation of who the German people are in light of how they remember WWII. The “beacon of humanitarianism” discourse that he and other leaders of Germany have adopted (Lienen & Cohrs, 2021) is a socially creative way (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) to reconfigure a negative past for German identity.
In contrast to the reconciliatory tone used by President Steinmeier, sometimes a state uses commemorations to celebrate a victory in its history that causes pain for another group they defeated, or claims victimization by an enemy, thus reminding people of group differences (McAuley & Tonge, 2007). Steinmeier’s interpretive action stands in sharp contrast to Chancellor Adolf Hitler of the Third Reich, who attributed Germany’s defeat in World War I (WWI) to a “stab in the back” by traitors in his autobiography Mein Kampf. President Steinmeier narrates Germany’s defeat in WWII as liberation from Nazi tyranny, and as the basis for Germany to be a moral nation (Olick, 2016). He says “We live in a vigorous and well-established democracy, in the thirtieth year of a reunified Germany, at the heart of a peaceful and united Europe. We are a trusted member of the international community and we reap the fruits of cooperation and partnership around the world. We Germans can definitely now say that the day of liberation is a day of thanksgiving!” In this articulation, the German people are free, enlightened, democratic, and grateful to be allied to others who uphold the same values. They are committed to the institutions established after the war to realize these values. Germans have a duty to remember to love their country in a “broken hearted way,” that opens them up to a future as part of a peaceful Europe and a democratic free world.
However, not everyone in Germany will resonate with Steinmeier’s vision. As in much of Europe, there is a rising faction of the disgruntled in Germany, who oppose the European Union. They oppose the vision of a united Europe with a single currency, shared regulations, and free movement between countries. They appear nostalgic for a simpler and more nationalistic vision of themselves standing alone, or in opposition to others (Mudde, 2007). Steinmeier’s representation of history is relevant to the present because even after many years of European integration, most people still identify much more with their individual states than with the European Union (Petithomme, 2008). Thus, his attempt at identity entrepreneurship may not be well-received by everyone in the state he represents. Understanding how people receive attempts by their political leaders to mobilize history to support their political positions is a crucial area of scientific inquiry into the making and changing of political cultures.
The Germany of today is decidedly a different state than the Germany of the late nineteenth century, which was forged as a unity in the blood and iron of three wars engineered by Prussian Chancellor Otto von Bismarck (Pflanze, 1963). Today Bismarck and Kaiser Wilhelm I cannot be celebrated as founding figures for Germany in the same way that George Washington and Thomas Jefferson are inscribed in Mount Rushmore for the USA (Iggers, 2002). Too much has changed: The constitution of Bismarck was scrapped, and the German monarchy was abolished after defeat in WWI. After that, Hitler’s defeat in WWII was narrated by some as ground zero, a new beginning, where memories of the Holocaust are foundational and cannot be denied (Levy & Sznaider, 2002). Germany’s pattern is substantial discontinuity (or rupture) in political culture, while retaining aspects of the deep structure of language, customs, and the arts; so that unlike Bismarck and Kaiser Wilhelm I, Beethoven and Goethe are still alive in the cultural memory of German people. Such larger concerns are described as cultural continuity according to Sani et al. (2007), whereas the focus of this book is on perceived historical continuity that relates more specifically to political culture rather than to a general notion of culture at large.

A Representational Approach to Understanding Political Culture and Societal Change
America and Germany are both wealthy Western democracies, and political allies that share much in common. But differences in their pasts and how these are collectively remembered set them up for massively different foreign policies, and vastly different reactions to incoming historical events (Liu & Hilton, 2005). From the end of WWII to 1994, Wikipedia lists the USA as having been involved in more than twenty military conflicts abroad, including three major wars. It lists Germany as having been involved in none.4 The first time the Germans became involved in military conflict after WWII was 1995 in Bosnia, and this triggered a constitutional crisis. Germany was persuaded by its NATO allies to bomb Serbia only in the wake of strong evidence that ethnic cleansing was taking place, and under fears that lightly armed UN peacekeepers would be overwhelmed. Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer, a founding member of the German Green party and avowed pacifist, agonized about his decision to agree to send Germans to war, saying,5 “[w]hen you are confronted by genocide and mass human suffering, you cannot sit passively with your hands folded and ignore the killing of innocent civilians. I believe there are certain human values that are more important than pacifism, and those are rooted deeply in my conscience.” His words seem to echo Steinmeier’s passion for loving Germany with “a broken heart,” a sharp contrast to the more aggressive nationalism evident in much of contemporary American political discourse, especially its militancy in facing and triumphing over its rival the Soviet Union after WWII (e.g., Fukuyama, 1992). Reciprocity, redemption, and taking responsibility are discursive strategies useful in dealing with a negative history (Lienen & Cohrs, 2021; Obradović & Bowe, 2021) whereas resonance, continuity, and a concern for posterity are characteristic discourses for leveraging a positive history (Kirkwood, 2019).
Representations of history are thus influential in shaping political culture. Victory in WWII for the USA and defeat for Germany sent the two countries on completely different historical trajectories. Collective memories of this embed representations of continuity versus change. Theoretically, political continuity amidst general culture change, and political discontinuity distinct from general cultural change are two important patterns among a number of possible historical trajectories (Liu & Pratto, 2018). This can be investigated from the perspective of social representations theory (Moscovici, 1988), where “social representations are defined as a shared system of knowledge and belief that facilitates communication about social objects, and culture is conceptualized as a meta-system of social representations mediated by language, symbols, and their institutional carriers” (Liu & Sibley, 2009). The approach to conceptualize political aspects of societal change through representations and representational change is a purposeful limitation to solve a wicked problem. Culture change is really complicated and multi-determined. There is much in culture change that is not visible in people’s subjective perceptions: Free recall of the most important events in world history, for example, were dominated by politics, warfare, and terrorism (Liu et al., 2005, 2009). The impacts of economics, technological advances, and disease were underestimated, apparently forgotten. But to develop a scientific theory of culture change, even in a mere subset like political culture change, simplification is required. The cause of general culture change comes from many directions, and across too many different time scales for any theoretical system to manage parsimoniously. Erll (2011b) provides an admirable and taxonomic literature review, vaster than what is undertaken here, but also more difficult to grasp in its entirety because of its range and diversity. Restricting attention to collective memories as central representations in the making of political culture is a tractable simplification because such a formulation carries with it the force of self-fulfilling prophecy (Merton, 1948). In this sense, the past weighs on the present in guiding collective action (Liu & Hilton, 2005), maintaining political continuity through shared memory and belief, regardless of how accurately these depict actual history.6
This issue of representation trumping factuality is not a minor point. Because they believe that representations of the past influence the present, identity entrepreneurs often attempt to engineer a representation of the past that can be shown to be fictional. Malinowski (1926) writes about the “warrant of antiquity” as a claim to legitimate power that is manufactured by a story of continuity between the present, and the ingroup’s origins in the past. Classic research by Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) on the invention of tradition theorizes that states and factions within them manufacture legitimacy through constructing a “suitable past” (p. 1). They describe three forms of invention: “(a) those establishing or symbolizing social cohesion or the membership of groups … (b) those establishing or legitimizing institutions … and (c) those whose main purpose was socialization, the inculcation of beliefs, value systems, and conventions” (Hobsbawm & Ranger, 1983, p. 9). All three imply that states, and subgroups within them, seek to manufacture accounts of history and historical continuity that justify their own version of the social order. English historian Hugh Trevor-Roper (1983) memorably aroused the ire of Scottish nationalists when he debunked the “myth of Highlander antiquity” by showing that the current form of the kilt (or tartan, putatively the ancient dress of the Picts) was invented by an eighteenth-century Englishman, Thomas Rawlinson. A small academic industry has arisen in response to this moral outrage (see Brown, 2010), all the more irritating because the facts behind it are hard to refute.
The literature thus theorizes a mutually reinforcing and reciprocal relationship between the past and the present. However, it is unclear what precise form this “reciprocity” between past and present should take. Contemporary historiography (Iggers, 2005) teaches us that any form of history is a product of human choices in selecting materials, even histories lacking in narrative, like medieval chronicles. While it is honorable to seek the truth about the past, and offer fact-based interpretations about what happened, awareness that narrative choices influence what is considered history undoubtedly has contributed to the “memory boom” (Olick et al., 2011). Scholars are increasingly aware that even histories written by excellent scholars are underpinned by narrative choices (László, 2008; Nora, 1989). Narratives are representations that translate the past into a form that communicates meaning to the present. They shape the past so that it is useable. But in the process, we lose something of its factuality, and gain something from the present that projects itself into our representation of the past. On the larger canvass of political action, political leaders act as identity entrepreneurs, where their present-day agendas weigh on our constructions of past. This phenomenon of the present weighing on the past may be as likely or more likely than the past weighing on the present.
Much has been written about how narrative structures the writing of history by professionals (Iggers, 2005; White, 1987). But it is less well known to what extent collective memories for ordinary people are also structured as coherent narratives (and hence stable), and to what extent they are more fragmentary and jumbled, and thus more unstable and open to manipulation.

Top-Down Approaches to Collective Remembering
The landmark publication that put forward the concept of collective memory as the lynchpin for understanding the reciprocal relationship between past and present was French sociologist Maurice Halbwachs’ (1925/1992) Social Frameworks of Memory. Following from the theory of collective representations pioneered by his teacher Emile Durkheim, Halbwachs argued for the primacy of social structures over individual physiology or experiences in determining the contents of memory. The social frameworks of family, religion, and class were theorized by Halbwachs to act as organizational templates that determined the memory of individuals, who were treated as interchangeable units within these groups. For example, “the framework of family memory is made up of notions – notions of persons and of facts – that are singular and historic in this sense but otherwise have all the characteristics of thoughts common to a whole group” (p. 83). Personal memory according to Halbwachs is fragmentary. He claimed that “[w]e change memories along with our points of view, our principles, and our judgements when we pass from one group to another” (p. 81). In this way, he presages the contemporary theory of self-categorization (Turner et al., 1987) in psychology, where each level of group identity is separate and autonomous from others, as each is anchored to different ecological contexts (Neisser, 1997) that make one aspect of identity salient while suppressing the others.
Memory’s job according to Halbwachs is to reproduce the dominant social structures of society. The individual is seen to move from one field of social influence to another, shifting their memories in accord with group memberships that determine their place in society. In accord with Durkheim’s sociology, Halbwachs conceptualizes society as an organic whole that is both impersonal but is also capable of agency as a superorganism: “[W]hen a society transforms its religion, it advances somewhat into unknown territory … it does not foresee the consequences of the new principles that it asserts” (p. 86).
Few contemporary scholars would be so extreme as to completely deny the relevance of the individual, and write about society as though it was an active agent to the extent of Halbwachs or Durkheim. Rather, the enduring contribution of collective memory is as a starting point for theorizing about how memory is influenced by collectives. The memory of individuals is configured by their membership in groups, and the ecological contexts for memory that groups produce. Society has a life of its own, that cannot be reduced to aggregate thoughts, feelings or beliefs of individuals. Scholars in this top-down tradition, typically from the disciplines of sociology, or history/historiography, examine how socially shared rituals like commemorations, or practices like education, imbue things like museums, monuments, and textbooks with meanings that help produce and maintain individual memories as part of a societally functioning whole (Olick & Robbins, 1998).
Social frameworks remind us that what is remembered can be just as important as how it is remembered: content inflects process. The decontextualized process of remembering so valued by experimental researchers cannot be effectively applied to reality without knowledge of the content and context of memory, especially if this memory is sacred. Classic research by Yael Zerubavel (1995) on Recovered Roots: Collective Memory and the Making of Israeli National Tradition illustrates this. Zerubavel provides an account of how a skirmish resulting in the deaths of eight Jewish settlers and the loss of a small village at the hands of armed Arabs in 1920 came to be remembered as “a new beginning” for Jewish Zionist settlers in Palestine. The words spoken by Yosef Trumpeldor, on receiving fatal wounds in defence of the village of Tel Ḥai, became transformed into a nationalist slogan: “Tov lamut be’ad ha’aretz” (it is good to die for our country). At the time, there were 57,000 Jews in British-occupied Palestine, which was also home to 700,000 Arabs. Zionism, whose goal was to establish Israel as a Jewish state in the Middle East, was only one of several schools of thought on how to secure the future for a people that had been without a state for nearly 2,000 years. A Hebrew language newspaper proclaimed a few days after the skirmish that “now a holy place has been created. Every year, on the eleventh of Adar, teachers and students all over the free country will flock to the Upper Galilee, to Tel Ḥai” (as cited in Zerubavel, 1995, p. 42). Commemoration of Tel Ḥai as holy ground began shortly thereafter with interment of six of the fallen defenders at a nearby cemetery, where a Roaring Lion (inspired by Babylonian statuary) was erected. Regular pilgrimage and annual commemoration began to take place. Tel Ḥai and Trumpeldor became “social facts,” placeholders of meaning for a collective, not isolated individual memories, in accord with Halbwachs’ theory (1950/1980).
According to Zerubavel (1995), “Tel Ḥai provided Israeli society with a myth of origin, a point in time that symbolized the rebirth of the nation and the beginning of a new era” (p. 43). It mobilized the incipient settler society with the idea that sacrificing one’s life in violent defense of the land was a sacred value (Atran & Ginges, 2012). This was antithesis to the idea of a homeless “Jewish Exile,” who was willing to flee to keep the peace. Transforming a historical event and figure into a public symbol capable of uniting and mobilizing masses of people as a group with purpose is central to the force of collective memory as a maker of political culture. This particular public memory would provide the minority Jewish settlers with invaluable social cohesion and group purpose in the face of future conflict with the far more numerous but less cohesive Arab population of Palestine in decades to follow. It overturned centuries of “turning the other cheek” as a means to the survival of the exile, and replaced it with a new symbol of aggressive defense of the ancestral homeland. Trumpeldor was eulogized as “the great-grandson of the ancient heroes of Israel” (Zerubavel, 1995, p. 26), thus drawing continuity between a past separated in objective time from the present by more than 1,800 years, but in subjective time, made available as an analogy for the here and now.
Public symbols can be thought of as social representations. The entirety of all available public symbols together form an ecological context for memory that orients a person toward the groups and institutions required for social life, just as the specific public symbol activated in a given situation provides content. The individual himself or herself is less visible in this view of collective memory, compared to the salience of the objects (or public symbols) to be remembered.
Mass Media Studies of Collective Remembering
Sociologist Barry Schwartz has been a pioneer in studying the representation of public symbols in history through systematic analysis of mass media. Mass media, as a popular form of representation, has both top-down and bottom-up elements: top-down because traditional forms of mass media require capital investment and therefore are bottlenecks of elite control over communications; bottom-up because in capitalism, mass media are required to make money, and so they have to present stories that attract customers, who thus contribute to deciding what becomes news (for classic research, see Katz & Lazersfeld, 1966).
Schwartz’s (1997, 2014) seminal studies of newspaper accounts and biographies show that the meaning of Abraham Lincoln as a public symbol was transformed from Defender of the Union in the late 1800s to Great Emancipator in the early 1900s, and later symbol of equality between Blacks and Whites by the Civil Rights movement. Prior to his assassination, Lincoln was one of the most controversial, and to some, the most despised Presidents in American history. As in Israel, the sacrifice of his life for the nation was the sacred altar upon which his reputation has grown. In the nineteenth century, not one of his biographers depicted him as in favor of racial equality (Schwartz, 1997). Early commemorations of Lincoln “reinforced the public record of his commitment to a racially divided society” (Schwartz, 1997, p. 482). Lincoln’s deployment as a symbol for equality began during the Great Depression, where analogies were drawn between Roosevelt’s New Deal and Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation; as “slavery symbolized economic want, emancipation became a precedent for state activism” (Schwartz, 1997, p. 484). Social justice as a value arrived on the American national agenda in the 1930s, and this would grow stronger during WWII, as Lincoln was invoked to propagandize America’s late entry into the war as a sacred mission against fascism (Schwartz, 1996). During the Civil Rights movement, the Lincoln Memorial, with its elegiac white marble Lincoln seated under Greek columns, became inscribed as a symbol of not only equality, but equality as a sacred historical mission in major speeches by Martin Luther King Jr. and President Lyndon Johnson in Washington DC. They employed Lincoln as a symbolic resource to call America to account for its failure to live up to its foundational ideals.
The Lincoln memorial has become a “lieu de mémoire” (Nora, 1989), a site of memory where Americans enact their historically warranted contestations over racial equality, under the gaze of a public symbol into which generations have invested layers of meaning. In the ecological approach outlined by Ulric Neisser (1997), collective memory is subject to multiple constraints. Following Nora (1996) it revolves around loci memoriae (sites of remembrance7), some of which are consensual and others that are contested. Ecologically, these sites are jointly located in human physiology and motivations, in social networks, communities, mass media and shared beliefs, in language structures and story conventions, in monuments, rituals, national holidays, commemorations, in the architecture of cities and the design of constitutions. Pennebaker et al.’s (1997) edited volume was a groundbreaking work attempting to join up sociological and psychological traditions, especially through the experience of trauma.


Bottom-Up Approaches to Collective Remembering
Serial Reproduction and Social Representations
Memory is essential to the study of psychology, but until recently, psychology played little part in research on collective remembering. This has not been helpful either to the study of individual or collective memory. Psychology, by privileging experimental data from the laboratory as its primary source of evidence for developing causal theories, is a discipline committed to methodological individualism. This tendency was particularly blinding in the USA of the 1920s, which embraced behaviorism just as Halbwachs released his seminal text on Social Frameworks of Memory. But even as this mainstream tendency was (and remains) in ascendance, there have been (and are) outstanding individuals that have used experimental methods to investigate social processes in remembering. The most influential among these, contemporary to Halbwachs, was Frederick Bartlett (1932), who invented the method of serial reproduction. Known colloquially as “Chinese Whispers,” after a children’s game where you whisper a sentence in the ear of the person next to you and see what becomes of it through a chain of whispers from ear to ear. The serial reproduction paradigm is a controlled simulation of memory transmission in small groups. Bartlett’s paradigm has inspired many replications, but the rich implications of his work for integrating top-down and bottom-up approaches to memory have often been forgotten. Individuals will project their own theories onto this work (e.g., Edwards & Middleton, 1987; Wagoner, 2017; see Kashima, 2008 for an integration through culture). The utility of this approach lies in the precision of its methods, allowing for “a direct study of social facts,” which according to Bartlett (1932) is more convincing than “speculations based upon analogy” (as cited in Olick et al., 2011, p. 116). Bartlett accepts that Halbwachs’ social frameworks provide schemata (a loose form of organization) for structuring memory in a group, but argues that more precise methods are needed to show how this affects the content of memories of a group.
In keeping with the methodological individualism of psychology, the person is much more visible as a source of information about social facts in Bartlett’s serial reproduction paradigm. But contrary to the standard practices of experimental psychology, Bartlett did not give his participants artificial word lists, but materials closer to real life: unfamiliar folk stories and images that could be transformed into cultural symbols, or at least, capture shifts in meaning in the process of communicating something new to be learned and remembered. This allows the study of reproduction (gist and meaning) rather than just recall (correct or incorrect). Bartlett could detail how social transmission affects the translation of symbols from one culture to another (one of his iconic transmission chains was for a Native American folk tale). He and subsequent researchers found that in general, more alien elements of the folk story difficult to assimilate into twentieth-century American representations tended to be omitted or transformed into more familiar concepts toward the end of a transmission chain. He termed this process of taking the unfamiliar and making it familiar “conventionalization.” For example, a canoe became a boat, a black thing that came out of a deceased warrior’s mouth became a spirit, and “Once upon a time” was added to make the whole thing seem more like a fairy tale.
Moscovici (1988) took this idea as one of the two pillars of his theory of social representations, and called it anchoring. Kashima (2008), in articulating a more general approach to cultural dynamics, modified the idea to the broader and more multi-directional concept of grounding. This idea is what I consider to be the first important conceptual interface between top-down and bottom-up forms of collective remembering. According to the principle of anchoring or conventionalization, culture is conservative. It does not change easily, but neither is it unchanging.
Social representations theory (SRT) was devised by Serge Moscovici (2001) as a mid-level theory to bridge the gap between Durkheim’s top-down sociology and psychology’s bottom-up methodological individualism. A social representation can be defined as a shared system of knowledge and belief that facilitates communication about a social object (see Wagner & Hayes, 2005 for a comprehensive review). Public symbols could be considered as a special kind of social representation that exists not only in the hearts and minds of people, but also as a material or institutional structure. Abric’s (1993) refinement to SRT posited that social representations consist of a central core system, and peripheral elements. The central core is stable, cognitively connecting emotionally meaningful elements that together have the property of resisting change. Peripheral elements, on the other hand, connect the enduring central core to current functional aspects of society, so the representation can act to guide specific actions. Peripheral elements are far more likely to change than the central core; according to Abric, they protect the central core from change while anchoring cognition and action. For example, the Revolutionary War, the signing of the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence are likely to be part of the unchanging central core of American social representations of history (Yamashiro et al., 2019). Likewise, most countries emphasize a positive narrative of national origins (Choi et al., 2021; Schwartz, 1982) as central to their social representations of history. But around these, peripheral memories like the Vietnam War, and 9-11 accrete, and adapt the central core to the changing circumstances of contemporary society.
Where the top-down approach can augment Abric’s theory is to add material and institutional considerations to the central core representing public symbols. That is, the central core of the social representation of American history might be theorized to include not only socially shared attitudes and beliefs about the Declaration of Independence and Constitution, but also something about normative commitments to the material structures associated with these. The Constitution in particular is inscribed into many institutions of American government. Its workings have been embedded into human role relationships that do the work of the Constitution in everyday life. Statuary like the Lincoln Monument remind people of these commitments, through his words inscribed in marble. The enactment of a constitution is not so far away from the group agency imagined by Halbwachs and Durkheim. But contemporary theorists can be more scientifically precise in describing this as a complicated dynamic between people and material elements playing roles within a system, rather than describing it simply as an organic whole.
Around this institutionally inscribed central core, there evolves a changing array of peripheral elements that functionally embed the central core in practices of everyday social life. These may be era-specific. Samuel Huntington (1981) described this process of democratizing the USA through time as The Promise of Disharmony. Huntington characterized American politics as beginning with high-minded ideals that fell short of reality. Only through difficult processes of contestation over successive generations did these ideals become more culturally grounded as social facts. Foremost among the core ideals of American democracy, initially lacking in peripheral elements required for functioning in everyday social life, is the notion of equality. The reality on the ground in 1789s USA was that there was no equality between Whites, Blacks, and Native Americans, scant equality between men and women, and some equality in principle between white men of property and white men without property. The reality on the ground in 2020 is that there is equality between these groups sometimes. Simultaneously, almost all Americans today resonate to the statement: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.”
The idea of a stable and emotionally resonant central core of social representation flanked by peripheral elements that function to regulate and adapt the central core to meet external realities/constraints is an important one for theorizing about the evolution of political culture. It is easy to see that equality and freedom (Rokeach, 1979/2008) are enduring core aspects of the representation of American democracy and its history. It is also apparent that the idea that America should act as “Defender of the Free World” is an extension to its historical mission that became salient only after WWII (see Liu et al., 2005, 2009). It is likely this peripheral element became more and more deeply connected into the central core through successive wars abroad after WWII, with steady increases to the military budget, the need to use available military hardware, and increasing executive freedom to prosecute warfare abroad without an official declaration of war with Congressional approval.
Cross-sectional studies of American public opinion have shown differences in the content of collective memory for different age groups, with greater recall of events that took place during the critical period of late adolescence and early adulthood for each generation (Schuman & Corning, 2012). Clearly, events enter into and out of collective memory as generations come and go. But it is less clear what meaning these events hold. Do they cohere together as a systematic narrative of publicly shared symbols, or are they merely fragmentary memories of societal events attached to a personal narrative? WWII and Vietnam seemed to be narrated according to a national conversation on the meaning of American identity, according to Schuman and Scott (1989). But the assassination of President Kennedy was narrated more in terms of personal meaning. Following Kansteiner (2002), measuring social representations of history should enable better understanding of how ordinary people receive attempts by political and civic elites to manufacture historical narratives intended to bolster their soft power. What is socially shared, rather than what is merely autobiographical, is central to the study of collective memory; but intersections between the two are worth exploring (Brown & Reavey, 2015; Hirst et al., 2018).

Retrieval Inhibition and Forgetting: Cognitive and Social Principles of Collective Remembering
Experimental psychology can provide further micro-level mechanisms on which to ground linkages between individual-level memory and that of larger collectives. The science of biological memory tells us that remembering and forgetting are interconnected processes. A memory is not located in some “engram” bound to a specific location in the brain. Rather, it is bits and pieces of information, neurally networked in a vast array of interconnections. The spread of activation in certain neural networks and the inhibition of others is now how we understand the physiology of memory. Repeatedly retrieving a certain memory will inhibit retrieval of other memories functionally competing with it (Anderson et al., 1994).
A good example of this is your home address and phone number. Most of us can remember our current address and phone number. But how many of your street addresses and phone numbers over the course of your lifetime can you remember? If your brain was a computer and had to search through every context you ever lived in and activate all the neural networks associated with these just to retrieve your current phone number, it would not be very efficient. Therefore, retrieval-based inhibition is one very important mechanism that determines forgetting. This inhibition requires categorization, based on some form of meaning. Your brain must categorize different home addresses (and/or phone numbers) as similar in kind so as to entrain functional competition between them so they are mutually inhibitory. That makes it easy for you to remember your current address. But this memory system also needs to allow you to recall an old address when pressed. For this, you might use mnemonic aids, like recalling old friends you went to school with, or picturing your old neighbourhood: context re-instantiation can bring back lost memories. Sophisticated theoretical and computational models have been developed to model such forms of recall and forgetting (Rubin & Wenzel, 1996).
Roediger and DeSoto (2014) showed consistent patterns in the remembering and forgetting of presidents in American history across three generations of students tested in 1974, 1991, and 2009, and corresponding generations of adults collected in 2014. All three generations showed strong serial position effects: the first American president was recalled about as well as the most recent American president (regardless of who he was), and there was a U-shaped pattern of recall in between. Nineteenth-century presidents in the middle, from Stephen van Buren to William McKinley were almost completely forgotten. The major exception to this serial position rule was Abraham Lincoln (1861–1865), who was recalled as often as recent twentieth-century presidents. A minor exception was Teddy Roosevelt (1901–1909), also regarded as an exceptional president.
According to Roediger and DeSoto (2014), their data are characterized by two mathematical forgetting functions: “[M]emory for the order of presidents who served in office during the individual’s lifetime (or a few years before) declines linearly. Second, forgetting of presidents across generations follows a power function until an asymptote is reached, in line with data from many other domains” (p. 1109). The data suggest that each new incoming president inhibits recall of the presidents that came just before him. Additionally, to account for the exceptionally high remembrance of Washington, Lincoln and a few others from the otherwise forgotten roll of eighteenth- to nineteenth-century American presidents, historical importance (i.e., meaning) plus serial position effects are required (e.g., John Adams, the second president is recalled better than #3 Thomas Jefferson, who was more important historically). This study shows that individual-level memory models can be applied to collective remembering, at least for simple information like remembering the names of American presidents.
More complex forms of collective remembering have been investigated experimentally by William Hirst and colleagues, who developed a paradigm for investigating socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting (Coman et al., 2009; Cuc et al., 2007). In the original experimental paradigm, individuals studied artificial information (e.g., word-pairs, or stories), and then engaged in a controlled conversation about it. When only one of them spoke, and the other just listened, both the speaker and the listener exhibited retrieval-induced forgetting (e.g., delayed reaction times, and more errors) about specific parts of the story not talked about, but were related to what was talked about, to a greater extent than parts of the story not talked about and unrelated to what was talked about/retrieved. The mechanism underlying this effect, according to Cuc et al. (2007) is that listeners covertly retrieved their own memories concurrently with the speaker, and hence experienced the same retrieval-induced forgetting (or more properly, inhibition, since the main dependent variables were reaction time delays in recalling information). Coman et al. (2009) developed an applied version of this paradigm where they asked university students who were resident in New York city on September 11, 2001, to recall details what they did on the day of the terrorist attacks as the “study phase” of the experiment (where they were at what time of day, who they talked to about the attacks, what they did, etc.). Then two of them were brought together to talk about memories of 9-11 in a free-flowing conversation, guided by the experimenter only if the talk veered too far away from codable features of memory. Finally, their recall was again tested. It was found that either 9-11 memories they talked about themselves, or heard their lab partner talk about, delayed their reaction time in responding to test prompts for related memories of 9-11 not talked about. For example, when a New Yorker heard about what someone else did at 9 am on 9-11, this delayed their reaction time in recalling what they themselves did at 9 am. This is firm evidence of retrieval-based inhibition of memory through social sharing of a real event of high salience.
Results from this dyadic experimental paradigm can be extended to small groups, and to larger collectives. Coman et al. (2016) created different social networks in a lab where people inhabiting nodes in the computer network were allowed to communicate with one another about new information they had learned. Over several rounds of information exchange, Coman et al. (2016) found that memory converged toward those members of the social network who were in communication with one another, and away from other clusters with whom they had few communication links. This is consistent with Nowak et al.’s (1990) theory of dynamic (or mutual) social impact, where computer simulations show a homogenization of attitudes within influence clusters, and each cluster is heterogeneous versus other clusters. Retrieval/rehearsal-based inhibition of individual memory is one pathway through which consensual forms of collective memory are produced in small groups.
Thus, the second great avenue for integration of top-down and bottom-up approaches is to consider various lieux de mémoire as ecological constraints for the rehearsal and inhibition of collective memories that unify society, or that polarize certain groups within society against one another. An individual does not remember in isolation, but society engineers occasions, like commemorations, where a collective memory is rehearsed. That was the missing element in Coman et al. (2016) and Nowak et al.’s (1990) simulations: mass communication. Cognitive science has now demonstrated that the retrieval of memories on these occasions may inhibit alternative accounts. The individual who attends D-Day commemorations or VE commemorations year after year is likely to develop a different memory of WWII than the person who ignores such commemorations, even if they started with the same memory. If a substantial proportion of society participates in a commemoration, this becomes a lieu de mémoire capable of supporting or producing national unity. It is the stuff legends are made of. Identity entrepreneurs do not employ rhetoric and action to unify or divide public opinion in a vacuum. They do so by articulating and refining symbolic resources widely available in society.


Summary
Relatively new, bottom-up research in psychology has identified mechanisms that detail the workings of collective remembering for individuals, and how individual-level processes might extend toward the level of small groups, and even societies. It also enables theorists to conceptualize political culture and social change as a consequence of both systemic features and individual agency.
On the other hand, tried and true top-down research in sociology and history provide an ecological system of constraint that allows psychological models to be applied in real-life settings. Nowak et al. (1990) were unable to produce larger clusters of people that could represent nations. This was because their simulation lacked top-down constraints – it had no institutional mechanisms, no sites of remembrance that could serve to unite people in stable, larger-scale communities. Each unit in their simulation was “a sovereign individual.” Without a theory of higher-level constraints, there is no way for psychologists to generate a theory of political culture and social change that can predict, model, or explain changes in an actual society. The best psychologists can do is provide a cognitive-motivational theory of social identity that is able to predict individual beliefs in, and willingness to participate in actions related to social change and other intergroup actions (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). Evidence for this theory is based on predominantly artificial situations (i.e., laboratory experiments). It is an article of faith that these can be used to make predictions about actual political situations.
It requires top-down processes, like those involved in collective memory, to theorize how the content of what is shared among individuals can stabilize rules of normative behavior operating in collectives; and vice versa, how social networks and institutional rules shape individual tendencies. Psychology’s methodological individualism has prevented it from incorporating enduring content, like values sacred to institutions, and institutional power structures and rules, as core features for its models of social behavior. This leaves it relatively powerless to explain why there should be such manifest differences in the behavior of human beings across cultures, as they make history in different social locations.
Consider, for example, actions in the People’s Republic of China, the largest human collective on earth, during the recent COVID-19 pandemic. First, the voices of whistle blowers like Dr. Wenliang Li,8 medical practitioners who had early knowledge of how dangerous the virus could be, were silenced by local officials who charged him and others with spreading rumors that disturbed public peace. In an interview with The New York Times, he said, “[i]f the officials had disclosed information about the epidemic earlier I think it would have been a lot better. There should be more openness and transparency.” Dr. Li, who lost his life to the virus, was later officially declared a martyr by China’s central government, together with seven other whistle blowers. To frame this as individual attitudes and behavior would be seriously missing the point of what social representations of free speech are in China. This is a society with more than 2,000 years of statehood underpinned by Confucian theories of benevolent authority (Liu et al., 2010), no history of democracy, and no constitutional commitment to human rights. For Chinese people, Dr. Li was acting as a Confucian scholar, speaking truth to those in power as a historically inscribed role.
Once the central government understood the magnitude of the problem, it moved with the kind of force that only a Communist dictatorship that brooks no dissent, layered on top of a nation with deep-rooted beliefs in benevolent authority, can marshal. The government drastically restricted travel, effectively canceling Spring Festival (Chinese New Year), the largest annual mass migration of people in the world (normally a half billion rail and air trips!). The biggest holiday on the Chinese calendar disappeared, largely without protest, even as the city of Wuhan and the entire province of Hubei was locked down to prevent virus spread. Civil servants from around the nation were mobilized to manage the lockdown, workplaces were made responsible for compliant behavior by workers, and citizens were required to download a cell-phone APP that allowed comprehensive contact tracing (and significant potential for violation of privacy). Despite having allowed a massive outbreak of the virus in Hubei through local government inaction, the national government of China was able to command 1.4 billion people to shut down community spread of COVID-19 within two months (Liu et al., 2020a). As of August 28, 2020, there were 85,004 recorded cases of COVID-19 in China, and 4,634 deaths. By comparison, despite having had an extra month (or two) to prepare, there were more than 6,027,959 cases in the USA, and 184,271 deaths in late 2020. The per capita death rate for Coronavirus in the USA9 is a little lower than that of five democracies in Europe (Belgium, the UK, Spain, Italy, and Sweden), but according to official statistics, the American mortality rate was two orders of magnitude higher than the rate in China.
In China, there is not the separation of state and civil society as in Western societies. The Chinese Communist Party rules by policy, and does not have to constrain its policy decisions according to the rule of law. When it wants to move fast, it surges unconstrained by checks and balances, and with huge support from most citizens. It does this assisted by hegemonic control of mass media, and with computer technology that has not only helped to develop China economically (it has become a predominantly cash-free society), but also provides surveillance. This is a different basis for political culture than in Western democracy. I argue that such a present is made possible by a collectively remembered past where deference to centralized authority is morally inscribed as normative (Liu et al., 2010). This is China’s self-fulfilling prophecy for its own development.
These and other arguments for the existence of historical trajectories stand in stark contrast to the prevailing ideology of universal social development promoted by most Western political and economic theorists. These are imposed on the majority world by post–WWII institutions like the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank (Stiglitz, 2002). From the perspective of a theory of collective remembering, the development of political culture is state-dependent and constrained by what went before, not tabula rasa (Fisher Onar et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2014a). Nor is it preordained that the end point of humanity’s ideological evolution is the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government, as theorized by Francis Fukuyama (1992). Fukuyama’s optimism (or hubris?) about humankind’s universal desire for a form of government that recognizes their human dignity as individuals does not seem as persuasive in 2020. After 9-11, two costly wars that accomplished little more than to stimulate a massive refugee crisis in the Middle East, Brexit, and the popular nationalism of a Trump Presidency, a planetary political culture of liberal democracy seems less likely now than it appeared in the early 1990s (when Soviet-style communism imploded). Resurgent nationalism in Russia, and the rise of Communist China make a multi-polar world order, with power surges criss-crossing the planet appear more likely in our near future than the universal democratization predicted by Fukuyama. Given this situation, how should we all get along?
Because collective memory connects past and present, it represents a view of people’s subjective perceptions of the possibility space for future development. It is rooted in lieux de mémoire that are symbolic resources for both innovation and conservative forces of restraint. These provide the basis for a more scientific theory of the making of political cultures than Fukuyama’s combination of philosophy, political theory, and hope. Hope for a better future for humanity is never misplaced, but it should be properly situated. Every theorist who has come before has fallen short of developing a scientific theory of the making and changing of political cultures. So perhaps it’s best to close this introductory chapter by quoting Oswald Spengler (1918/1991), whose Decline of the West was an influential attempt at theoretical synthesis one century ago: “Nature is the shape in which the man of higher Cultures synthesizes and interprets the immediate impressions of his senses. History is that from which his imagination seeks comprehension of the living existence of the world in relation to his own life, which he thereby invests with a deeper reality.” This book will probe into these deeper realities, focusing on the activity of collective remembering, and its lieux de mémoire. By constructing this endeavor on the basis of a philosophy of human, rather than natural science (Liu & Macdonald, 2016; Liu, 2017), I hope these efforts will make a contribution to theorizing about relations between past, present, and future as an open system, wherein the proper state of mind for making contributions is humility.
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Chapter 2 Top-Down Approaches to Collective Remembering

In 1492, Columbus sailed the ocean blue, but on October 11, 1992, the quincentennial Columbus Day parade in the city of Denver, Colorado, was canceled due to fears of violence between Native American protestors and Italian American parade organizers (Hitchmough, 2013). While Columbus celebrations were not as contentious in other parts of the USA, there was more enthusiasm among scholars for presenting him as a villain rather than a hero (Summerhill & Williams, 2000). This was in marked contrast to his heroic status a hundred years earlier (West & Kling, 1989), when the USA was finishing up conquest of its western frontier. In that present, with America on the cusp of becoming a global power, Columbus was the perfect symbol of a heroic past for a people (or, at least, the powerful among them)1 who felt graced by the promise of an unbounded future in 1892. The mood of the nation in 1992 was more postheroic (see Schwartz, 2008). In response to an open-ended query, the vast majority of Americans in 1998 (85 percent; see Schuman et al., 2005) viewed Columbus as the “discoverer of America” but did not embellish this with any heroic qualities. Just as many (6 percent) saw him as villainous or not that great (i.e., other people got there first) as saw him as heroic.
Public opinion therefore contrasted with official speeches about Columbus from a succession of presidents around the same era. President Ronald Reagan said in 1981 that Columbus “personifies a view of the world that many see as quintessentially American: not merely optimistic, but scornful of the very notion of despair.” Bill Clinton saw Columbus as “brave, determined, open to new ideas and new experiences, in many ways he foreshadowed the character of the American people who honor him today.” Barack Obama added that “his adventurous spirit lives on among us … fostering the same spirit of innovation and exploration that will help future generations reach new horizons.” These American presidents were in accord with George W. Bush’s claim that “Christopher Columbus not only opened the door to a New World, but also set an example for us all by showing what monumental feats can be accomplished through perseverance and faith.”2 The public memories engineered by elites therefore can be quite distinct from popular memories (Bodnar, 1992).
Both such views were worlds away from those of American Indian activist Russell Means, who wrote that Columbus “made Hitler look like a juvenile delinquent” (Hitchmough, 2013). This representation of Columbus as the forerunner, aider, and abettor of a genocidal invasion was embedded within influential revisionist histories by academics (Churchill, 1997; Zinn, 1980/2015) as well as popular authors (Brown & Brown, 1970/2007; Deloria, 1972/2003). Catalyzed by antiestablishment feelings triggered by the Vietnam War, the history put forward by these authors became an influential counter-memory, where the Americas were fully populated by worthy human beings prior to the arrival of Columbus (Mann, 2014). According to this narrative, First Peoples had sophisticated cultures that were dismantled by greedy and murderous individuals representing a power-hungry and materialistic culture.
These two views were brought to a head in contestation over the commemoration of Columbus in Denver, Colorado, the first place in the USA where Columbus Day was celebrated as a holiday (in 1907). The commemoration became a point of pride for a small but vociferous Italian American community, who saw the Genoese explorer Columbus as an icon of immigrant success and a symbol of their patriotic acceptance in American society. The 1992 parade cancelation was just one climactic moment in three decades of on-and-off struggle between the American Indian Movement and Italian American groups over this event (beginning in 1989; see Hitchmough, 2013). Even though city authorities were keen to negotiate a compromise (it became very costly and difficult to manage such a tempestuous affair), these failed. Attempts to persuade the organizers to change the name of the parade (into something celebrating Italian American heritage) and offers to have Native Americans lead the parade with counter-memory placards did not succeed in diffusing tensions. From 1989 to 1992, when Russell Means incorrectly declared “We won. We abolished the holiday,” and from 2000 to the present when the parades resumed, Native Americans and their allies have protested the Denver Columbus Day parade. The nadir came in 2006, when the Columbus Day organizers staged a parade dressed as the 3rd Cavalry, the American military unit responsible for the massacre of 150 peaceful American Indians (mainly women and children) in 1864 at nearby Sand Creek. This resulted in a massive protest the following year, when protestors tried to block and disrupt the parade, resulting in hundreds of arrests. These bruising encounters began to taper off after 2007, when the mass arrests of protesters resulted in zero convictions.
Local jurors in Denver refused to convict, perhaps because they saw the protestors as guilty of nothing more than civil disobedience. Or perhaps they were swayed by the perspective of Paul Morris, a key American Indian protest organizer. He said organizers of the parade made clear their purpose during one of their negotiation sessions: “They’re celebrating the colonization of the Americas.… [They said] we’re going to have these parades to Columbus. And let’s get one thing straight.… This is not your country anymore. This is our country now. And you’d better get with the program” (as quoted in Hitchmough, 2013).
Columbus Day is a lieu de mémoire for the USA that now reinforces divisive and contested memories rather than national unity. Politically, Colorado is a “battleground state,” where the urban electoral districts in and around Denver vote for the Democratic Party, and the rural electoral districts vote Republican. Denver sometimes holds two parades on October 11. The Columbus parade attracts few organizations and people, as most locals prefer to avoid a celebration that requires a large police escort to provide separation from hostile protestors. This has been followed some years by a larger Four Nations/All Directions March sponsored by the Red Earth Women’s Alliance as part of the Transform Columbus Day movement. Neither commemoration has become hegemonic. Rather, they are competing narratives representing different groups.
This détente was impacted by two important events in 2020. The first was that the state legislature of Colorado passed legislation officially renaming Columbus Day as Frances Xavier Cabrini Day. Mother Frances Xavier Cabrini was an Italian immigrant who founded schools, orphanages, and hospitals throughout the USA and South America. This Catholic nun was the first American saint, canonized in 1946. She was responsible for starting several charitable organizations in Colorado, including the Queen of Heaven orphanage in Denver and a summer camp for girls that is now the home of the Mother Cabrini Shrine. The second event was the toppling of the statue of a Union Cavalry Man by four protestors in the dead of night, presumably in support of the Black Lives Matter protest movement. As of the writing of this chapter, it is unsure where the statue will end up once it is refurbished: back to its original pedestal, where it will require protective fencing, or in a local museum that has offered to house it. The statue became controversial because some believe it represents Col. John Chivington, a Union Cavalryman who first led his troops to a victory over Confederate troops in 1863, but was then responsible for the Sand Creek massacre. Ironically, Native American descendants of those slaughtered by the US Cavalry in 1864 were opposed to the statue takedown. They were satisfied by the addition of a small plaque explaining what had actually happened at Sand Creek, correcting the original plaque that said the massacre was a “battle.” A descendent of the chief who was killed in the massacre said, “It was the only thing that was showing Sand Creek Massacre … at least it was a little bit of ember of the Sand Creek Massacre. I believe in what they are trying to prove but I do not believe in this destruction of property.”3
The lieu de mémoire for American national identity on Columbus Day in Denver, Colorado, are signs of political culture change. First, they speak to political divides that have emerged within the dis-United States of America. Memory of Columbus, though inhibited at present, is not going to disappear. There will continue to be groups who remember him as a visionary and brave explorer who expanded the horizons of the world (especially those with an ingroup glorifying view of American national identity; Eason et al., 2021). Others see him as a cultural imperialist and colonizer. This lack of consensus is important, as Columbus’ diminished reputation and the controversy surrounding his legacy are indicative of the direction of the USA’s historical trajectory. As a political culture, it is trending toward greater diversity, and with this have come greater disputation and lower consensus.

Lincoln in a Postheroic Age
A loss of reputation for Columbus in American history isn’t surprising. A pre-state figure with a proven record of being cruel to the native inhabitants of the continents he “discovered” is not required for the narrative of an America that is increasingly multicultural, and left its frontier phase more than a hundred years ago. Of greater concern is the loss of prestige to a more central figure in American history, Abraham Lincoln, around the same time (i.e., beginning in the 1970s; see Schwartz, 2008, chapters 5 and 6). According to Barry Schwartz (2008), “From every single representation of Abraham Lincoln – every statue and bust; every cartoon, print, painting, magazine and calendar illustration; every film, video, television commentary and drama – one drops a plumb line deep into the mentality of the generation from which it arose, gauging its ultimate meanings, styles of thinking, feeling, and moralizing” (p. 266).
Underpinning this observation is his theory of collective memory acting as a duality. Schwartz (2003) argues:
The past is matched to the present as a model of society and a model for society. As a model of society, collective memory reflects past events in terms of the needs, interests, fears, and aspirations of the present. As a model for society, collective memory performs two functions: it embodies a template that organizes and animates behaviour and a frame within which people locate and find meaning for their present experience. Collective memory affects social reality by reflecting, shaping, and framing it.

Schwartz (1996) adds that “In its reflective (model of) aspect, memory is an expressive symbol – a language, as it were, for articulating present predicaments; in its second (model for) aspect, memory is an orienting symbol – a map that gets us through these predicaments by relating where we are to where we have been. Memory is at once a language and a map, a reflector of and guide for the present” (p. 910). Drawing from anthropology, Schwartz views collective memory as a symbol system that can reflect, shape, and frame incoming events. But he has never worked out what such a symbol system might look like as a comprehensive whole. For example, do the two greatest American presidents, Washington and Lincoln, work together as a seamless whole to guide America’s future (i.e., are they configured together in a narrative? Do they combine to form a single prototype of what a great president should be?), or are they each more relevant as separate analogues to different situations? Schwartz does not say.
Schwartz’s body of work has been exemplary in showing the reciprocal relationship between the past and present in changing representations of Lincoln over the course of more than a century and a half. In the immediate aftermath of the Civil War, when Lincoln was still a living memory, views of him were more realistic, and mixed in evaluation (Schwartz, 2003). But at the outset of the twentieth century, his stature grew, as the stature of America grew into a world power with a much stronger and more centralized state. Lincoln was mobilized as a heroic symbol in narratives positioning US entry into the two world wars as morally justified crusades (map/guide). The assumption of extraordinary wartime powers by Roosevelt after the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor was justified by Lincoln and tradition rather than by law (Schwartz, 1996, p. 914). The memory of Lincoln was useful in the legitimation, orientation, clarification, and inspiration of American war efforts in WWII. And it was invaluable in providing consolation for those many who lost family members, as immortalized in the Oscar-award-winning blockbuster movie Saving Private Ryan.
But according to Schwartz (2008), the era most responsible for building up the prestige of Abraham Lincoln was the Great Depression. The humanitarian Lincoln that still predominates today was forged by the need (reflection) for a compassionate, kind, gentle leader who was still iron-willed.4 President Roosevelt, his analogue, had to be equally strong to navigate any of his more socialistic reforms through an unapologetically capitalist Congress and judiciary, and lead the USA with compassion through the ordeal of the Depression. In this process of the present weighing on the past, the Savior of the Union became reconfigured as the Great Emancipator, “the man who freed the slaves.” The stability of the Union was by that time taken for granted, and no longer as necessary a function for Lincoln’s relevance as a symbol. This transformation of Lincoln by the left continued through the Civil Rights era, as Lincoln became more and more a symbol of racial equality, to the extent that he became mythologized as a legend, with mid-twentieth-century traits that far exceeded his actual historically great actions and character as a nineteenth-century white man. The image of Lincoln was indelibly reinscribed with that of Martin Luther King Jr. in the collective memory of Americans who came of age in the 1960s and 1970s. King’s legendary “I have a dream” speech, which stirred so many hearts and minds, was given at the altar of the Lincoln Memorial in Washington, DC. The civil rights movement invoked Lincoln’s prestige as part of their claims making for social equality. His more right-wing image as a self-made man and a rail-splitting frontiersman declined. The Republicans, once the “Party of Lincoln,” moved away from his image ideologically, and in terms of their position on race relations (Philpot, 2009).
In the wake of this movement, using a variety of methods, from counting stories in major publications to counting visitors to important Lincoln heritage sites, Schwartz (2008) shows that Lincoln’s appeal started to level or decline in the 1970s. “The Lincoln establishment, with its thousands of partisan curators, collectors, biographers, historians, textbook writers, and antiquarians, was more powerful at the end of the twentieth century than the beginning, outgrowing Lincoln himself. Today, the Lincoln commemorative community remains the largest of any in America” (p. 180). Clearly, the popularity and prestige of even the most important symbols representing the American state5 cannot be controlled simply by pouring capital investment and labor into sites of remembrance. These lieux de mémoire, an interconnected network of hundreds if not thousands of nodes, some profound (major museums and places he lived), many banal (place names, statuary), are together still not able to “manufacture” public opinion (see Bodnar, 1992). People respond to them in their own way, according to their needs, and in conjunction with wider systems of belief, that change from generation to generation (Mannheim, 1927).
Taking cues from a top-down meta-theory originating in the humanities, Schwartz (2008) argues that the USA has entered into a postmodern era, where grand narratives of progress as exemplified by Lincoln are questioned, deconstructed, commodified, or mocked. Thus, the Great Emancipator ends up in the same boat as Christopher Columbus: heroes lost in a postmodern age where narratives are too small to contain legends. He writes, “A stable, post-industrial democracy no longer requires great men and women to revere” (p. 188).
Provocatively, Schwartz (2008) asserts that
One need not ridicule moral certainty to appreciate its costs: injustice, bigotry, deprivation of rights, conflict and resentment, and the economic and social inefficiencies that invariably accompany a social system where merit is subordinated to color, creed, and ethnicity. The appreciation of great men thrives in precisely such settings. The very conditions that promote equal rights and make society more just and decent reduce Lincoln’s stature by undermining tradition, authority, and social boundaries. Lincoln’s decline is part of a larger cultural pattern that involves (1) a new openness and acceptance of all peoples, regardless of race, religion, and ethnicity, and (2) deterioration and coarsening of traditional symbols and practices.
(p. 190)

The challenge to this assertion is that Schwartz is subscribing to a theoretical position without detailing his concept of a cultural symbol system. Nor has he provided evidence of causal links between this system and the meta-narrative of postmodernity. Rather, he interprets his results on Lincoln’s decline through the framework of Lyotard’s (1984) theory on the demise of grand narratives in postmodernity. This interpretation raises important questions but falls short as scientific explanation. Is the cultural system of collective memory so coherent and comprehensive that all cultural heroes in America can be embedded within an all-encompassing meta-narrative like postmodernity? If so, has Martin Luther King Jr. declined in prestige as much as Abraham Lincoln? Or are these two heroes cut from different cloths? And critically: Does the moral code these cultural heroes embody have to perish along with unjustified and exaggerated legends of their legendary prowess?
That is the implication of Schwartz’s (2008) claim that “Exhausted reverence is distinctive of egalitarian eras, but its roots reside in the soil of democracy” (p. 192). He sees postmodern culture as inclusive and humane, but also banal, full of irony, sarcasm, irreverence, and humor, that is often devoid of moral and spiritual significance. This is a frightening prospect for democratic and egalitarian societies, given the new challenges they are facing with the rise of nondemocratic and authoritarian states in the twenty-first century.

Pluralisms in the History of France
As a major figure in sociology, Barry Schwartz paints on a monumental canvas of generational changes in American memories of Lincoln. An even larger canvas is sketched, in a necessarily more impressionistic manner, for the entire history of France as conceived by historian Pierre Nora. His enduring contribution is in historiography, that is, the theory of history; history aware of itself as history (rather than as fact). His monumental seven-volume work Les Lieux de Mémoire involved directing 120 contributors and took nearly a decade to complete. Nora’s (1996) magnum opus is “a history of France through memory” (p. xviii), presented as a “vast topology of French symbolism” (p. xv) rather than as a chronology. He reluctantly defines a lieu de mémoire as “any significant entity, whether material or non-material, which by dint of human will or the work of time has become a symbolic element of the monumental heritage of any community” (p. xvii). Elaborating on the details of his polyphonic approach, he writes, “Lieux de Mémoire are complex things. At once natural and artificial, simple and ambiguous, concrete and abstract, they are lieux – places, sites, causes – in three senses: material, symbolic, and functional” (p. 14). A historical archive is a material object that becomes a site of memory to the extent that it is invested with symbolic meaning by people. A veteran’s group is a functional object that becomes part of a site of memory if it engages in ritual observance. A commemoration is a symbolic process that becomes a site of memory when anchored to a place like the Lincoln monument, or to a calendar like the events in the Catholic liturgy or the Jewish Talmud.
Whereas Schwartz laments the loss of meaning in a postmodern era, Nora attempts to reinscribe meaning through its very lack of grand narrative, by weaving heterogeneous sites of memory into a polyphony of imagined communities across time and space (Anderson, 1983/2006). According to Nora (1996), “Whatever ‘France’ may be, neither science nor conscience can today show it to be the culmination of a single, unitary pattern of development or even the product of a variety of identifiable deterministic processes” (p. xviii).
Nora’s historiography views the development of France as a series of discontinuities rather than as a continuity. Before we dive into the value of this perspective, it is worth noting that despite the highly interpretive and multi-voiced nature of his approach, he grounds this endeavor in a very traditionalistic starting point.6 Nora (1996) argues that the new concept of lieu is required because “there are no longer any milieu de mémoire, settings in which memory is a real part of everyday experience” (p. 1), as epitomized by traditional, unchanging peasant culture. He imagines “enormous distance that separates real memory – the kind of inviolate social memory that primitive and archaic societies embodied, and whose secret died with them – from history, which is how modern societies organize a past they are condemned to forget because they are driven by change” (p. 2). He adopts the view, popular among colonial theorists, that “Among the new nations, independence has swept into history societies only recently roused from their ethological slumbers by the rape of colonization” (pp. 1–2). This theme that the collective memory of traditional/developing societies is qualitatively different (more stable, perennial, and lived) than that of modern societies was echoed by Halbwachs, and is a major theme in the writings of eminent scholars like Egyptologist Jan Assmann (Assmann & Czaplicka, 1995) and anthropologist Evan Evans-Pritchard (1940).
However, one of the leading architects of the “memory boom,” African specialist Terence Ranger (2014), has recanted certain aspects of “the invention of tradition” term he helped coin, because “invention” is an overly simple word that implies a single source of agency creating a permanent and unchanging object. “Some traditions in colonial Africa really were invented by a single colonial officer for a single occasion. But customary law and ethnicity and religion and language were imagined by many people and over a long time. These multiple imaginations were in tension with each other and in constant contestation to define the meaning of what had been imagined” (p. 24). In his revised view, Ranger sees tradition in Africa as more oriented toward solving a range of problems, and was in a process of change prior to the freezing caused by European colonization. In other words, Ranger questions the veracity of his own view as a European scholar, working with European administrators to freeze the native in their colonial gaze, to make them easier to control (see also Fanon, 1957).
Nora likewise risks exaggeration of the discontinuity between traditional “unchanging and lived” milieu, and lieu for memory originating in the artifices of the state, and subsequent reimaginings by people contesting or controlling the state. His historiography unashamedly follows the historical trajectory of France, a nation that wrestled with the complex outcomes of its first revolution in 1789, and the many smaller revolutions that followed the same pattern afterward in the nineteenth century (Furet, 1996), until the theme of revolution finally exhausted itself in prosperity and stability. This hardly seems universal, and especially not for young, developing countries. In general, research on collective memory focuses on societies organized by higher-level units like the state; anthropology, with its wealth of knowledge on tribes, is not as invested in this notion as sociology, history, or now psychology.
Nora writes: “Lieux de Mémoire are fundamentally vestiges, the ultimate embodiments of a commemorative consciousness that survives in a history which, having renounced memory, cries out for it” (p. 6). Despite huge differences in their research programs, Pierre Nora and Barry Schwartz independently observe a loss of sacred ritual, the dissolution of ties that bind, and a shallowness of contemporary Western societies that value the new over the old, youth over age, and self-satisfaction over self-sacrifice. Might this be a characteristic of the organic decline of Western civilization, as theorized by Oswald Spengler (1918/1991) nearly a hundred years ago? Or could these be more precisely theorized as signs of a certain maturation of democratic states under the influence of decentralizing communications technologies (i.e., the Internet and social media)?
There is no doubt that an era might be characterized by prevailing tendencies, but the entire thrust of research on collective remembering is to be aware that these characterizations are not objective observations so much as interpretations that reflect the time when these characterizations are made. This can be illustrated by two deeply antithetical representations of the French Revolution through which Nora (1996) makes the claim that France today is characterized by not diversity, but “a feeling of identity sustained by an enduring sense of its own divisions” (p. 21). Furet’s (1996) chapter highlights how monarchism and republicanism formed a pair of opposites that forged the basic pattern of political instability for France in the nineteenth century. The overthrow of the monarchy, the public execution of the monarch, and the enshrining of the “will of the people” in an unworkable Republican constitution left an insurmountable division between the two. Furet (1996) argues, “the French Revolution was never anything but a series of events and regimes, a sequence of power struggles … it was never able to create institutions. It was a principle and a politics, an idea of sovereignty [of the people] around which unregulated conflicts developed” (p. 91).
Such a thesis is the antithesis of the nationalistic history devised by Ernest Lavisse, master historian of France in the late nineteenth/early twentieth century. Lavisse’s account of the Revolution allowed “the entire history of France to be presented not as a juxtaposition of regimes and sequences of reigns ending in the tragic accident of 1789 but as an orderly development infused with purpose by the revolutionary event” (Nora, 1997, p. 166). Where Lavisse was architect of a Republican history of France, Nora has directed a postmodern history of France, reconstructing Republican sentiments that are no longer able to unify the France of today as a more self-conscious and fragmented awareness. Nora’s history is hyper-conscious of itself as history making history, and he subjects Lavisse’s history to this treatment as well.
The Revolution according to Lavisse (as interpreted by Nora, 1997) is the technical climax of the story of a people patterned as a diptych between the monarchy and the republic: “A hundred years ago, France was governed by a king. Today, France is a republic, and the French govern themselves” (p. 166). The Petite Lavisse, a small pocketbook distillation of Lavisse’s monumental eighteen volume history of France, provides schoolchildren with a simple, moral, and civic-minded didactic, teaching them how to reconcile the monarchy with the republic. “The kings were to be accepted to the extent that they contributed to the country’s unity: territorial unity in the case of the early Capetian acquirers of land, moral unity in the case of Saint Louis, and administrative unity in the case of Françoise I and Louis XIV” (p. 173). The kings were to be called to account for everything the Republic rejected: despotism, hubris, wars of prestige, ruinous taxes, in short, whenever they were obstacles to nation building. Royal despotism, republican liberty, this was an important formula for justifying the Republic. The Revolution should be remembered for spreading ideas of justice and humanity throughout the world (not the Terror). Secondly, and even more centrally, a second formula is printed boldly on the frontispiece of the book still available today: “Enfant, tu vois sur la couverture de ce livre les fleurs et les fruits de la France. Dans ce livre, tu apprendras l’histoire de la France. Tu dois aimer la France, parce que la nature l’a faite belle, et parce que son histoire l’a faite grande.” The message is that “You must love France, children, because nature makes her beautiful, and history makes her great”!
Furet (1996) tells a more complicated story. The Revolution was founded on the idea that every human being is born with rights, and that government is formed on the basis of a social contract, where people surrender a portion of their freedom so that the state can provide public goods, like security, sanitation, and roads. The problem was the past: French institutions had fallen into absolutism in the reign of Louis XIV, and things had not improved under his son and grandson. French institutions in 1788 were neither traditional (e.g., feudal, with traditional rights to the peasant for working the land and enduring rights for the hereditary aristocracy to rule over them in the name of the king) nor modern. But there had been a centralization of administrative power under the King that was absolute and arbitrary.
The French revolutionaries of 1789 passionately wanted to create a new world, but on the ruins of a long history that had shaped their territory into an old nation, and their community into a monarchy. Their project implied a negation of what was irrational and particular in the past and presupposed the birth of a new man, regenerated by the actions of a new public authority. Instead of repeating the origins of French society, the Revolution was to rescue society from the curse of its past.
(Furet, 1996, p. 84)

When everything has to be made anew, nothing can be made anew. This is the most basic premise of the making of political culture according to the theory of collective remembering. With few if any functioning institutions as a guide to reconfigure government, the French Revolution turned to its own form of absolutism, where citizen politicians channelled the “general will” of the people, and destroyed other factions of political actors who disagreed with them because they were unaccustomed to the idea of a loyal opposition. The French did not subscribe to the limited government theorized by John Locke and Adam Smith that allowed British and American politicians to channel their energies into wrestling with one another for the badges of office while keeping the rest of society (with its penchant for “truck and barter”) safe from political struggle and free to engage in science and industry.
According to Furet (1996), the democracy of the French Revolution was absolute, not liberal. “The French of the nineteenth century were a people who would not cherish as one what 1789 had put asunder: those who loved the Revolution detested the Ancien Régime, and those who loved the Ancien Régime detested the Revolution” (p. 91). France cycled back and forth between Republic and Constitutional Monarchy for nearly a century after the revolution, in a pattern of disruptive repetition that led Karl Marx to quip “History repeats itself, first as tragedy, second as farce.” It grew in prosperity in spite of, not because of, its political culture, as centralized and rational administrative structures (put in place by Napoleon) provided stability in nonpolitical spheres. It grew as it struggled with political instability inscribed in its political culture, until finally the formula exhausted itself in the late twentieth century. It grew, and both Ernest Lavisse and Pierre Nora have documented, reflected, mapped, and guided this growth, at different moments in time for the French collective.

Recovered Roots in the Making of Israeli National Tradition
The history Lavisse painted of France pivots around the “sacred time” (Zerubavel, 2003) of the Revolution as the foundation of the Republic. Elaborating on foundational periods is central to all societies that conceive of themselves as originating in historical time. Origin stories provide a warrant of antiquity (Malinowski, 1926) to legitimize foundational values and institutional structures for these societies (Liu & Hilton, 2005). Commemoration and institutionalization of this foundational time then enables a society to develop a political culture with ingrained patterns (for good, or for ill as was the case for France in the nineteenth century), which provided particular solutions to perennial problems. At the peak of their powers to assist political leaders in manufacturing consensus, collective memories can create self-fulfilling prophecies.
One of the best illustrations of the force and function of inscribing foundational events in the subjective time of a nation to create a self-fulfilling prophecy is Yael Zerubavel’s (1995) history and ethnography of the making of Israeli national identity and tradition. Because of its youth as a state, and the ancient lineage and erudition of the culture and scholarship associated with it, Israel’s collective memory is better documented and understood than that of most countries. And because I want to address the planet’s future in later chapters in this book, I will be devoting some attention to Israel, and to Palestine. For if the global civilization that characterizes humanity is to fall apart sometime in the twenty-first century, this tiny sliver of land in the Middle East is one of the future possibility spaces from whence the triggering event might originate.
The antiquity of some of the layers of collective remembering in Jewish culture7 are particularly instructive. Zerubavel (1995) observes that while Jews are people of the Book, there was a pervasive shift from a religious to a nationalist (and more secular) culture in the period before the formation of Israel. What was required to create the state of Israel, against all odds, was not just a traditional memorial prayer like “let God remember,” but a nationalist promise to “let the people of Israel remember.” Zerubavel writes, “These transformations implied that the people’s will would be the most important force for changing the course of history, an idea that was clearly articulated in an important saying attributed to Herzl: ‘If you will, it is not a dream’” (p. 24).
Religion, and faithful adherence to religion was what allowed Jews to remain a people, despite being without a homeland since the Romans defeated and exiled them in the second century of the common era. The fall of Betar, the final defeat of the Hebrews led by Bar Kokhba, is commemorated in the Jewish religious calendar on the fast day of Tish’a be-Av along with the destruction of the First and Second Temples of Jerusalem. It is, therefore, a day of mourning. But Zionist collective memory reconstructed these events to focus attention on the courage and commitment of the rebels by celebrating the initial success of the rebellion on Lag ba-Omer (a minor holiday in the traditional calendar). In a stunning reversal, Zionist ideology reconfigured the meaning of one of the most pivotal events in Jewish culture’s history, from a devastating defeat and source of despair into a symbol of courageous determination to wage war for the homeland against all odds.
Even the name of Bar Kokhba during the exile period was different. He was known in religious tradition as Bar Koziva, which derives from the Hebrew word kazav (lie). This was recorded in the Talmud (Gittin 57a–b) when a supportive rabbi declared him as the messiah. In the Talmud, even though Bar Koziva is strong enough to block catapult stones with his knee and kick them back to kill enemy soldiers, he impetuously kills a faithful rabbi, and is punished by God with defeat. Thus, his faults outweighed his outsized heroism, as a false messiah.
Not so for the Zionist counter-memory, which in pre-state and early Israel downplayed traditional religious accounts in favor of a new nationalism. In 1960, Yigael Yadin, a professor of archaeology at the Hebrew University and former chief of staff of the Israeli Defense Forces reported that he had discovered fifteen dispatches “written or dictated by the last President of ancient Israel eighteen hundred years ago” (Zerubaval, 1995, p. 56). This was mapping the present (referring to an ancient leader of Judea as a “President of Israel”) onto the past and the past onto the present: Yadin wrote: “Here were we, living in tents erected by the Israeli Defense Forces, walking every day through the ruins of a Roman camp which caused the deaths of our forefathers. Nothing remains here today of the Romans save a heap of stones on the face of the desert, but here the descendants of the besieged were returning to salvage their ancestors’ precious belongings” (p. 59). Time is foreshortened, closing the distance between the past and the present in a way that seals continuity where there was discontinuity, and enshrines military endeavor at the heart of Israel today: “And is it not the act of God that the Bar Kohkba letters reached Yigael Yadin’s hands as letters from one chief of staff to another?” (p. 58). History (embodied as archaeology) becomes an important form of the education of its citizenry by the state (see Wertsch, 2002, chapter 4).
Lastly, and most powerfully, Zerubavel (1995) details how the fall of Masada, a minor stronghold of the Hebrews in antiquity, all but forgotten in Jewish tradition, was rediscovered to become the centerpiece of Jewish determination to never again surrender, to never again be victims. The excavation of Masada by Yadin became an event of national significance. It provided indelible evidence, a mountain of stone carved out of wilderness that justified Jewish claims to the land known as the Mandate of Palestine (from 1920 to 1948), over that of the Palestinians, who also lived there.
Masada was a mountain retreat far from major population centers that held out for two to three months in a 73 CE failed revolt. It finally fell before the ingenuity of Roman engineers who built a ramp up the mountainside using forced Jewish labor. All 960 of the men, women, and children of Masada committed suicide rather than be taken as captives to be executed or sold into slavery. It was not regarded as important to the Hebrews in antiquity, but was “rediscovered” by Zionist settlers, who turned the ruins into a pilgrimage for youth after a poem by Isaac Lamdan about Masada became popular in 1927. Field trips to Masada were a difficult and dangerous undertaking in the early twentieth century. The journey became a rite of passage, a commemorative struggle for survival that symbolized the greater struggle for survival for the Jewish people. This ritual became crystallized in blood and fire during the Holocaust, that lent urgent and desperate meaning to Lamdan’s famous verse: “Never again shall Masada fall!.” The path, especially the climb to the top of the mountain stronghold, created metaphorical continuity between the past and present for the pilgrim, as embodied by a spiritual journey through a dangerous land (E. Zerubavel, 2003, chapter 2).
Today, the journey to Masada is enshrined as a ritual initiating young soldiers into the Israeli Defense Force, where they take the oath of never again. “The official and legal character of the oath-of-allegiance ceremonies transforms a tradition that was spontaneous and voluntary into a formal contract between the citizen-soldier and the state” (Y. Zerubavel, 1995, p. 131). Because military service is mandatory in Israel, the oath serves to bond citizens of Israel together in a pact of mutual defense that is an extraordinarily powerful identity compared to the less symbolically engaging functionality of military service in most other countries.
Putting together the work of Yael with her husband Eviatar Zerubavel, we can see that the entire effort of Jewish collective remembering in the Middle East has been directed toward reducing the distance between the ancient Hebrews and the present, by foreshortening the “era of exile”; 1,800 years becomes nothing, through the recreation of heroes, commemoration of martyrs, ritual initiation of novel identities, and archaeology inscribing such pilgrimages into the landscape and the mind simultaneously. Characteristics that served Jewish people well in diaspora were jettisoned or devalued by the Jewish state as it became stronger (Klar, 2014). The entire period of diaspora is narrated, in E. Zerubavel’s (2003, chapter 5) terms, as subjectively uneventful. But by focusing so exclusively on one “time map,” this forecloses on other possibilities. Sadly, according to E. Zerubavel (2003), a claim to a depth/antiquity of identity appears to preclude breadth/inclusiveness. Depth seems to warrant a claim to status, to exclusivity, to privilege my antiquity, and “my group first.” Such claims of “continuity” with a distant past act as a political counter to Palestinian claims to the same land.
But critics have pointed out the dangers of adopting public symbols like Bar Kohkba and Masada as markers of identity. Both of these embed histories of destruction that presage perpetual conflict. The Zealots, once a minority group regarded as extremists, are now glorified as freedom fighters. The metaphor of a small group of Jews living on a mountaintop, surrounded by desert and besieged by enemies might be an inspiring metaphor enabling a people to establish and firm up a new state (against all odds), but it could also become a self-fulfilling prophecy of readiness for violence that begets a continuation of violence (Bar-Tal, 2007). Writer Avraham B. Yehoshua observes: “Masada is no longer a historic mountain near the Dead Sea but a mobile mountain we carry on our back everywhere we go” (Y. Zerubavel, 1995, p. 194). Critics refer to the “Masada complex” as hyper-vigilant over-defensiveness; but supporters of militarism in Israel think it is an appropriate level of defensiveness given an objectively dangerous situation.
The state of Israel emerged out of the collapse of the Ottoman Turkish Empire after its defeat in WWI. A brief window of opportunity was seized on by the Zionists, who created a non-Muslim state out of the British mandate of Palestine, less than 800 miles from Mecca. The Supreme Court of Israel has declared that
[t]here is no Israeli nation apart from the Jewish people and the Jewish people consists not only of the people residing in Israel but also of the Jews in the Diaspora.… The connection between the State of Israel and the Jewish people needs no explanation. The State of Israel was established as the State of the Jews … the State of Israel … is the sovereign State of the Jewish people.
(Chomsky, 1982, p. 438)

As a self-defined state of religion, Israel is surrounded by Muslim nation-states outside its moral community. Nearly half of the people who live inside the territory controlled by its armed forces are Palestinians, largely confined to a difficult existence in the occupied territories of Gaza and the West Bank. Israel only has regular diplomatic relations with Egypt and Jordan among its many near neighbors. It has strained diplomatic relations with Turkey, and a recently signed peace treaty with the United Arab Emirates. Most of the other states near Israel do not recognize it, including Saudi Arabia, Syria, Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, Libya, Sudan, and Lebanon. Israel survives by being nuclear armed, and with the assistance of direct foreign aid and loan guarantees from the USA. Thus, the lieu de mémoire of Masada is part of a system of meaning for the construction of Jewish national identity in Israel, Jewish American identity in the USA, and the growth of military spending in America during the Cold War (Novick, 2000). The symbolic power of this lieu de mémoire is therefore married to objective power and realistic conflict between peoples and states that illuminates the political culture of Israel (and the USA) in a darkly profound way, reflecting, guiding, and mapping its milieu of intractable conflict (Bar-Tal, 2007).
Against this 2,000-year old historical trajectory, and the force of American might in industry and arms, are a beleaguered group of newly displaced people, who have very little power except the power of refusal. In a supreme irony, the number of Palestinians in the world today is almost the same as the number of Jews, and about as many Palestinians reside in the occupied territories of the West Bank and Gaza, as Jews in the state of Israel. But today it is the Palestinians who are stateless and oppressed. Eminent Palestinian scholar Edward Said wrote,
the Palestinians made their world-historical appearances largely in the form of refusals and rejections. They have been associated with opposition to Zionism, with being the “heart” of the Middle East problem, with being terrorists, with being intransigent – the list is a long and unflattering one. They have had the extraordinarily bad luck to have a good case in resisting colonial invasion of their homeland combined with, in terms of the international and moral scene, the most morally complex of all opponents, Jews, with a long history of victimization and terror behind them.
(Said, 1980, p. 119)

Like the Native Americans in Denver, this refusal of invisibility and this refusal of the narrative that they are not present here and now and in history, is only a power to make the dominant group uncomfortable, and not the power to construct an alternative order.

Summary
Collective memory furnishes symbolic resources that feed fundamental aspects of political culture: identity, legitimacy, and social distance with selected others. In terms of identity, collective memories are irrefutably group memories. In an age of democracy, few groups can be completely extinguished, because it has become a mandate of civilized nations to prevent genocide. It is a mark of the political culture of democracy to allow freedom of expression of ideals, and to hold for equality between individuals and between peoples.
It is a supreme irony, one that if there is a God, He should be well pleased with the magnitude of His Conceit: that the most concerted effort in human history to purposefully and systematically eradicate a group led this group, the group most worthy of sympathy and care from outsiders in the twentieth century, to dispossess another group. I write these words with pain, because to write them at this juncture of world history is to realize that democracy has an Achilles heel. Collective memories in this civilized era cannot be simply extinguished, as they could be under more brutish regimes. Nor can they easily be overwritten, as they were in the past, because contemporary communications technologies allow even the smallest minority groups to have an outsized voice on the Internet. Therefore, a significant factor in the rise of research on collective remembering is the rise of a “grievance industry” (Novick, 2000). Some of these grievances are as deep and justified as the ocean, others are as trivial and ephemeral as the breeze. But all of them are striving to be heard, giving rise to such new phenomena as “competitive victimhood” (see Vollhardt, 2020).
Collective remembering is a reflection, a template, and a framing of the past in conjunction with the present. It gives new meaning to the word identity, by creating and dissolving distances between people in time and space, making continuities, and creating discontinuities by the subjective manipulation of time. Some eras in time, like the nineteenth century when Europe reigned supreme, allow for more top-down control over collective remembering, to create empires, and other eras like our own, allow for more bottom-up expressions that liberate small collectives to become independent, or part of diverse civil societies. Pierre Nora’s work suggests that our era is one of increasing human consciousness, a consciousness that is polyphony, and capable of making a virtue of dissent, at least within a prosperous and stable collective like France. Citing the Zerubavels’ work in contiguity with Nora’s work makes us aware that different human collectives may be inhabiting different eras of subjective time. The living historical memory (Choi et al., 2021) of Israel is saturated with the hegemony of a foundational era of collective remembering, where heroes are alive and near, as their spirit was recently evoked for a massive enterprise in the foundation of Israel. By contrast, this heroic zeitgeist is diminishing in France and the USA, where polyphony is on the rise, and multiple voices from different, sometimes contentious communities vie for attention and undermine heroic narratives. The solidarity of national identity among Israeli Jews appears to be something different than the liberalization of national identity in the USA and France. To burrow deeper into these differences, it is necessary to investigate these same phenomena from bottom-up. By aggregating together and analysing the collective memories of individuals in different cultural communities, it is possible to see the temper of the times in different societies.


1 See Bodnar (1992), who argues that public memories of that time were controlled by elites who suppressed vernacular regional and communal memories in other domains.

2 These presidential quotes are from Hitchmough (2013).

3 www.9news.com/article/news/local/next/chief-white-antelope-desendant-civil-war-statue-destruction/73-df901a85-98ae-4c8b-ab9b-a1ace69a4d4d

4 A tyrant to some of his contemporaries, a charge also levied against Roosevelt, who was also not afraid of rough-and-tumble politics.

5 Visits to Washington heritage sites show the same pattern of leveling or decline in visits.

6 For a trenchant critique of Nora from a Vietnamese French postcolonial historian, see Ho Tai, 2001.

7 Jewish people are, after all, the main authors of one of the oldest, most read, best-selling Books of all time.




Chapter 3 Bottom-Up Approaches to Collective Remembering

There is consensus across many branches of the social sciences and humanities that history and the collective remembering of history is a central ingredient in the making of political culture. But what is the nature of the collective that is doing the remembering, and how does a collective remember? Disputation over such questions was responsible for sundering two great branches of social science a century ago. Following in the footsteps of Durkheim, sociologists tended to conceive of society as a functional, organic whole, consisting of interrelated parts tending toward a structural equilibrium (Pope, 1975). In such a conception of the collective, which can be described as “top down,” individuals are largely unimportant, compared to social forces (like norms, class structures, institutions, and the state). Psychologists, especially in the USA, where behaviorists dominated from the 1920s to the 1960s, rejected such a conception of the collective as the “Group Fallacy” (Allport, 1927). The Group Fallacy was how Allport referred to his Harvard colleague William McDougall’s notion of the Group Mind: He accused McDougall of attributing agency and structure to something that only existed in the imagination, and had no independent existence outside of the aggregation of individual tendencies. Such methodological individualism, though dampened by many critiques over the years (Ho, 1998), still characterizes much of psychology. Thus, from a bottom-up perspective, collective remembering is the parallel and distributed memory of individuals, functionally organized by their social and structural relationships (in families, in groups, institutions, and larger collectives like nations).

Collective Remembering and the Construction of Groups
The group is where top-down and bottom-up perspectives meet on common ground. Group norms, group identity, and group structures, from the biological unit of the family, to extended familial structures like the clan, to formal institutional structures that regulate behavior in groups; propensities for social interaction that structure social exchange between individuals, and lieux de mémoire that inscribe sacred memories for groups, are far better understood today than they were a hundred years ago. Methodological individualism is unsupported by modern evolutionary science (Wilson & Wilson, 2007). Gene-culture coevolution theory (see Richerson et al., 2016) summarizes growing evidence that the human propensity for cooperation cannot be explained without invoking group-based selection. Thus, according to cutting-edge science, human genetics, the current “ultimate cause” of individual psychology, is historically contingent on selection based on group-level factors, most importantly institutions and their normative features that produce cooperation between self-interested individuals. The survival of particular kinds of individuals (e.g., selfish vs. parochial) depends on the groups they are connected to, and the groups they are in competition with; this is part of evolutionary history (Choi & Bowles, 2007). There might be a “selfish gene,” but human collectives have evolved to manage its tendencies through collective action that is contingent on effective communications and adaptive social norms (Ostrom, 1998).
Any feature of a person’s psychology impacting on his/her tendencies for cooperation with others will likely be expressed in a manner dependent on the institutional norms in place for the group(s) or culture that he or she has been socialized into (see Henrich et al., 2010). Therefore, according to the leading edge of evolutionary science, the social dilemma of cooperation cannot be solved without the normative influence of groups and culture (Richerson et al., 2016). Thus, collective remembering is understood here as an evolutionary endowment of the human being as a tool-using and culture-building social animal.1
The key evolutionary insight that collective remembering highlights is that the distinction between “internal” motivations and “external” social forces that caused such a rupture between psychology and sociology in the early twentieth century is a false dichotomy. As theorized by Nora (1996), lieux de mémoire (sites of memory) are material artefacts that function as lieux only to the extent that they are invested with symbolic meaning by individuals and groups, and organize human relations. They are made from an interaction between the internal motivations of the person and external structures that provide normative cues for appropriate behavior for the person as part of a collective.
The scale of these collectives can range from very small (families) to very large (Catholics) (see Halbwachs, 1925/1992). Lieux de mémoire are more central to (i.e., required for) organizing memory for public events, experienced through mass media or communicated through texts, compared to memory for personal experience, as theorized by the ecological approach to remembering (Neisser & Winograd, 1988, chapter 14; see the taxonomy developed by Larsen, 1988). For much of “collective memory” strictly speaking is not personal memory at all, but knowledge or representations that are learned through text, television, or the Internet rather than something personally experienced and then remembered (Wertsch, 2002, p. 27). Nevertheless, this vicarious learning strongly influences behavior.

Collective Memory and Autobiographical Memory
George Washington and Abraham Lincoln are what Assmann and Czaplicka (1995) describe as cultural memories, learned through pedagogy rather than through personal experience. Memory for this type of learning typically is less vivid and is less well retained. It appears to be organized through different chains of association (e.g., schooling, texts) than autobiographical memory that is keyed to self (Larsen, 1988). Place, for example, was for the most part forgotten immediately in Thompson et al.’s (2013) diary study of autobiographical memory. By contrast, many lieux de mémoire embed place as part of their memory trace, especially if the lieu included commemoration in a symbolically meaningful public place. Similarly, many lieux manufacture subjective time perceptions through calendaring and commemoration (Furet, 1996; Halbwachs, 1925/1992, chapter 6; Zerubavel, 1995, chapter 7). As theorized by Eviatar Zerubavel (2003), lieux de mémoire and the collective remembering mark time as subjectively meaningful. They act as a cultural scaffold (e.g., a calendar with commemoration dates) that makes such remembering a culturally guided and textually mediated activity (Wertsch, 2002). People growing up in a Christian society may thus remember their childhood through the gifts they received from people on Christmas Day, and what games or religious ceremonies they participated in during Easter. This would be a substantially different way to set up the hierarchical structures that mark time in a person’s memory than Chinese people in imperial times who dated the years by the emperor’s reign, and burned incense and offered food at the altars of their ancestors annually at the Qingming festival.
Furthermore, according to Larsen (1988), information about most public events (i.e., incoming historical events, like 9/11, or even the immediate COVID-19 pandemic) in a person’s lifetime are reported via mass media rather than experienced first-hand. Thus, historical events, even those taking place during the person’s lifetime are more symbolic than experienced, social in origin rather than self-centered, and structured according to mass media conventions for communicating information rather than naturally encoded within an autobiographical life stream. Thus, communicative memories (Assmann & Czaplicka, 1995) of historical events within a person’s lifetime have a different chain of memorial associations than the flow of private personal experience. But both of these feed into the person and shape his or her development.
Culture and Autobiographical Memory
For even intimate details of autobiographical memory are socialized through that most basic of institutions, the family, and more generally by culture, as expressed through such common interactions as mother–child communication. Drawing from fundamentals of cross-cultural psychology, Qi Wang (2016) summarizes that more individualistic “European American parents share memories with their children more frequently, more elaborately, and more child-focused, compared with East Asian parents who emphasize the development of relatedness and a sense of belonging” (p. 300). In the culture of individualism associated with contemporary Western societies, parents socialize their children to be more vocal and assertive. Mullen and Yi (1995) found that American mothers discussed past events with their three-year-old children three times more often than a sample of mothers from Korea. They also engaged in collaborative discourse more often than Korean mothers, who communicated clear expectations to their children, and expected them to follow their lead. Reciprocally, Asian children tended to recall less elaborate, less detailed, less self-focused, and more socially oriented memories than their American peers (Wang, 2004). These patterns extend into adulthood, and are characteristic of collectivist, and high-power distance cultures in East Asia (Hofstede, 2001). It appears this attention to detail for memory of personal experiences extends to memories for public events. In a five-culture study, Americans reported more flashbulb-like memories, and these were more likely to have taken place in their home country than was the case for citizens of other countries (Wang et al., 2009). Americans, it seems, are more ethnocentric (and vivid) in their collective remembering of public events, and this might be a culturally inscribed tendency originating in individualistic conventions for interactions between mother and child.

Flashbulb Memories
A flashbulb memory (Brown & Kulik, 1977) is memory for a surprising and consequential public event that is seared into a person’s consciousness and subsequently elaborated and rehearsed so they can remember the exact circumstances of when, where and how they first learned of it. It is associated with memory for an event that is exceptionally vivid, emotional, detailed, and easy to recollect/share. Because they are predicted by affect and group consequentiality (Conway et al., 1994), flashbulb memories are a useful avenue of integration between autobiographical memory and collective memory. They help to define generational memories relevant to the political culture for a nation and subgroups within it. For example, the assassinations of President John F. Kennedy (for all Americans) and Martin Luther King Jr. (more for African-Americans) are modal flashbulb memories for Americans who became adults in the 1960s (Brown & Kulik, 1977); they form important markers of identity for individuals belonging to that generation (Schumann & Scott, 1989). Flashbulb memories act as glue for social bonding, connecting the individual to others that have shared the same time with them as a community, even if they don’t know one another personally. They are acted upon, by communications with others through communications technology that can transform (or “torque”) vital memories relevant to the self as part of public memories of a socially shared event (Brown & Reavey, 2015).
A study by Conway et al. (1994) reported that 86 percent of British but only 29 percent other Europeans had flashbulb memories of the resignation of British Prime Minister Thatcher in 1990. That is, 86 percent of British participants in their experiment had consistent recollections (between the first test of memory soon after the resignation, and a second test eleven months later) of where they were, who was with them, what they were doing, and what the source of the news was regarding Thatcher’s resignation. They could recollect these with vivid detail and with emotion.2 Very little forgetting of this flashbulb (FB) memory occurred among a subsample of these British participants twenty-six months later. Conway et al. (1994) suggested that this accuracy of recall was associated with schematic knowledge of Thatcher’s eleven years as prime minister: “[S]ubjects with FB memories experienced more affect, perceived the event to be more important, knew more about the Thatcher administration, and were more interested in politics than those who did not form FB memories” (p. 334). Rehearsal of the memory afterward helped with retention, and no doubt shaped the narrative in retrospect. Other researchers (studying 9-11) have theorized that social (or group) identity is the key ingredient in rendering a public memory as a flashbulb (more than knowledge; see Luminet & Curci, 2009).
In any case, many people in the United Kingdom (UK) perceived themselves as having lived through “a Thatcher era” in British history. The Thatcher era, keyed to personalized flashbulb memories, now serves as an organizing principle for the political memories of people enculturated by Thatcher’s neoliberal reshaping of Great Britain. Thatcher’s government, in concert with Reaganism in the USA, shunted aside the more socialistic policy environment that had emerged in the UK and USA after WWII in favor of free market capitalism. Such enduring memories contrast to routine daily memories, some of which are forgotten in just days. In some sense, a “flashbulb” memory is a misnomer, because much research suggests that like other memories, flashbulbs show lots of decay in their first year of existence and then stabilize (Rubin, 2005). Following Bartlett (1932), I believe this is because they are reconstructed into narrative, through reminding and rehearsal (Coman et al., 2009).
Through flashbulb memories, the personal is connected to the political, and the individual is anchored to a collective. Generations form, and the political culture of the nation changes as these generations come and go, bound together by new events entering into their collective consciousness, and feeding their personal lives into the life of the nation as it adapts to face new challenges.

9-11 as a Flashbulb Memory and as Social Sharing of Emotion
Because of their impact and recency, the terrorist attacks on the USA on September 11, 2001 are among the most studied of flashbulb memories. A three-wave test-retest longitudinal study by Hirst et al. (2009) found that consistency of both the “flash” (personal details of where the person was and how they learned about it) and for the actual event of 9-11 were both around 80 percent consistent after one year, and demonstrated even less forgetting from year 2 to year 3. Flashbulb memories are more enduring than ordinary event memories, with memories of 9-11 stabilizing after some forgetting in the first year. Event memory was predicted by immediacy, media attention, and ensuing conversations.3 Relevant to the relationship between top-down and bottom-up forms of collective remembering, Hirst et al. (2009) found that the forgetting curve for both 9-11 and for a previously reported study of the Challenger space shuttle explosion (Bohannon & Symons, 1992) mirrored reductions in press coverage of these events in The New York Times. Memory and news reports of the Challenger disaster kept declining linearly over the course of three years, whereas 9-11 news coverage and memory tapered off together like a hockey stick, with little further forgetting from the second to the third year. Hirst and colleagues reported that greater accuracy of event memory due to personal loss/inconvenience was mediated by ensuing conversation about 9-11. Thus, rather than attributing memory and loss of memory for public events to purely intra-psychic factors, they argued that the parallel and distributed nature of memory is due to social living. Communication about memories through interpersonal and mass media channels is part and parcel of how individuals remember and forget public events.
Ulric Neisser (1997) has followed Bartlett’s (1932) dictum that memory is “effort after meaning” more persistently than any other researcher studying flashbulb memories. His general approach to memory is functional rather than structural, focusing on the purpose and use of memory rather than storage and retrieval. To Neisser (1997), “Memories are not so much retrieved as they are constructed, usually with a specific aim in mind” (p. 1697). He found a large amount of confabulation when he retested the memory of university students immediately and three years after the explosion of the space shuttle Challenger (including the invention of a fictitious girl who ran screaming through a dormitory). Flashbulb memories are not photographs inside the head. They suffer loss as any other memories. But depending on the novelty, importance, and immediacy of the event, these memories can be augmented and retained through listening to the news, where important historical events are rehearsed, and through social sharing. More often this sharing is for the sake of a good story, or for social bonding, and becomes an element of identity, rather than being in the service of accuracy of recall. This leads to distortions that become imagined and rehearsed as real.
Individual emotions and communication processes in a collective fit like hand in glove to jointly produce flashbulb memories. A program of research by Bernard Rimé (2007) has demonstrated that a private experience of emotion is typically followed by the social sharing of this emotion (and the triggering event). This is repeated, often in a process involving several conversation partners, over the course of days, weeks, years, or months. The stronger the emotion, the less steep is the decline in social sharing over time, just like the findings on 9-11 versus the Challenger explosion reported previously. The social sharing of emotion strengthens bonds between members of a community, and this social sharing propagates across social networks, just as Bartlett (1932) detailed in his experimental studies. But in everyday life, it is emotion, and the desire for self-disclosure and the giving and receiving of social support that is the motivator for sharing stories, not information seeking. Rimé (2007) argues that
[i]n collective emotional events, there are as many sharing sources as there are members in the concerned community. Consequently, the propagation diffuses in as many directions. In private emotion, a progressive extinction of the propagation wave is expected as the social distance from the original source increases. In collective emotion, every sharing reactivates felt emotions among interactants and therefore reloads the propagation flow. In sum, a collective emotional event is likely to start chain reactions.
(p. 313)

He argues that such chain reactions can contribute to the construction of an emotional climate for a community. When it comes to such social sharing, memory and belief become intertwined, especially as mediated via the agenda setting of political elites and reporters in mass media, as shared by ordinary people through various forms of communication.


Case Study: The Bush Administration’s Response to 9-11 as Identity Entrepreneurship
The greatest political strategist of the nineteenth century once remarked, “[m]an can neither create nor direct the stream of time. He can only travel upon it and steer with greater and lesser degrees of skill and experience.” Otto von Bismarck was a dark genius who perfected the art of Machiavellianism in backroom dealings that dominated politics in Europe in the last decades of the nineteenth century. Here psychology, in the form of leadership studies, joins with history in focusing on the role of human agency in generating collective behaviors and remembering them. The work of Steve Reicher and Nick Hopkins (2001) is particularly important in that their theory of identity entrepreneurship articulates how group (or social) identity joins with the political agenda of the group leader to determine what is perceived and remembered as effective (or ineffective) leadership. Leadership is seen as both an act of individual agency, and the expression of social forces as expressed though conformity to group identity.
9-11 as the Trigger for George W. Bush’s War on Terror
George Walker Bush was the forty-first American president, the fourth elected with fewer popular votes (47.9 percent) than his competitor (Al Gore, 48.4 percent). Bush came into office on the back of a controversial Supreme Court decision, into the presidency of a divided nation. 9-11 handed Bush the opportunity for a popular mandate, and Bush used it to declare a “War on Terror,” not a war on the terrorists who attacked the USA on 9-11 (Graham et al., 2004). This framing resulted in major impacts on the political culture of the USA (and the countries it invaded) over the next two decades (see Holsti, 2009, for a review of the first decade after 9-11 in the eyes of allies’ public opinion; Powell, 2011 for media framing effects on the USA).
From the beginning, President Bush attempted to associate 9-11 with Saddam Hussein and Iraq, even though there was no evidence of connection between the two (Gershkoff & Kushner, 2005). He did not distinguish between the terrorists, led by Osama bin Laden, who had actually caused harm to America, and “terrorist states,” as he labeled Saddam’s Iraq, because of what they might do to America if they had Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). “The attacks of September 11, 2001 showed what the enemies of America did with four airplanes. We will not wait to see what terrorists or terror states could do with weapons of mass destruction” (President Bush, as cited in Gershkoff & Kushner, 2005, p. 528). Through repeated allusions from the Bush administration, faithfully reported by mass media (Powell, 2011), 70 percent of Americans came to believe (or “remember?”) that Saddam had something to do with the 9-11 attacks. This gave Bush the justification he needed to launch a preemptive war against Iraq just fifteen months after the Americans invaded Afghanistan in October of 2001 in retaliation for 9-11. The result of the two wars was similar: America won the war but failed to keep the peace. As a result, both Afghanistan and Iraq are both now troubled societies, close to being failed states, where civil society has been compromised, food is scarce, violence is endemic, and civilians have been living in true, and not imagined terror (for a vivid description of the aftermath of the Iraq War, see De Torrente, 2004). The Middle East has been destabilized, triggering a refugee exodus that has caused considerable difficulty for destination countries in Europe.

Identity Entrepreneurship on 9-11 Leading to the Remaking of Political Culture
Graham et al. (2004) ascertained four essential features of the rhetoric Bush used to launch war in the Middle East: “(1) an appeal to a legitimate power source that is external to the orator and which is presented as inherently good; (2) an appeal to the historical importance of the culture in which the discourse is situated; (3) the construction of a thoroughly evil Other; and, (4) an appeal for unification behind the legitimating external power source” (p. 202). This rhetoric can be interpreted as identity entrepreneurship (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001; Reicher et al., 2005), where a political leader tries to accomplish an agenda by defining the ingroup as broadly as possible, to gain maximum support for a mission that requires simultaneously defining an outgroup (i.e., people opposed to this mission). “You are either with us or against us” Bush said, using the legitimate power conferred upon him by 9-11 to define the ingroup as backed by both church and state: God-fearing people and Americans were mobilized on a crusade against an opponent defined elastically as “a new kind of evil,” who “can’t stand freedom … and hate what America stands for.” Bush conceived of the ingroup as embarking on a very broad mission: “As we defend the peace, we also have an historic opportunity to preserve the peace. We have our best chance since the rise of the nation state in the 17th century to build a world where the great powers compete in peace instead of prepare for war” (Bush, as cited in Graham et al., 2004). This idea that America should have the mandate to “spread democracy and freedom,” and “combat evil” in every corner of the world represents a considerable departure from American identity in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, which was focused internally, and attempted to avoid wars overseas. This is no longer an option for America today as conflict dragged on in the Middle East for nearly two decades after 9-11, finally ending in defeat and withdrawal from Afghanistan in 2021.
Briefly, there was talk of a “new world order,” as initially a large coalition of nations, including rival Great Powers like Russia and China, offered some support for the USA in its invasion of Afghanistan. There was initial optimism when Bush declared Mission Accomplished in Afghanistan in May 2003. But this receded after Bush launched a second, preemptive war against Iraq, based on dubious evidence a member of his administration presented to the United Nations that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction (Zarefsky, 2007). In both countries it invaded, American-led success in organized warfare transformed into conflict involving insurgency and guerilla warfare. The US-led alliance was ill-equipped to fight this type of asymmetrical conflict. There were as many as 100,000 American soldiers stationed in Afghanistan during the peak of American attempts to suppress insurgency (in 2010). In excess of 10,000 civilians perished annually in Afghanistan in subsequent years, most killed by the Taliban, the organization that President Bush declared defeated in 2003. In Iraq and bordering regions, ISIS, a radical Islamist “caliphate” (truly a terrorist state) emerged in the power vacuum the USA left behind when it began troop withdrawals, causing much loss of life and refugee displacement. It was only defeated after much combat, chaos, and suffering.
It would be fair to say that most American administrations would have retaliated against Afghanistan, but that the Iraq War, which had far less support internationally, was more uniquely an act of agency by the Bush administration. Popular opinion in allied countries turned against the USA after the Iraq War, in the wake of continued instability in Afghanistan and the Middle East, and reports of American human rights abuses of prisoners (Holsti, 2009). But at the time of the Iraq invasion in 2003, 80 percent of Americans were in favor of war (Gershkoff & Kushner, 2005), mainly because of the mistaken belief that “Saddam” had weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Gershkoff and Kushner (2005) showed that support for war was much stronger among Americans who followed the news (especially after Secretary of State Colin Powell’s infamous United Nations presentation; see Zarefsky, 2007). A few years later, the tide of public opinion turned against the war, resulting in Bush having one of the lowest approval ratings of any American President, bottoming out at 25 percent in 2008, after unprecedented approval ratings of 90 percent just after 9-11. American public opinion became polarized by the Iraq War, with about 75 percent of Republicans in favor of the war and approving of Bush, versus 15 percent of Democrats in favor of the war and only 10 percent approving of Bush by 2007 (Jacobson, 2010).
This polarization was accompanied by a loss of confidence among analysts that citizens of the United States were capable of rational choice, the hallmark of good citizenship for voters in a democracy. Jacobson (2010) invoked “motivated reasoning” to explain his finding that among the 31 percent of Republicans who believed that President Bush was God’s chosen instrument to lead the USA in a global war on terrorism, 73 percent also believed that Iraq possessed WMD.4 The more interested and knowledgeable Republicans were about politics, the more likely they were to believe that Iraq had WMD. Jacobson (2010) wrote “57 percent of Bush supporters got the Duelfer Report, commissioned and accepted by the administration, exactly backward, believing incorrectly that it had concluded that Iraq possessed WMD or had a major program to build them. Another 18 percent got the report right but disbelieved it” (p. 38). Republicans stuck to their mistaken beliefs, while Democrats mistakenly imagined they were against the war in Iraq all along.5 Loss of trust in the Bush administration among Democrats was almost complete: 95 percent of Democrats who thought the Iraq war was a mistake in 2006 and 2008 believed that the Bush administration deliberately misled the public about Iraq having WMD in 2003.
This partisanship has not lessened in the subsequent Obama or Trump administrations, but rather appears to have become an enduring feature of American political culture today. This illustrates the point that through collective remembering, with all its distortions and self-serving biases, we can view political culture as an open system. 9-11 is a lieu de mémoire that became a new symbolic resource for the American body politic, as a consequence of the Bush administration’s response to a major crisis. In keeping with the “post-modernity” alluded to by Schwartz and Nora, 9-11 is to a significant extent a dividing rather than a unifying collective memory. An initial “rally around the flag” after 9-11 led to a quick and unified shift to a more security-conscious stand against the risk of further terrorism (e.g., passage of the Patriot Act, allowing greater surveillance by the state). However, subsequent developments showed that segments of the American populace reacted in different ways to 9-11. Some perceived a higher future risk of terrorist attack than others (Huddy & Feldman, 2011). Some reacted with anxiety, whereas others reacted with rage. “Anger leads to less careful and systematic processing of events, reduced risk perception, and increased tolerance of risky action.… In contrast, anxiety produces a heightened sensitivity and attention to threat, an overestimation of risks, and more careful information processing” (Huddy & Feldman, 2011, p. 458). Angry Americans maintained their support for the war in Iraq and downplayed its risks, whereas anxious Americans perceived elevated risks associated with the war and opposed it. Thus, even highly impactful historical events are not experienced or perceived uniformly by members of the society living through it. Brown and Reavey (2015) claim that “reshuffling of past experiences to create an orderly present and coherent life trajectory – or ‘long-term self’ – where what we are doing now appears entirely congruent with what we have done before” (p. 26) is entirely normal.
The Bush administration’s failed attempt to unify Americans after 9-11 is not the only cause of the polarization of American public opinion today. Political partisanship is reinforced by social media, which has fragmented news consumption into echo chambers where the like-minded exchange views (Garimella et al., 2018; Lawrence et al., 2010), and freely vent hostility against opposing views and people associated with these (Hasell & Weeks, 2016).


Effects of the Representation of 9-11 on American Political Climate
Returning to the relationship between public events and autobiographical memory, Brown et al. (2009) discovered that even for Americans living in New York City at the time of the attacks, 9-11 was not personally epoch-defining event, in the same way that Bosnians from Sarajevo remembered the siege during the 1992–1995 Balkan Civil Wars. In a two-step procedure, Brown et al. (2009) first asked participants from ten cities in eight countries to respond to twenty cue words (automobile, bag, bread, etc.) with one-sentence descriptions of a relevant autobiographical memory at least one week old. After this initial phase, participants were asked to think aloud as they tried to date the memories cued previously. These open-ended descriptions were coded. Protocols that mentioned historical periods or unique news events of a political, military, or economic nature were classified as “historically defined autobiographical periods.” Brown et al. (2009) found that only Bosnians who had lived in Sarajevo (24 percent overall, 83 percent of memories during war years) during the time of the Balkan Civil Wars (and not Serbians in Belgrade), and Turks in Izmit (13 percent overall) (and not Turks in Ankara) who experienced the 1999 earthquake, used historically defined epochs to date their autobiographical memories. By contrast, 9-11 was mentioned in less than 1 percent of protocols used to date autobiographical memories from New York City residents. Nor did residents of Jerusalem use the endemic historical conflicts in their region to date their autobiographical memories. Brown et al. (2009) argued that 9-11, while significant in shaping policy, only had a transient effect on the emotions and mental health of Americans. They wrote “researchers may have to distinguish emotionally charged public events (e.g., the September 11 attacks), which affect people’s emotions, attitudes, and beliefs, from epoch-defining ones (e.g., Siege of Sarajevo), which change the way people live” (p. 403). They considered only the latter to be significant in shaping the social identity of individuals.
I agree with Brown et al. (2009) that 9-11 was not sufficiently traumatic to anchor autobiographical memory for Americans. The main impact of 9-11 was not traumatic memory of the event itself, but the actions that followed in its wake; and the collective memories that formed as a consequence. Research by Choi et al. (2021) suggests that 9-11 has affected the emotional climate of the USA in significant ways, and this could reshape the identity of Americans indirectly, in the long run. Emotional climate refers to the collective emotions that manifest in a society in response to publicly communicated events (Bar-tal et al., 2007; de Rivera, 1992). Fernández-Dols et al. (2007) theorized that emotional climates are driven by public conventions, including socially acceptable (or normative) ways of displaying emotions in public occasions. The commemoration of 9-11 has involved trauma time interfacing with the political agenda of two invasions of the Middle East managed by the state, and promoted by mass media (Simpson, 2006). As theorized by Ranger (2014) it is collective remembering engineered by the state for mass consumption, as the country was preparing for war in not one, but two countries in the Middle East. The conventional emotions triggered by 9-11 are anxiety and anger (Huddy & Feldman, 2011), accompanied by sadness and loss. These are not positive emotions. Nor have the results of American invasions of countries in the Middle East in response to 9-11 provided any basis for pride or accomplishment. These fights, mainly against insurgencies, have not sustained heroic narratives. They can only be remembered as altars of sacrifice, failure, and loss.
This mass mediatization of memory, including narratives framing the likelihood of future threats as a justification for war in the Middle East (Powell, 2011), is what is responsible for 9-11 being overwhelmingly remembered by Americans as the historic event with the greatest impact in living historical memory. The political agenda of war in the Middle East rather than trauma in the wake of 9-11 is what has driven collective remembering of this event.
In response to the prompt “Please name 3 historic events that have occurred during the lifetime of people you know (or have known) that have had the greatest impact on your country” Choi et al. (2021) reported that more than 45 percent of American survey respondents nominated 9-11, twice as many as the next event, the Trump presidency (20 percent) (followed by the Obama presidency (17 percent), WWII (10 percent), and the Kennedy assassination (8.5 percent). Because terrorism as a category received more negative evaluations than any other negative category (like war or natural disasters), the emotional climate expressed by the three most impactful events in living historical memory reported by Americans was (in 2019) negative. In fact, Choi et al. (2021) reported that the living historical memories (LHM) of all five English-speaking countries they surveyed clustered together as negative (mean scores around 3 on a 7-point scale with 4 as a neutral mid-point and 7 as extremely positive).6 9-11 received the most nominations in English-speaking countries, and was also more salient in Western European countries compared to others in Choi et al.’s thirty-nine-country dataset.
Interestingly, emotional climate as measured by averaged evaluations of the three most impactful events in LHM was much more positive in developing countries compared to developed countries like Japan, the Anglosphere, and Western Europe (see Figure 3.1). Even terrorist events, which are salient in countries like Nigeria and Indonesia, were evaluated less negatively than terrorist events in developed countries like the USA. Choi et al. (2021) speculated that terrorism is narrated as more threatening to the entire way of life in these countries than similar terrorist events in developing countries. In many developing countries, life is more difficult under normal circumstances, and freedom and security cannot be taken for granted. In keeping with Brown et al. (2009), 9-11 is represented as more traumatic than it actually is in the everyday lives of American citizens, because this is a culture where according to historian Peter Novick (2000) “the voicing of pain and outrage is alleged to be ‘empowering’ as well as therapeutic” (p. 8).
Figure 3.1 Evaluations of the most salient and all nominated events in living historical memory across thirty-nine societies


It is difficult to imagine that citizens of countries where history in recent generations has been as challenging as in South Africa, Poland, Portugal, or the Philippines present a more positive emotional climate of LHM than people living in peaceful stable developed countries like Australia, the UK, New Zealand, the USA, and Canada. Only in a subjectively constructed universe could events salient in the living historical memory of Sweden be more negative than those for India. The reason why India has relatively positive LHM is because the trauma of the partition with Pakistan (where at least a million lives were lost seventy years ago) is not narrated as trauma, but as birthing pains for a vital, strong, and independent new nation (see Liu & Khan, 2014, for a flavor of these narratives). Choi et al. (2021) reported that foundational events are the most positively evaluated events in LHM, and those countries recalling revolutionary events at the beginning of the birth/independence of their own nations brought with them an optimism and sheen of positivity. This contrasts with LHM in older, perhaps more cynical (read postmodern), developed countries, where collective memories of terrorism contribute to an emotional climate of anger, anxiety, and fear. So in a sense, Osama bin Laden sacrificed himself and won, turning the tide against Western hegemony by enduring short-term defeat, but also engineering a long-term shifting of the narrative toward a less confident West. The study of public opinion can thus be seen to make bottom-up contributions to collective remembering (what Olick, 1999 describes as “collected memory”), and meet top-down narratives in a middle that could be termed group psychology.

Generations of Collective Remembering: The Rise and Fall of America as Imagined Community
It is customary to speak of Gen X, Gen Y, and Gen Z in popular culture (and even in those academic journals that study marketing). But in fact, generations can be characterized as different not just because of differences in birthdates, but because of living historical memories. Classic research by Schuman and Scott (1989) thirty-some years (a generation and a half) ago reported that 29 percent of Americans remembered WWII, 22 percent the Vietnam War, 13 percent the Kennedy assassination, 9 percent the Civil rights movement, and 8.5 percent the threat of nuclear war. That is a considerably different list of events, with substantially different meaning than those reported by Choi et al. (2021). World War II was America’s finest moment on the world stage, where the USA came to the rescue of liberal democracies in Europe that had been beaten down by a murderous German Fascism, and Asian countries were struggling under the dictatorship of an equally brutal Japanese Imperialism. It was, as Studs Terkel (1984) observed with irony in his oral history, The Good War. While American participation in WWII may have been necessary, war is never good in first-hand experience, and to narrate it as such in retrospect comes with a cost. In Terkel’s narrative, the moral turpitude of the Vietnam War follows directly on the heels of officially triumphant recollections of WWII.
It is the nature of modern collective remembering to be short-lived, even if the power structures birthed as a consequence of events recalled, like the military–industrial complex Eisenhower warned about in the 1950s, are more enduring. Schuman and Corning (2012) analysed a collection of American national surveys and found that by 2010, 9-11 (24 percent) had superseded WWII (19 percent) as the most important collectively remembered event. People born before 1936 were more likely to recall WWII than those born later, whereas 9-11 showed the opposite effect, with those born 1976 or later more likely to remember it than those born earlier. After examining collective remembering curves across age groups for several important historical events, Schuman and Corning (2012) concluded that there was strong evidence supporting Mannheim’s (1927) generational memory thesis: that a reminiscence bump of elevated recall for public events occurs during the “critical period” of early adulthood, approximately between the ages of seventeen and twenty-five.
For the making of American political culture, it is more important to focus attention on what seems like an intergenerational narrative of rise (WWII to world leadership) and fall (9-11 and the Afghanistan debacle), as the Twin Towers hit the pavement, leaving a hole in the ground where water flows down into an abyss in New York City. This story of rise and fall was documented through survey research by Yamashiro and Roediger (2019). They asked participants to recall three types of events: events important in the foundation of America, normative events that people ought to remember about their nation’s history, and events imagined for the nation’s collective future. They found that emotional valence ratings for foundational events were higher than those for normative historical events. But both of these were positive overall. By comparison, events imagined for America’s collective future were predominantly negative. This trajectory of decline was especially pronounced for those Americans who believed that their country was exceptional.
Similar to Choi et al. (2021), Yamashiro et al. (2019) found that events recalled about the foundation of the USA were positive and consensual. The original sins of slavery and Native American genocide were infrequently remembered as national origins, and were especially absent from Republicans’ and religiously oriented people’s origin stories. Putting this all together, the prevailing emotional climate in the USA is more pessimistic than optimistic today, shaped by generational memories of 9-11 more than foundational events and WWII.
At the culture level, Darío Páez and colleagues reported a country-level analysis of university samples from forty nations: They found that beliefs about history as a superior plan, as social progress, and as lawful were positively associated with greater willingness to fight in a future war, and with lower levels of the human development index (HDI: income, education, and lifespan) in a country. The USA may thus be a high HDI culture that has matured beyond being satisfied with simple progressive tales of national progress in history (in the hearts and minds of its young people), but is locked into a pattern of continuing “good wars” abroad because of the political agency of its older elites.

Summary
More experimental research on collective remembering has been done in the USA than all the other countries combined. This provides us with a unique portrait of how collective remembering relates to the political culture of one society, and gives insight into cognitive, social, and motivational processes underlying collective memory in general. In bottom-up approaches, the focus is on remembering as an act by an individual who belongs to a culture, is affiliated with certain groups, embedded in social networks, and is enculturated in particular systems of belief. In this research, more attention is given to the function of memory, and to its parallel and distributed character of being part of the fabric connecting people in society, rather than to its neurological structure inside the head. Human beings are viewed as tool-using, culture-building social animals, who use memory in communicating public events of importance to one another. They are influenced by chains of spreading emotion that reinforce social networks and strengthen bonds between ingroup members (and reinforce divisions with outgroup members). There is no one form of collective remembering within a nation. Rather, each person belongs to multiple in-groups varying in levels of inclusiveness, and sometimes opposed to one another (Turner et al., 1987). Relevant to America now, Republicans have different collective memories than Democrats, even of America’s relatively consensual and positive origin story (Yamashiro et al., 2019). These two groups truly depart from one another in recalling the more controversial recent history involving 9-11 and the two wars in the Middle East waged in its aftermath.
Recent advances in understanding autobiographical memory furnish a bridge between top-down and bottom-up approaches to collective memory. Each person is enculturated within a society marked by the passage of time, where certain public events are collective and subjectively understood to be important, and certain habits of interaction inform memory (Wang, 2016). Norman Brown and colleagues refer to this as “living in history” (Brown et al., 2009; Zebian & Brown, 2014). They have identified certain situations, generally ones of catastrophic upheaval (e.g., extended warfare and hardship), where people learn to organize their memories through historically defined autobiographical periods (H-DAPs). These time periods are marked by significant collective transitions for a society: “Cross-cultural evidence suggests that H-DAPs are created only when external events cause a marked and enduring change in the fabric of daily life-in what people do, where they do it, and with whom” (Zebian & Brown, 2014, p. 195). H-DAPs are therefore extended (or extreme) cases of flashbulb memories (Conway et al., 1994), where a person remembers vividly the circumstances of how, where, when, and with whom they learned about a public event. All this connects the individual to collective knowledge about a surprising, important, emotionally engaging and socially shared moment of subjective time that does not fade quickly as ordinary memory.
The experience of flashbulb memories contributes to the formation of generations (Schuman & Corning, 2012), as people who have shared vividly experienced moments of subjective time. Collective remembering is a reconstruction, infusing personal memory with societal discourses that reshape a memory as it is retrieved and rehearsed, sometimes in the company of others, sometimes through mass media, and sometimes through rumination. Forgetting is similarly influenced by societal (e.g., mass media; Hirst et al., 2009) as well as personal factors (like self-schema; Thompson et al., 2013). People experience life to a significant extent as an age cohort, living through the same meaningful public events in time, even though they may experience the meaning of these differently. There has been generational change in the collective memory of Americans living through the past half century or so, as the living memory of WWII has faded. The Vietnam War, the assassination of JFK, and the Civil Rights movement characterized the generation that followed (Schuman & Scott, 1989), but none of these events have been as indelible as 9-11 for America overall (Choi et al., 2021; Schuman & Corning, 2012).
History is collectively remembered as a social representation (Abric, 1993; Moscovici, 1988). With the coming of 9-11 and its aftermath there has been generational change in what it means to be an American living in history, and what the USA stands for in terms of social representations of history. These changes have not been determined so much by social forces as by an interaction between choices made by political leadership, with reactions by the electorate. This results in changes in enduring features of the social identity of what it means to be “an American” across generations. While the American body politic is currently divided by fierce partisanship, there is nothing to say that this divide could not be healed. However, any identity entrepreneurs of American identity attempting to accomplish this healing in the future will be fighting against a historical trajectory of representational decline (Yamashiro & Roediger, 2019). Self-fulfilling prophecy has always been one of the greater powers that a dominant (or hegemonic) social representation holds, because new phenomena are anchored to preexisting social representations (or socially shared systems of memory and belief) that people attempt to maintain and uphold.
While America is still strong materially, its representational (soft) power has greatly diminished, both in the collective memory of its own citizens, and in the eyes of its allies. Like many nations, America has a positive and consensually shared foundational myth of origin, and as a successful nation, this has matured through meeting challenges like its Civil War. In retrospect, Roosevelt’s identity entrepreneurship through the Great Depression and onto the global stage of WWII may have been the high-water mark of American civilization. That appears to be the intuition of many of its citizens. The recent loss of confidence and decline in soft power regarding America’s historical mission after 9-11 is deeply concerning for those who see democracy as “the worst form of Government except for all those other forms that have been tried from time to time” (Churchill, November 11, 1947). As bottom-up memories meet top-down political agendas in the USA, it cannot be said that suitable memories for social cohesion of the collective have arisen as a result.


1 Thanks to Eliot Aronson (2007) for the term “social animal.”

2 Thatcher was loved by some British and hated by others.

3 Memories about when, where, and how the event information was received are less predictable, because they are less public (and hence less correctable) than event memories.

4 Only 9 percent of independents and 4 percent of Democrats believed that Bush was God’s chosen instrument.

5 In 2003, 48 percent of Democrats were in favor of the war, but only 24 percent of them remembered being in favor of the war when questioned about this in 2006 or 2008.

6 The 2005 London tube bombings were salient only in the UK.




Part II Developing a Theoretical Approach to Collective Remembering



Chapter 4 The Organization of Collective Memory

How is collective memory organized? Perhaps more than any other construct in the social sciences, collective memory is blessed with a substantial literature that articulates both its top-down structure, as organized by the state and other institutions, and its bottom-up structure, as represented in the hearts and minds of individuals who belong to groups and are interconnected through social networks. Conversely, the curse of such richness is that the literature on collective remembering is so vast (and in places, antithetical) that no one scholar is capable of fully embracing its many uses and conceptions. Good scholarship in this area, especially in attempts to integrate across different branches of the literature, must be at once selective and comprehensive.
For this author, Nora’s (1996) conception of collective memory as a polyphony is the best place to begin. His conception of collective remembering is deep, vast, and open, but it is not unstructured. His conception of lieux de mémoire as both material and nonmaterial aspects of symbolic elements of the monumental heritage of a community could be turned into a rigorous, yet open scientific theory. I like Nora’s conception of lieux because it corrects psychology’s tendency to dematerialize everything into something inside the head, or to materialize it as brain functions inside the head. Memory is scaffolded by both the material and immaterial according to Nora; such a conception of memory would be familiar to everyone following the developmental psychology of Vygotsky. The substance of memory can be sourced from statuary (material), from beliefs (turning these into symbols), and from text or activity interlinking the two: Bringing these together is what gives lieux their power.
Students of collective memory should accept the premise that lieux de mémoire are a polyphony, as they seek to grapple with, and make sense of both top-down and bottom-up aspects of this concept. Any scholar in this area, from novices to experts, will experience resistance to or from some aspect of this diverse literature and its various advocates.

Collective Remembering As Situated in a Representational Framework
The problem with Nora for an empiricist like myself is that he does not follow any strict methods to ascertain with accuracy the force and the limitations of what looks like extremely powerful theoretical conception. For a practitioner of human science as myself, hermeneutics (interpretation) is not enough. A purely idiographic (e.g., qualitative case study) approach to the study of human society and culture is incomplete. As the great anthropologist Franz Boas (1896) wrote more than a hundred years ago, “[w]e agree[d] that certain laws exist which govern the growth of human culture, and it is our endeavor to discover these laws. The object of our investigation is to find the processes by which certain stages of culture have developed.… We desire to learn the reasons why such customs and beliefs exist – in other words, we wish to discover the history of their development” (p. 905). To this, Rohner (1977) adds, “[r]ather than being mutually exclusive, as is often assumed, the idiographic-nomothetic duality actually forms a continuum with at least three identifiable nodes: idiographic, idiographic-comparative, and nomothetic” (p. 119). Collective memory research tends to focus on idiographic, and idiographic-comparative modes of inquiry, because collective remembering operates as an open system, with new memories regularly coming into being that change the processes of social thought and behavior as a consequence. However, there is nothing to prevent these from providing the raw materials through which theory can be formulated to test aspects of culture development (and the role of the individual within this) in a more nomothetic (or universal) manner. Human science (Dilthey, 1888/1999) consists of discovering what works in reality: the how, when, where, and why of collective memory, as a source of making predictions or generating understanding about political culture, political behavior, and their transformations. One might start from specific instances, but also work toward the general if limiting conditions can be stated appropriately. Human science cannot be restricted to hermeneutics only.
Philosophy of Science for Studying Collective Remembering
Philosophy of science has advanced the possibilities for human science far beyond the simple determinism of nineteenth-century natural science epistemology. We have moved beyond the determinism expressed by Albert Einstein’s quip “God does not play with dice”); and the indeterminism of social constructionism that arose in contradistinction to the inadequacies of this approach (see Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). But at present, relatively few social scientists know how to make use of post-positivist philosophy of science (see Lakatos, 1970, for an excellent review, and synthesis). This is not taught in most graduate programs of psychology, sociology, culture studies, or history. They adhere to late nineteenth century, and early twentieth-century natural science epistemologies in the main, or a rejection of this in alternatives to the mainstream. Polemics between these two camps is tiresome and ongoing.
To integrate disparate areas of the literature in collective remembering, science has to be regarded as an open rather than as a closed system (Bhaskar, 1975/2008). This means that new symbolic and material elements are constructed in time, enter into the field of behavior, and influence subsequent action. The empiricist interested in understanding the attitudes and behavior of American people regarding information privacy, Muslims (and Mexicans!), and border crossings should consider how these things work(-ed) together before and after 9-11 (see Correa, 2013). The organization of individual knowledge, memory, and beliefs about 9-11 is shaped by the collective responses of American institutions (particularly the Presidency and Congress) that made political culture in response to 9-11. The organization of memory and response to any subsequent terrorist attacks in the USA (or other “border incursions”) are now shaped by the layers of knowledge, belief, and materiality that have accumulated in response to 9-11 (the 9-11 memorial in New York City, the Patriot Act, the emotional climate of anxiety and anger, etc.).
Following Bhaskar’s (1975/2008) philosophy of science known as critical realism, the collective remembering of 9-11, in all its forms, has become part of the layer of the actual, the human-made artifacts and systems of belief that mold subsequent thought, feelings, attitude, and beliefs regarding terrorism and border incursions in the USA. As observed by Correa (2013), Mexicans and other immigrants attempting to cross the US–Mexico border illegally have been among the groups punished most severely by the American state’s reaction to 9-11. In Bhaskar’s theory of critical realism, the layer of the actual mediates between empirical observations of reality (the layer of empirical phenomena) and the true cause of what has been observed (the layer of the real1). As a consequence, regularities in the conjunctions of events observed are not automatically interpreted as causal. Rather, they are interpreted within a web of causality informed by theory. Bhaskar (1975/2008) calls his theory critical realism because it has a realist ontology (i.e., he accepts that reality is “out there”), but like other post-positivist philosophies, ascertains cause-and-effect through interpretation of a range of observations guided by theory, not from naïve positivism, where the cause always precedes (e.g., is observed in conjunction with) effects. Critical realism encourages the theorist and the researcher to ask questions about events proximal in time and space that seem to be in a causal relationship. From this perspective, collective memory can be seen to intercede between cause-and-effect in the actions of Americans (at the individual level) and in the actions of the American state following 9-11. Hence, collective memory could be theorized as an essential ingredient in operationalizing the layer of the actual required to form a general theory of the formation, maintenance, and change of political culture.
Following Lakatos (1970), I see collective remembering as fertile grounds for sowing the seeds of an interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research program of human science,2 where “[t]he basic unit of appraisal must be not an isolated theory or conjunction of theories but rather a ‘research programme’, with a conventionally accepted (and thus by provisional decision ‘irrefutable’) ‘hard core’ and with a ‘positive heuristic’ which defines problems, outlines the construction of a belt of auxiliary hypotheses, foresees anomalies and turns them victoriously into examples, all according to a preconceived plan” (Lakatos, 1970, p. 99). Collective remembering is messy: it is polyphonic, with causal influences coming into it from multiple directions, and causal influences extending out from it in just as many directions.3 The goal of this book is to orchestrate this polyphony into something more like a symphony than a cacophony. To do this, it should not only review the literature, but organize this literature into a program of research that defines problems, explores and offers solutions to these, tests hypotheses, understands the limits of hypothesis testing, provides practical advice and guidance, and illustrates these with concrete examples. It also needs to be open to questioning.

Social Representations Theory as a Framework for Collective Remembering
While the conception is drawn from Nora’s (1996) historiography, the theoretical framework for this enterprise is provided by Serge Moscovici’s (1976/2008, 1988, 2001) theory of social representations (for a comprehensive introduction, see Wagner & Hayes, 2005). The reason for this is because social representations theory is defined loosely, in a manner that is compatible with Nora’s idea of collective remembering as a polyphony. Moscovici defined a social representation as the collective elaboration “of a social object by the community for the purpose of behaving and communicating” (Moscovici, 1963, p. 251). It is further a “system of values, ideas and practices with a twofold function: first to establish an order which will enable individuals to orient themselves in their material and social world and to master it; and secondly to enable communication … by providing a code for social exchange and a code for naming and classifying unambiguously the various aspects of their worlds and their individual and group history” (Moscovici, 1973, p. xiii). Jodelet (1991) writes even more expansively that “[s]ocial representations are images that condense manifold meanings that allow people to interpret what is happening; categories which serve to classify circumstances, phenomena and individuals with whom we deal, theories which permit us to establish facts about them. When we consider social representations embedded in the concrete reality of our social life, they are all the above together” (p. 14).
A social representation has two major functions for an individual living in society. First and foremost is anchoring, which functions to “make the unfamiliar familiar.” Anchoring provides a collectively shared system of knowledge that through naming and conventionalization takes the chaos of the world, and makes it comprehensible (see Bartlett, 1932). Anchoring involves classification, but it is more than that. It means to embed something into the habits of communication and the production of meaning prevalent within a community. The most famous studies of social representations are ones of social objects whose meaning is not analytically clear: this includes psychoanalysis, mental illness, human rights, and of course, history. What makes the unfamiliar familiar to ordinary people is to embed incoming, strange and new information into prevailing common sense, so it can be talked about and comprehended. Second is objectification, where a social object is made to be real, to be materialized in some sense, as an object of conversation, or an actual thing (like a statue, or a dollar bill). Although Moscovici himself never put it in this way, one might think of social representations as building blocks for making culture, on the one hand (by objectification), and maintaining culture, on the other hand (through anchoring). Liu and Sibley (2009) extended the theory and argued that “social representations are defined as a shared system of knowledge and belief that facilitates communication about social objects, and culture is conceptualized as a meta-system of social representations mediated by language, symbols, and their institutional carriers” (p. 22). From this perspective, history can be considered as a partial representation of the political culture of a collective, the part that is regarded as enduring.
According to Moscovici (1988), some social representations are hegemonic, that is, they are widely shared and consensual. Others are polemical, with different groups in society holding representations that are in opposition with one another. A third form of social representation is emancipated, with different versions being held in different communities that interact with one another smoothly. Different means of communications, initiated for different purposes by different groups, are used to spread and maintain social representations (Moscovici, 1976/2008). This is a general theoretical framework that connects psychology and sociology through the idea that socially shared representations are held both in the minds of individuals, and in the networks of communication and institutional (and material) structures that bind people together as they act in concert, in cacophony, or in conflict. Moscovici himself did not detail the structure of social representations but other theorists have provided elaboration.
The Core and Peripheral System of a Social Representation
According to Abric (1993, 1994), there is a stable central core of a social representation that is emotionally engaging for the community of people that hold it, and this is surrounded by a peripheral system that insulates the central core from change. The central core of representation is
directly linked and determined by historical, sociological, and ideological conditions. As such, it is strongly marked by the collective memory of the group and the system of norms to which it refers. It then constitutes the common collectively shared basis of social representations. Its function is consensual. The homogeneity of a social group is achieved and defined through it. It is stable, coherent, it resists change and assumes as such a second function, one of continuity and consistency of the representation. Finally, one could say that it is relatively independent from the immediate social and material context.
(Abric, 1993, p. 75)

The central core is organized according to long-standing institutions, and systems of belief at the heart of a given society. It is stable, enduring, and meaningful. If invoked, it has normative implications, for regulating action in a society toward being in accord with long-standing traditions and historically inscribed ways of doing things.
The peripheral system is the functional complement to the central system that connects the central core to the phenomena of the moment. The peripheral system’s
first function is then the concretisation of the central system in terms of taking a position or course of action. Contrasting with the central system, the peripheral system is then far more sensitive and determined by the immediate context characteristics. It constitutes the interface between concrete reality and the central system. It is much more supple, more flexible than the central elements and so fulfils a second function: the regulation and adaptation to constraints and characteristics of the central system to the concrete situation which the group is facing. It is an essential element within defence mechanisms aiming to protect the central significance of the representation. It is the peripheral system which first absorbs new information or events capable of challenging the central core. As Flament would put it, this system functions like a car “bumper.”
(Abric, 1993, p. 76)

The transformation of peripheral elements into situated action allows the central core to remain steady (and abstract in its commitments). Finally, “[i]ts flexibility allows for integration in the representation of individual variations linked to the subjects’ own history, personal and factual experiences. It allows the elaboration of individualized social representations which are nevertheless organized around a common central core” (Abric, 1993, p. 77). In contrast to the central core, the periphery of a social representation is flexible, adaptive, and relatively heterogeneous across individuals. The periphery may also include more concrete behavioral scripts that adapt a social representation to action in a specific situation. The central core’s function is more abstract and normative, dealing with things “in principle” rather than in specific, concrete instances.
While I might not adopt the use of agentic language to describe the functions of a research object as Abric (1993) does, his formulation does have the advantage of articulating historical pathways for social change. He argues that there are three types of transformation for social representations. First is non-transformation. An example of this is “resisting transformation … 1. Recalling of the normal. 2. Designation of the foreign element. 3. Affirmation of the contradiction between the two terms. 4. Proposition of a rationalization helping to bear the contradiction” (p. 78). Wertsch’s (2002) concept of the Russian schematic narrative template of resisting foreign invasion would be an example of this: something that endures, despite multiple and massive changes in governance over the past hundred years.
Second, “Progressive transformation” is where new practices are not entirely contradictory with the existing central core, and new schemes activated by new practices gradually modify the central core. This is modification rather than rupture, and would be well-illustrated by changes in the representation of Lincoln, as described by Schwartz (2008): Lincoln changed from savior of the union to the great emancipator to symbol of racial equality over the course of the twentieth century, as American political culture changed. This was the product of progressive anchoring of a representation in new circumstances over time. It suggests that even the core of a social representation could be dynamic, to an extent not fully acknowledged by Abric. Jovchelovitch (2012) argues that “historical narratives, which tend to be considered as part of the stable core of representational fields, are neither homogenous nor consensual but open platforms for the construction of alternative, often contradictory, representations” (pp. 441–442). She proposed that the representational core of Brazilian history revolves around a dynamic contestation between the themata of miscegenation (race mixing as corruption and the Brazilian as impure) and racial democracy (race-mixing as a vital fact of being Brazilian). While her examples were loosely illustrated, Sibley and Liu (2013) used a more rigorous analysis of nationally representative attitudinal data to show that different groups represented what was core in policies to do with ethnicity in New Zealand in different ways, rather than all holding to the same central core configuration. Doise et al. (1999) showed the same thing in representations of human rights. This research all suggests a dynamic and context-dependent relationship between elements of the core and periphery in a social representation that varies across time and space.
Finally, “Brutal transformation” is where new arguments and practices challenge the central core and cause it to break down. Abric does not provide an example of this in his 1993 paper: He and his experimentally minded colleagues have not adopted the broader orientation of considering social representations as symbolic representations of culture, including its material aspects. I therefore adopt the general notions of a central core and peripheral system of social representation, but will not employ more detailed aspects of Abric’s (1993) structural theory. These depend on analysis of word associations to determine the meaning of the central core, and rely too heavily on cognitive elements “in the head” for my purposes (see Quenza, 2005). A broader approach to social representations as elements of culture is described below.

Critical Junctures When Social Representations Change
Liu and Pratto (2018) approached the problem of the “brutal transformation” of social representations holistically, as part of social and societal change. The most obvious examples of brutal transformation are what happened to indigenous beliefs and practices after their calamitous encounter with Western civilization and the trauma of being colonized. Brutal transformations might be characteristic of a period of time when established institutions of society are falling down, or being torn apart. Liu and Pratto referred to a time period of the brutal transformation of social representations as rupture (for Native American examples, see Brown & Brown, 1970/2007; Churchill, 1997; Deloria, 1972/2003), where entire systems of social relations, social hierarchy, institutions, and institutional rules are being destroyed.
Rupture at the societal level would be associated with massively brutal transformations of multiple interconnected social representations. To colonize is to destroy or erase a people’s culture (Churchill, 1997; Mann, 2014). Hence, Abric’s concept of a central core of social representation may be deployed to help develop a theory of the making (and breaking) of political culture. Collapse at the societal level (Diamond, 2011) will almost certainly be responsible for brutal transformation at the individual level.
Liu and Pratto (2018) posited
four conceptually different, if not strictly distinctive, forms of temporal organization for societies: 1) Continuity, in which the patterns of behavior, social structure, and shared beliefs are largely contiguous with the immediate past (see Durkheim, 1912). 2) Rupture, which refers to substantial changes in socio-political organization occurring in relatively short periods of time, including chaos (Liu et al., 2014a), 3) Anchoring, sets of intra/interpersonal and institutional processes that maintain continuity amidst change (Moscovici, 1961/2008; Abric, 1993), and 4) Re-anchoring (re-stabilizing a system after rupture). Whereas continuity and (re-)anchoring concern societal stability, rupture entails disorganizing and perhaps reorganizing significant aspects of society.
(p. 262)

Critical junctures are “a moment of potential for substantive change in societal organization” (Liu & Pratto, 2018, p. 262) that bring this entire system together, in a quest to understand dynamics between qualitatively different states of a given society moving through time. Liu and Pratto (1998) narrated a series of historical events involving indigenous people and British colonizers as a series of critical junctures that shaped the political culture of New Zealand, which is still visible today.

Core and Periphery of a Social Representation Changing in Time
Abric describes in microcosm how particular social representations might unravel, undergoing brutal transformation. The elements of the central core of a social representation are characterized by salience (e.g., easily brought to mind, see Quenza, 2005, p. 82), tightly networked meaning (e.g., elements in the core are highly interrelated, they are brought to mind together as a system of meaning) in a way that is consensual across individuals (as described by Lo Monaco et al., 2017). The central core is invariant across contexts, and emotionally engaging (Wagner et al., 1996). It would take time and repeated disruptions for the elements in the central core of a social representation to fall apart. The process of the brutal transformation of a central core would involve some elements of the core becoming irrelevant or forgotten, and others changing their meaning (perhaps through contestation); as they become dislocated (or dislodged) from social contexts, and emotional commitments to them fade.
A social representation can survive changes to its peripheral elements. As noted by Halbwachs (1925/1992), religions are able to maintain central core meanings of their representational systems, even while specifics of certain ritual enactments change. For example, as long as the institution of the Catholic Church still survives, populated by the Bible, cathedrals, priests, and laity, it can survive the loss of some congregations, changes to its liturgy, and even the decay of important ritual elements (like confession). During the last 500 years of its transformation, the Catholic Church as an institution has often resisted change. Once, it had the power to shape the social representations of an entire civilization, even maintaining that the sun revolved around the earth as a matter of dogma. Now it has vestiges of such influence, but nevertheless, a central core of its collective remembering remains, after 2,000 years. Even today, its more conservative members continue to resist change, while other, more liberal members attempt to produce change (see Finke & Wittberg, 2000 for examination of these dynamics). Liu and colleagues would describe this as anchoring; Abric describes this as progressive change. Such processes are likely to result in local variations in the peripheral elements of a social representation that seep into the core at different rates in different places among different groups, and result in some dynamism at the core. Changes in the representation of Abraham Lincoln into an icon of freedom and equality for American culture could be interpreted as progressive transformation (or anchoring and re-anchoring); acceptance of these transformations have by no means been uniform across different groups of Americans (Schwartz, 2008).
Finally, non-transformation is typical of what people in stable societies observe of the major social representations operating in their lives 99 percent of the time. For example, many theories have imagined that traditional agricultural societies remained unchanging for decades, if not centuries. Moscovici developed social representations theory because he theorized that modernity changed much faster and required anchoring (or what Bartlett, 1932 called reproduction). Abric’s theory helps us to understand how society maintains itself – by changing at the periphery (which is more behavioral) while maintaining abstract commitments to core principles (that, probably, are more dynamic than he theorized).
The theory of social representations encourages us to think of collective remembering as taking place in an open system, where institutions and the people that inhabit them actively seek to maintain the stability of the systems of meaning in their lives, as they face new challenges entering into their social lives (as history). Sometimes they succeed in anchoring incoming change in established social systems of meaning, but sometimes they may fail. Hence, the study of social representations of history is uniquely the study of an open system; other famous objects of social representations have been studied as though they were closed systems (see Lo Monaco et al., 2017). It is true that typically, incoming historical events are absorbed within existing historical representations. The Korean War, for example, was important in its time, but did not in the long run impact on how Americans think of themselves as a nation (Schuman & Scott, 1989). I have argued that WWII and 9-11, by contrast, have been responsible for progressive change, or anchoring. Social representations of history and their realization in the hearts and minds of Americans have changed as a consequence of how Americans participated in and responded to these events. They reflect changes in the dynamical system that is the United States of America.
Hilton and Liu (2008) “define an historical charter as a widely shared and iconic representation where selective elements of group history, its causes, and consequences have been elaborated into a quasi-legal form that gives moral and sometimes legal implications for group action” (p. 351). The central core of a historical charter is a hegemonic social representation with enduring meaning. Hegemony means rulership by consent, or the appearance of consensus maintained through feats of leadership agency: this means that a representation can be presented as consensual, and mobilized to give people a normative “duty to remember.” A historical charter is what gives a people immortality in time, as they seek to maintain the central core representation of themselves as a people, so that they can remain true to the values, beliefs, and social structures bequeathed them by their ancestors, while retaining the ability to modify peripheral elements of this. In those societies that have a historical charter, reminders are everywhere: in statuary, in constitutions, in commemoration dates, in courts of law, in textbooks, in film, and in museums, as lieux de mémoire. Societies without a historical charter must rely on alternative means to remind people of their normative obligations to the collective, and find alternative means to enculturate the individual to become an appropriately functioning member of society. Much that is normative can be communicated implicitly, but the power of a historical charter is not limited to implicit norms. Historical charters may become especially visible when there is a major violation of their premises (see Garfinkel, 1967).
Political elites may explicitly seek the warrant of legitimacy a historical charter can confer upon them (Liu & Sibley, 2009; Malinowski, 1926), by narrating their policies and their agenda for the future in a way that appeals to continuity with a foundational past (Kirkwood, 2019; Liu & Khan, 2014; Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). Or, they may seek to revitalize and redefine their collective with a new mission by emphasizing discontinuity with a negative past (Lienen & Cohrs, 2021; Obradović & Bowe, 2021). In this way, the past weighs on the present, and the present gives life to the past – as living historical narrative.



Collective Memory as Narrative
Narrative is as ubiquitous a concept as there is across the social sciences and humanities. Because of this, there is little consensus across disciplines and authors about what is narrative, and importantly, what is not narrative. For the sake of simplicity, I will adopt the convention here of treating the term narrative as generally synonymous with everyday use of the term “story.” Going beyond the word “story,” Hinchman and Hinchman (1997) define narratives as “discourses with a clear sequential order that connects events in a meaningful way for a definite audience, and thus offers insights about the world and/or people’s experiences of it” (p. xvi). Not all scholars will agree with this definition (especially its claim of sequential order). Finally, I will also adopt a more technical definition from psychology, when using narratives in a more theoretically precise way as “canonical linguistic forms that specify a sequence of actions and provide an explanatory and evaluative framework for understanding the event” (Fivush, 2011, p. 759). In this last definition, narratives are treated as more canonical and action-oriented. But readers need to be aware that such a rigorous definition does not suit usage of the term “narrative” in much of the literature.
Jerome Bruner (1990, 1991) provided an influential use of narrative when he argued that most people construct life worlds based on narratives rather than through scientific logic and reasoning:
Narrative is a conventional form, transmitted culturally and constrained by each individual’s level of mastery and by his conglomerate of prosthetic devices, colleagues, and mentors. Unlike the constructions generated by logical and scientific procedures that can be weeded out by falsification, narrative constructions can only achieve “verisimilitude.” Narratives, then, are a version of reality whose acceptability is governed by convention and “narrative necessity” rather than by empirical verification and logical requiredness.
(Bruner, 1991, p. 4)

Following Bruner, Liu and László (2007) argued that
Historical narratives are stories that communicate symbolic and practical meaning over and above the ‘bare facts’ of history. The validity of narrative hinges on its credibility, authenticity, relevance, and coherence, which in turn are dependent on the proper use of narrative features – time, plot, characters, perspective, narrative intentions and evaluation. The paradox of narrative is that it is a universally human mechanism of communication and cognition, but at the same time, the form of knowledge created by this mechanism is validated and maintained in time and space as a part of a particular society’s beliefs.
(p. 87)

Narrative is a particular form of representation, and perhaps the one best suited for considering how history plays out in the political arena and becomes part of political culture.
The Russian Schematic Narrative Template of “Triumph over Alien Forces”
One of the best examples of the extraction of a historical narrative for everyday meaning-making is Wertsch’s (2002) synthesis of Russian collective remembering as involving the “triumph over alien forces schematic narrative template.” Wertsch (2002) argues that narratives are cognitive instruments that grasp together concrete information about settings, actors, and events at a more abstract level, which allows them to be configured as a “useable past.” Through qualitative methods, mainly interviews, textual analysis, and ethnography, Wertsch claims that the Russians have a highly salient narrative template that can be readily applied to any new situation where foreign elements can be cast as invaders. Its basic plot is relatively constant, and contains (1) an initial situation where the Russian people are living in peace and not bothering anyone; (2) they are attacked by an alien force or troubling agent that leads to; (3) a time of crisis and great suffering; and is (4) overcome by the Russian people, acting heroically and alone, to triumph over the alien force (see Wertsch, 2002, p. 93). This template is built on older narratives of a world polarized between good versus evil, which was deeply embedded in Soviet and post-Soviet Russian society. Wertsch claims that it reflects a “tendency to employ a single committed perspective and … be impatient about ambiguity … as a part of ‘habit memory’” (Wertsch, 2002, p. 92). Often, this template is implicit, and applied without careful thinking.
While by no means culturally unique, the salience and ubiquity of this narrative gives it enormous persuasive power. In Russia, bits and pieces of it, particularly moves 1 and 2 in the story, emphasizing that Russia is acting in self-defense against external threat, were mobilized to justify the annexation of Crimea as a defense of Russian speakers and a reclamation of motherland (Biersack & O’Lear, 2014). The verisimilitude of this narrative can be seen in that it encompasses undeniable historical fact (e.g., the Mongol invasions of the thirteenth century, the Swedish invasion of the eighteenth century, Napoleon and Hitler in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, respectively) and demonstrable fiction (e.g., the Soviet Union was most certainly not living in peace and not bothering other people in 1939 when it joined Nazi Germany in attacking and dismembering Poland). The criterion for narrative is not whether it is true or false, accurate or inaccurate, but how compelling it is as a symbolic resource. If and when the “Triumph over alien forces” schematic narrative template is successfully invoked, it has enormous powers of self-fulfilling prophecy, mobilizing the Russian people to fight for and defend their homeland with an unceasing vigor that has twice in recent world history resulted in victory over an extraordinarily powerful foe.
It also has the reciprocal function of suppressing alternative accounts, such as the “Russians as Empire builders” narrative that is salient among some of Russia’s neighbors, like Poland, Hungary, Latvia, and Estonia. These are countries that were occupied by Russians after WWII, and saw them as invaders. To this day, the role of the Soviet Union/Russia in WWII is disputed between Russia, her allies, and other countries in Europe (Giner-Sorolla et al., 2021; Kus et al., 2013). Russians might see themselves unambiguously as heroes (Abel et al., 2019), but this view is much more mixed among her neighbors, with a few seeing her as a hero, more as a villain, and some in between (Giner-Sorolla et al., 2021).
An interesting question facing the conceptualization of collective memory as a narrative is how integrated and how exact are the four moves in Wertsch’s (2002) schematic narrative template. The first two moves (Russians living in peace, and are attacked by invaders) could be loosely interpreted as a threat schema, where Mother Russia and ethnically Russian people must be vigilant and defensive because they are often threatened and unjustly attacked by other people. The idea that Crimea was historically part of Russia, and that “neo-Nazis and other far-right groups were … going to commit violence against ethnic Russians and Russian speakers in Ukraine” (Biersack & O’Lear, 2014, p. 249) was used in Russian official accounts to justify the annexation of Crimea. But Russia has not been invaded since 1941, so the latter two moves in Wertsch’s schematic narrative template would have largely gone unused for more than a half-century. Could these two parts of the template become detached over that time? The threat schema inherent in the first two moves would appear to be quite distinct from the response to threat articulated in the latter two moves: These could be interpreted as a heroic redemption schema. It is quite clear that narratives and schemata can be decomposed, as overlapping and reusable components for variable use in specific circumstances, rather than being simple indivisible wholes.

A Hungarian Narrative of Defensive Nationalism
Such narratives can also be used for comparison, rather than decomposing them. In summarizing the effects of historical narratives, Liu and Páez (2019) contrasted the self-fulfilling prophecy of the Russian narrative arc of “first defeat, then victory” in triumphing over alien forces with the opposite trajectory identified by László et al. (2002) for Hungary of “first victory, then defeat.” This narrative, emphasizing recent suffering and defeat, is associated with defensive nationalism, according to Scott (2020). Hungary had a period of foundational greatness before the disastrous Battle of Mohács in 1526,4 after which it was divided territorially and ruled by outside forces (i.e., first the Turkish Empire, then Austria, then the Soviet Union) for almost half a millennium. Perhaps as a consequence, László et al. (2002) remarked on the surprisingly low levels of the collective remembering of renewed national independence for Hungary after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Most countries have a U-shaped collective remembering, with the most recent and foundational events remembered more in free recall than events in the middle. This was not the case for the young Hungarians László et al. (2002) surveyed. Liu and Páez (2019) speculated that Hungarians had not fully digested the implications of the collapse of the Soviet block for opening a new possibility space for democracy. Rather than seeing vast potential open up for the future, by habit of memory Hungary has become one of the more Euroskeptic of European Union states. Scott (2020) claims that Hungarians have a conception of themselves as (1) a people transcending national borders in a traumatic fashion (Hungary lost much of its territory after the defeat of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in WWI, so many ethnic Hungarians live outside its borders); and (2) a conservative Christian state with a vigorous border policy rooted in a historical understanding of itself as a “defender of Europe’s borders, a ‘bastion’ of the West against attacks from the East and a fortress (védőbástya) of European Christianity” (pp. 667–668). Also, “75% of the respondents agreed with the statement that: ‘for a thousand years, Hungary was the bulwark of the West, but we, even today, have never been thanked for this’” (Scott, 2020, p. 668). A selective mobilization of history, re-anchored in collective memories of the Turkish occupation of Hungary that ended 300 years ago, has shaped Hungarian nationalism to be open to xenophobic populism. A narrative arc of decline (or decay) is dangerous for democracy, because it embeds threat as a part of the emotional climate of society.


Collective Memory for Self and Nation: Autobiographical Memory and Social Identity
In the cases of both Russia and Hungary, bits and pieces of history combined with conservative religious values were mobilized by an authoritarian leader (Putin, Orbán) to construct an argument for aggressive nationalism, as a justified defense of the motherland. This pattern of identity entrepreneurship (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001), where a fragment of history with emotional resonance in collective memory is selectively mobilized as part of a wider political agenda, might be a more typical usage of history by political leaders than the sequential schematic narrative template identified by Wertsch (2002). While researchers studying collective memory may love history, and have a thriving interest in historical knowledge, “we” might be a distinct minority amidst a sea of other people who care more about playing video games, watching sitcoms or sports; who listen to popular music, follow social media influencers, and prefer discussing the weather to talking about politics. These people may have relatively little historical knowledge organized by higher-level schemas (characteristic of expert knowledge). History is invoked by identity entrepreneurs such as Putin, or Orbán (or Trump, for that matter) in an abstract and roundabout way to fill gaps in their narrative, which is not about history per se, but about nationalism and national identity. If collective memory consists of narratives, these narratives are likely to be shallow and fragmented for many people, because they are used by political leaders in shallow and selective ways.
Identity entrepreneurs use history in narratives that may frequently contradict the facts about history. The people who buy into these narratives are not necessarily gullible. But they also might not care about history very much, or care to check up on whether the politicians they follow make accurate use of history. Their sense of who they are as a member of their nation (and who is outside that definition), and how they relate to a political leader decides whether a piece of history resonates with them. Verisimilitude matters more to these members of the body politic than factuality.
The most organized body of knowledge people have, according to contemporary psychology (which is admittedly WEIRD, see Henrich et al., 2010) is about the self. Most research on autobiographical memory (e.g., Conway et al., 2004; Fivush, 2011) and self-narratives (McAdams & Pals, 2006) focuses attention on the self as an individual rather than self as a member of a collective. Hence, we have limited knowledge of how a person’s autobiographical memories and self-narratives contribute to the formation of personal features that connect them to group life, like their sense of national, religious, or ethnic identity. At best, researchers can say that there are multiple pathways for the organization of memory, characterized by different higher-level structures, organized by different goals for different individuals (Conway et al., 2004). There may thus be considerable individual differences in how people react to historical narratives, and other attempts to persuade them in the political domain.
Classically, self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987), an extension of social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), treats knowledge of self as an individual, and knowledge of social identity (or self as a group member) as separate. According to Turner et al. (1987), there is a “functional antagonism” where activation of social (or group) identity suppresses personal identity, and vice versa. Thus, in a given situation, a person either is aware of himself or herself as an individual, or their salient sense of self is as a group member. The two are mutually incompatible in a single moment. Thus, over time, different memories, keyed to different situations, would be expected to support different aspects of a person’s identity, and activate different orientations toward action (with social norms more influential than personal attitudes in situations where social/group identity is salient, and vice versa when individual identity is salient; see Turner et al., 1987). If this hydraulic view is correct, then memory lacks coherence, and is open to manipulation and reconstruction by political leaders, whose vision of the past extending into the future only has to make sense to their followers’ identity, rather than being constrained by objective knowledge about history.
While appealing in its analytical simplicity, and seminal for the inspiration of laboratory experiments (see Hornsey, 2008 for a review), Turner et al.’s (1987) hydraulic model fails to capture critically important dynamics between personal and social identity. For example, Milla et al.’s (2013) qualitative study of the Bali Bombers revealed portraits of terrorists who were socialized as family members, and had deeply internalized in their lives and social networks a religious commitment to jihadist ideology. Islamism became internalized as a total way of life for the Bali Bombers. While elements of their individuality might have become de-personalized, other aspects of themselves were catalyzed as a symbolic fusion of their personal selves and their social identification with the jihadist cause in Indonesia (for more on this, see Hakim & Mujahida, 2020). Atran (2021) would describe them as devoted actors in a sacred cause. History is without question a central part of the jihadist’s sacred narrative (see Al-Zawahiri, 2008). For jihadists, this, like their view of the Koran, is not malleable, nor is it contextualized.
For these individuals, history is reified and fused with a sense of self. In Swann et al.’s (2012) identity fusion model, “the state of identity fusion refers to a powerful union of the personal and social self wherein the borders between the two become porous without diminishing the integrity of either construct. The result is a powerful feeling of connectedness, not only to the group category but also to the other members of the group” (p. 443). In a direct challenge to self-categorization theory, “when highly fused persons enact pro-group activity, their actions reflect both their personal and social identities, working together by virtue of the porous borders that define them. This motivational dynamic increases the chances that such individuals will tether their feelings of personal agency to the group’s agendas” (Swann et al., 2012, p. 443). Rather than being separate, “The identity synergy principle also suggests that it should be possible to amplify pro-group behavior among highly fused persons by activating either their personal or social self-views” (p. 443). Fused persons are much more likely to endorse extreme behaviors (like fighting and dying for the ingroup). Furthermore, identity fused individuals are attracted to other group members on the basis of both their prototypical characteristics as group members and their unique personal qualities. This makes them attractive as relational partners whom they project similarity onto, and so the identity fusion is maintained by social networks of like-minded individuals (see Yuki, 2003) rather than by situation-induced cognitive similarity (as theorized by self-categorization theory, see Turner et al., 1987). Thus, for identity-fused persons, memories associated with group identity should be fused with central aspects of the personal self in a complete totality.
This pattern of identification is learned from a specific domain of content (like religion) rather than being a trait-like component of personality. Nor is identity fusion characteristic of most members of a society: Indeed, the identity fusion described by Milla et al. (2013) is significantly at odds with the postmodern fragmentation that many theorists argue is characteristic of contemporary Western societies (Lyotard, 1984; Nora, 1996; Schwartz, 2008). Among university students, in Spain, 40 percent showed national identity fusion, whereas among American undergraduates, the comparable figure was 20 percent (Swann et al., 2012). In contrast, Atran (2021) reported that in
ISIS frontline studies, all fighters considered some values sacred and all were fused to at least one larger social group [kin-like group of comrades, Iraqi nation, Muslim ummah (community)] or a particular fighting group (Sunni Arab militia, Iraqi Army Kurds, Peshmerga). At least 90 percent of subjects were also fused with family. In a forced-choice experiment, most combatants (59%) responded that they would forsake their families rather than their sacred values. A great majority (86%) opted to forsake any and all groups for at least one sacred value.

Such factional (group-based) identity fusion appears to be most common in a situation of maximum danger, where the threat of deadly and chaotic violence looms as a daily feature of social life. Evolutionarily, this makes sense, according to the simulations of Choi and Bowles (2007). In these simulations of genetic survival, parochial altruists (people willing to make a costly sacrifice of themselves to fight and die for their in-group) reproduce more in situations where there is violent competition between groups. On the other hand, parochial altruists (and by extension, identity fusionists) were less successful in simulations where groups were more cooperative with one another; just as they are less prevalent today in societies where there is rule of law and relative prosperity/stability. Thus, while there are important individual differences in how memory is organized, and in the connection of autobiographical memory to collective remembering, these differences relate to both characteristics of individuals, and to the level of threat in the society around them.

Collective Memory and Lieux de Mémoire in the Process of Making
A recent autoethnography by French sociologist Sarah Gensburger (2019) does the important work of describing the commemorative activity of ordinary people in the wake of the 2015 terrorist attacks in central Paris by jihadists (on the Charlie Hebdo office on January 7, and against multiple targets, especially the Bataclan theater, on November 13). The attacks against freedom of expression famously spawned the global hashtag “Je suis Charlie” (I am Charlie). Casualties were much greater in the Bataclan attack. But Gensburger’s (2019) fieldwork avoids social media and eschews focusing on government-orchestrated commemorations. She instead provides a chronicle of almost a year of day-to-day observations of and reflections on commemorative actions in and around Place de la République, a large public square close to the terrorist attacks, in the neighborhood where she lived with her husband and two children. This was augmented by interviews. In doing so, she provides a concrete illustration of the polyphony of collective memory that is theorized by Nora (1996). But in Nora’s magnus opus, this conception is realized as only an orchestration of scholarly voices (mainly white, male historians). Gensburger (2019) provides a portrait (amply illustrated by photography) of memorial activities of ordinary people, centered around a place in Paris that could be in the process of becoming lieu de mémoire.
Although she does not state her epistemology, Gensburger’s approach is reflexive, nuanced, circumspect about theory, and exceedingly careful of overgeneralization. It follows in the tradition of social history.5 These tendencies are far removed from my own approach (inherited from British empiricism) that maintains a greater distance from self to empirical observation, is dedicated to theory building, and is always attempting to generalize from theory and observation. Nevertheless, there is much to appreciate about Gensburger’s autoethnography. It is an important illustration of case study methodology that Flyvbjerg (2006) argues has been unjustly marginalized in theory building. In this case, the number and depth of empirical observations she uses to make observations is impressive. I trust her observations and pay heed to the rare generalizations she makes from them.
She writes: “It quickly became apparent that what was at stake in most of the scenes I was observing were the differing interpretations of the events on the one hand, and the multiple pretentions of ownership over public space, on the other” (p. 20). By using photography, Gensburger was able to pay attention to the mundane traces of memory in a public space, while being able to postpone description and analysis of what she was seeing, and thereby construct a situated and reflexive gaze of memorialization. Her declared “female” gaze complements the decidedly “male” perspective inscribed by Nora. They also provide suitable materials for a history and historiography of place. They illustrate a topography, through the subjectivity of Sarah’s view of a place near her home, and in the ambit of her daily routines.
I learned that Paris loves plaques, with over 1,300 pieces of metal commemorating bits and pieces of WWII alone. Two plaques now officially commemorate the terrorist attacks of 2015. One, which commemorates police officer Ahmed Merabet (slain by the terrorists) on Boulevard Richard Lenoir, attracted much more attention from onlookers than the other, commemorating the slain journalists of Charlie Hebdo. A quantitative social scientist, cataloguing attraction to commemorative plaques at a distance, might infer that Officer Merabet’s ethnic and religious background (his family was of Algerian origins) attracted notice, as an exemplary illustration of French Republican values. A more experienced researcher might control for the amount of traffic on the street of these two plaques, because Boulevard Richard Lenoir is a busy thoroughfare, whereas the office of Charlie Hebdo is on a less busy residential backstreet. Gensburger (2019) observes even more carefully that the Merabet plaque is at eye level, whereas the Hebdo plaque is situated far above eye level. This is detailed topography, something I would not have noticed, as a quantitatively trained empirical psychologist accustomed to working with numbers. I did not know that the “act of visiting a museum is also, and sometimes even primarily, a spatial experience” (p. 50); and that these visual practices were derived from Museum Studies (Macdonald, 2005).
Sarah’s work is in the vein of semiotics, the interpretation of signs, where questions of “‘When?’, ‘what?’, and ‘with whom?’ should be used rather than ‘how?’, ‘why?’, and ‘what for?’” (p. 55). As an illustration of this, she counters a common interpretation in France that patriotism is an ideal of the unity and indivisibility of the Republic. She provides a cosmopolitan interpretation of the blossoming of myriad flags at Place de la République, especially those of the Kabyle (Berbers from Northern Algeria) as simultaneously French and Kabyle. Many of these are signs of belonging, especially those of mutual reinforcement following violence and tragedy.
Most centrally in my eyes, Gensburger (2019) calls Place de la République a site of pilgrimage, not merely memory:
[A]fter observing the tributes and homages left and the way in which they have been maintained and preserved, this site appears to be more like a ‘sanctuary’ to which ‘pilgrims’ come, rather than a ‘memorial’ … many of the texts and objects left mobilize religious symbols in their reactions to the attacks, and this is reflected in the votive candles and in the slogan ‘Pray for Paris’ that circulated on social media at the time.
(p. 79)

This is how communitarian commemoration works: from votive candles (shared by Christians and Jews), to texts that “mobilize atheism, Orthodoxy, as well as Buddhism, Catholicism, Islam, and Judaism” (p. 82). Gensburger argues that official commemoration can never replace such functions of communitarian practice, but she also shows how the two can be, sometimes, intertwined. Heterogeneity, not homogeneity, is what ethnographic observation reveals about lieux de mémoire.
Towards the end of her observations, Gensburger notes considerable amounts of bricolage and assemblage, as different groups present contending symbolic usages of Place de la République as a site (of pilgrimage and remembrance). They politicized the site in different, and sometimes opposing ways. The place and practices come to be “normalized”: first through community-based routines, and then these become progressively professionalized, finally to be appropriated by the state, that reasserted control over the place (or it is space?). Much of what was communitarian is erased in this process of culture making. Perhaps one day, the terrorist attacks of 2015 will become as dimly layered beneath the sediments of time in this place as the Paris Commune of 1871. Playfully Gensburger observes from a public discussion: “We are not in another place. We are on this Place de la République, here. It’s the same place where other important things have happened; it’s the same place as lots of other things.” To this another interlocutor replied, “No, I don’t agree. It’s the same space but not the same place. What is Place de la République the ‘place’ of, and how is this inscribed in the space of the square? Does it in fact have a memory? If so, is there room in it for the memories of the attacks and the demonstrations that followed them?” (p. 143)
In this chapter on the organization of collective memory, it is perhaps appropriate to end on a series of questions, as an invitation to dialogue on the nature of polyphony.


1 Hypothetically, for example, in-group favoritism could be a human universal, a genetic inheritance that is part of the layer of the real, but is manifested differently in different times and places, shaped as a behavioral manifestation by the layer of the actual before becoming visible as phenomena.

2 Dilthey (1888/1989) viewed human science as something that might share some methods in common with natural science, but should not be reduced to natural science methodology.

3 And plenty of experts in the area who do not accept causal theories at all.

4 Even today, when speaking of loss, Hungarians say “Több is veszett Mohácsnál” <more was lost at Mohács> (when the Hungarian kingdom fell to the Ottoman Empire).

5 See Himmelfarb (1989), for an early, critical, and controversial, but also carefully considered take on social history.




Chapter 5 Social Representations of World History as a Symbolic Resource: Content Informs Process in Future Making

While the previous chapter focused on presenting theoretical ingredients for organizing collective memory, this chapter provides a case study of what is known about the content, structure, and functions of social representations of world history (SRWH) today. This grounds theorizing about collective memory as an open system in the specific context of the global era from about 1997 to 2020. It provides empirical data from individuals worldwide that is useful in not only characterizing this era from the bottom-up, but also provides clues for what might be the central core and peripheral elements for SRWH, as well as its blind spots.
This chapter highlights the functional approach to collective remembering articulated by Liu and Hilton (2005). In it, collective memory is treated as a symbolic resource for making political culture. It provides a narrative of the extent to which cosmopolitanism and global consciousness have emerged from the colonization of the world by Western powers in the eighteenth to the twentieth centuries. An extremely regular pattern in the free recall of historical memory is presented from young people across many societies. In it, WWII appears again and again as the moral fulcrum (or technical climax) of a story shared around the world. This story emplots different nationalities as heroes, villains, victims, and perpetrators, and these act as symbolic resources for some, while imposing a burden of history on others.
Finally, I describe living historical memory, and use this concept to suggest that some of this regularity is beginning to fade, as the grand cataclysm of WWII begins to die out of living historical memory (or what Assmann & Czaplicka, 1995 called communicative memory). I already see from my own subjective position as a Chinese-American-New Zealander who came of age in the USA during the Reagan era, a nostalgia for the “greatest generation” of WWII. The generations of Americans active in WWII are passing from this earth. The people who fought off, were compromised by, and suffered under the violent scourges of fascism and imperialism remade a new and better world, one in which there was greater prosperity, shared more equally than under the yoke of European colonialism. I remember coming of age in an America that President Reagan claimed was great because it was good. This made sense to me in the context of Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag Archipelago1 that my mother translated from English into Chinese, and the gratitude my Chinese parents had for the Americans as children fleeing the Japanese invasion of China during WWII. I remember the excitement of driving through Europe with my wife (using a paper map, with the outline of my PhD thesis in the trunk) as the Berlin Wall was taken down by rapturous Germans, ensconcing liberal democracy as the “winner” of post-WWII.
That clarity and joy were lost in three decades of the profligate American spending of history’s social capital and (other people’s lives) after the fall of the Berlin Wall. What we see today is a multi-polar world of criss-crossing powers that create moral and political ambiguity. I have learned to take the pronouncements of the rulers of Western society with considerably greater skepticism than when I was a young adult. What previously was agreed upon and sealed in blood and iron is now up for renegotiation as the twenty-first century comes into its own.
This chapter will highlight the strengths and limitations of collective memory surveys that provide information about the making of political culture. I compensate for its underestimation of the effects of technological and economic advance, disease, and population increase through interpretive work guided by a psychology of aspirations (Liu, 2017; S. H. Liu, 1993). In the words of sociologist Barry Schwartz, SRWH provide a model of global society, where world culture is seen through the subjective lenses of people’s current ideas of world making, and it is a model for society, where the normative implications of these symbolic resources guide the future making of political culture. Different parts of the world can be seen to have different ideals about how to evaluate the past, as a clue for what they would like to see in the future.
Collective remembering is grist for the mill of producing national identity, but here I bring this central tendency into proximal analysis of something that is nascent and aspirational: global identity, or cosmopolitanism. The unfolding dynamic of twenty-first-century history is driven by the economic imperatives of global corporations seeking profit maximalization and global market share, sometimes collaborating with human rights and environmental advocates, and sometimes contesting with and sometimes colluding with different national and local interests that were built up in the previous era of Western global dominance. There is considerable doubt as to what type of human consciousness is best adapted to accompany the structures that have been and are being built to accommodate the global movement of goods, people, and services around the world.
Cosmopolitanism, which involves identifying oneself as “a citizen of the world” (Brock, 2013), was once thought of as being “above religion and the state” (Pogge, 1992). As it seeks to form a mandate for respecting human rights and taking responsibility for the welfare of others in a greater global community, it should stand above the petty and conflicting concerns of nation-states. But empirical research has found that the individual level, national identity is positively correlated with cosmopolitanism (Zhang et al., 2020). And supranational organizations like the United Nations are dominated by the Great Powers. From the perspective of SRH and institutional power, cosmopolitanism is better described as growing out of the loam of Western culture’s colonization of the world, coming to fruition as new social formations, as this dominance recedes from high tide.
Eighteenth-century enlightenment philosopher Immanuel Kant developed the idea that cosmopolitanism consisted of both top-down political structures, such as international law and a federation of nations, complemented by bottom-up features as a moral commonwealth, where all human beings are regarded as rational beings, capable of rule by law, and worthy of respect as an end to themselves (rather than as a means to an end, see Cavallar, 2012 for a review). Through the construct of social representations, I present a portrait of how world history has been represented in the hearts and minds of peoples from around the world. I argue that WWII and events following it to the close of the twentieth century were conducive to the growth of cosmopolitanism (Leung et al., 2015). But new events entering into global consciousness subsequently (especially 9-11 and COVID-19) provide a less stable platform for a consensually shared planetary future.
I introduce S. H. Liu’s (1993) notion of height psychology, where the human psyche is held to be full of aspirations yearning to come into being as reality. This follows from the idea that human societies are open systems, and that we as a collective are capable of creating self-fulfilling prophecies through our collective desires and cultural agency. But different groups have different aspirations, and reality often emerges as a compromise (or collision) between them. I believe that cosmopolitanism will be an important ingredient for seeing humanity through the twenty-first century, even as the power of Western civilization to unilaterally dictate the course of human history fades. Different people, living in different social realities, with different assumptions of what constitutes their moral community, will have to learn how to work together to decide who gets what, and who does what, to avoid the destruction of global civilization. I attempt to identify some elements of a central core of SRWH that may assist in this task.
Early signs of the fraying of Western global hegemony are evident, as the USA circles its next opponent to be, the People’s Republic of China (see Chapter 9). Diplomatic and economic competition between these two is inevitable. As a human scientist, I accept that conflict is important in the development of human societies. However, the next phase of moves, beginning in the 2020s and accelerating throughout the decade and perhaps beyond, are potentially proxy wars between pawns in their struggle for global hegemony. That escalation of competition into violent conflict would be unacceptable to me. As a human scientist working in an open system, I am aware that my actions can have consequences. I am Taiwanese Chinese, with many relatives in Taiwan who would be among the first to suffer, or be sacrificed, if the two Great Powers take their competition to violent conflict, as the USA and the USSR did in the second half of the twentieth century through proxy wars. According to the Kantian imperative, it would be my duty as a citizen of the world to do my best to prevent this bloodshed (however small my personal agency might be).
Conflict, and the growth taking place after conflict (Bauer et al., 2016) is very close to the central plot of the development of human societies according to SRWH. In narrating human agency, as emplotted into social roles as national leaders, martyrs, humanitarians, and villains, collective remembering is part of the making of political culture, of states and for the world. SRWH offer a system of constraint for detailing the meaning-making symbols political leaders and their peoples have to work with, now and in the near future of international relations, and in the making (or breaking) of global culture.

Social Representations of World History
Results of Free Recall in the First World History Survey
Research on SRWH began by using simple open-ended questions on paper-and-pencil surveys administered to university students. Liu et al. (2005, 2009) asked respondents to “[w]rite down the names of the 5 people born in the last 1,000 years whom you consider to have had the most impact, good or bad, on World History.2 When you are done, circle a number from 1–7 to indicate how much you admire each of them.” Participants were then asked, “Imagine that you were giving a seminar on world history. What 7 events would you teach as the most important in World History? How positively or negatively do you regard each event?” (p. 175). The short answers people wrote down were easily labeled and categorized.
The two main results from twenty-four societies can be summarized as follows (see Tables 5.1 and 5.2): (1) SRWH are a story of politics and war (with 70 percent of events and figures nominated falling into these two categories, that overlapped considerably). (2) This story is situated in the near past, with powerful recency effects, where “two-thirds of events nominated and 72% of figures named were from the past 100 years, and almost 80% of events and 90% of figures came from the nineteenth to twenty-first centuries” (Liu & Páez, 2019, p. 593). University students in the great ancient civilizations of China and India did not recall any events prior to 1800 in their top-ten most-nominated events (see Table 5.1). Because there were no restrictions of what people could write in as an event, extended periods of time like “the Industrial Revolution” or “the Roman Empire” could be coded as events in these data.
Table 5.1. Free recall of the most important events in world history in fifteen countries


Table 5.2. Free recall of the most important figures in world history in fifteen countries


World War II was free recalled as the most important event in world history in twenty-two of the twenty-four societies, and WWI was nominated as the second most important event in nineteen of these. Other important events nominated across cultures included the French Revolution, the American Revolution, the Industrial Revolution, the Fall of Communism, 9-11, and the Discovery of the New World, tended to be Eurocentric. More ethnocentrically, many countries, especially young ones, nominated the foundation of their current state as an important event in world history. Cabecinhas et al. (2011) found that in two African countries, this pattern of the omnipresence of the world wars held, with the Industrial Revolution, 9-11, colonization, and decolonization, also being important.
Hitler was considered to be the most impactful figure in world history by a wide margin, with other WWII leaders (like Mao, Stalin, Churchill, Roosevelt, and DeGaulle) also receiving attention (particularly in their home countries or the home country’s colonies). Hitler was universally perceived as a villain, and his opponents were all considered to be heroes (in their home countries). There was little cultural variability between Eastern versus Western societies in this major pattern. If there is a manifest central core of SRWH, it has to be WWII; underlying this is perhaps a latent structure involving the centrality of politics and war as central elements of meaning in the narration of world history.
What was more culturally variable was a third major finding, that SRWH were both Eurocentric and ethnocentric. In their 2005 paper, Liu et al. reported that more than 80 percent of historical figures nominated in six Western societies were Westerners, while the comparable figure for Asians was 50 percent. Most societies free recalled at least one figure important to their own country (that was not considered as important by any other group). Ataturk was remembered by Turkey, Tunku Abdul Rahman by Malaysia, Lee Kwan Yew by Singapore, etc.3 The most ethnocentric pattern recorded was for East Timor, which at the time of survey administration had been independent for less than five years: Timorese collective memory for world history was completely and uniquely dominated by leaders of the Timorese independence movement (separating from Indonesia). Occasionally, figures relevant to ancient civilization (e.g., the Qin Emperor for China, or Mehmet II for Turkey) were remembered. The collective memory of people in history was thus more ethnocentric, and a little less dominated by recency compared to events, which were more Eurocentric and overwhelmingly focused on the twentieth century.
In addition to political leaders (most of them associated with warfare, like Napoleon or George Washington), SRWH were also notable for the salient presence of humanitarian figures in recent times, like Gandhi, Mother Theresa, Martin Luther King Jr., Nelson Mandela, Pope John Paul II, and the scientist-cum-humanitarian, Albert Einstein. By contrast, business people and inventors were not well-represented.
Why Is History a Story of Politics and War?
SRWH have a distinctly different structure than national histories in that they do not have a consensual foundational event to mark their beginning. They tell a tale of world history unfolding out of politics and war. The technical climax of this story, its most consensually important event, is WWII.
It may be worthwhile speculating why this is the case, to locate the cause of this if SRWH are considered as an open system. A universal candidate explanation comes from narrative theory, where one of the most basic story forms is the folktale. Vladimir Propp (1958/2010) decomposed the Russian folktale into a story of conflict, with heroes, villains, quests, magical aids, and allies. Such narrative tendencies might underpin subjective time for a collective (Zerubavel, 2003), where times not punctuated by politics and war are perceived as uneventful, and less inviting to narrate. The story that science, medicine, and technology have given humanity a longer lifespan and greater productivity through a virtuous cycle of invention and prosperity spreading through trade and the free movement of ideas and people does not seem familiar as a mainstream narrative of history (c.f. Kennedy, 1987). Is this because it lacks the dramatic engagement of a story of a protagonist with allies and enemies engaged in some quest? Science/technology, inventions, and economics constituted less than 13 percent of events nominated in SRWH by educated young adults (this percentage might be even lower with less educated samples). Einstein was the only scientific figure nominated in the top-ten important figures in several countries, whereas Newton and Edison appeared in two top-tens each. Copernicus and Bill Gates appeared toward the bottom of the list in one country each. Scientists and inventors were not salient in the collective remembering of history. It instead follows a romantic narrative of the dramatic deeds of great men4 in conflict situations (Iggers et al., 2008).
A second, auxiliary explanation comes from education. Carretero et al. (2017) argue that “[m]ost history education practices all over the world … adopt a narrative format” (p. 21). The problem is that students think of the narrative as actually being the past, not just a construction of the past; that according to Carretero et al. (2017) has five key characteristics.
First, the nation and nationals are established as the main historical subjects of these narratives. They are displayed as if they were timeless and static entities.… Secondly, the actions of the national group are always judged morally positive in contrast to foreign actions … presented in a simple way instead of being contextualized in complex social and political scenarios. Thirdly, these narratives contribute greatly to the process of identification with the proper nation. Fourthly, a conflict over national territory that stresses its supposed atemporal connection to the nationals is one of the … main themes.… Finally, the way the nation is presented, as a historical concept, is essentialist instead of contextualist.
(Carretero et al., 2017, p. 21)

Such an account provides an institutional basis for collective remembering to take shape as an ethnocentric story about politics and war. But it does not explain why Eurocentrism was frequently found in non-European countries.
A third and more time-contextualized explanation for a cause underlying these regularities is that on every corner of the planet, we have been socialized as witnesses to an era dominated by the nation-state. Far from being an objective and timeless entity, according to Tilly (1975), the nation-state was an idea and a structure that emerged out of a Europe that made war, and war that made Europe into a quilt of nation-states. According to Tilly, European civilization grew because of, not in spite of its propensity for warfare (Tilly, 1975; see also Winter & Sivan, 1999). Europe emerged from continual competition and conflict as a civilization with numerous smaller units in competition with one another, each capable of detaching from the others and acting as an apex predator when encountering other societies. It is hard to imagine the Netherlands (current population 17 million) and Belgium (11.5 million) as apex predators, but Indonesia (today a nation of 270 million) was colonized by the Netherlands, and had to fight a war to gain independence from the Dutch (Hakim et al., 2015); while young Belgians today recognize their colonization of the Congo (today a nation of 84 million) was horrific (Licata & Klein, 2010). The British East India Company, one of the world’s first multinational corporations, acted as a semi-autonomous arm of Great Britain in conquering swathes of India in the eighteenth century (Robins, 2006). Its brutally extractive policies were responsible for one of the worst famines in Indian history. As the wealth of Britain grew, that of a colonized India declined.
Countless cultures and civilizations (particularly those in the Americas and Africa) were purposefully consigned to the dustbin of history by European colonization. Those non-Western cultures that remain have learned to adapt. The story of politics and war could be an adaptation required for cultural survival in a world formed by the colonial and postcolonial enterprises of apex predator societies, whose reach includes unequal treaties and business deals favorable for the extraction of resources by their corporate arms. The Eurocentrism seen in SRWH may reflect cultural survival strategies for those non-Western societies remaining as autonomous collectives: They have learned useful cultural habits from their erstwhile colonizers. Foremost among these is the construction of a national identity capable of glorifying the in-group and resisting (or overthrowing) colonization by the outgroup. According to this explanation, if the nation-state loses power, then this narrative of politics and war constituting popular representations of history should diminish as well.
Finally, and most contextually, the regularity of collective remembering seen around the world at the turn of the century might be a specific response to the global cataclysm of WWII. This event towers above all others in the studies reported by Liu et al. (2005, 2009). Only one continent (South America) did not actively participate in the global war, and as research has shown, calamity (or rupture) produces a substantial reorganization of memory for the individual, which becomes visible when these individuals are aggregated as a collective (Brown et al., 2009). WWII might function as the technical climax of a narrative of Western powers’ colonization of the world. After they had run out of other peoples to subjugate, the Europeans (and non-Europeans that had internalized their lessons first, like the Japanese, see Perry, 1966) turned against one another, and over the course of two world wars dismantled their own hegemony in a fight to the death. Outcomes of this conflict have reverberated through the planet, and shaped many subsequent events, such as decolonization, modernization, and corporatization. In this view, the representations of world history recorded in Liu et al. (2005, 2009) are retrospective reflections of a mighty singularity, and the narrative configuring them will fade as WWII departs from living historical memory. That might be overly optimistic, but it is likely that global consciousness will require storylines that extend beyond politics and war.

Limitations of Open-Ended Measures of SRWH
The range of plausible explanations for the astonishing regularity of free recalled SRWH held at the turn of the twentieth to the twenty-first centuries is indicative of the limitations of the survey methods used. First is the issue of sampling. Although a range of countries were examined, university students provided almost all of the samples,5 and these are not representative of psychological tendencies across the human lifespan (Sears, 1986). Age differences, however, are likely to produce differences in amount rather than differences in kind (see the generational analyses of Schuman & Corning, 2012). A more substantial limitation is that universities are institutions designed to manufacture WEIRD (White, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic) consciousness, suitable for Westernized modernity (Henrich et al., 2010). The historical consciousness of peoples like the Nuer in the early twentieth century would have provided a different portrait (see Evans-Pritchard, 1940). However, even the once timeless Nuer, and other tribal peoples are now living in a time where casualties inflicted by warfare between factions of Nuer and Dinka led by heavily armed warlords (in what is now South Sudan) far exceed limits of traditionally sanctioned conflict. Jok and Hutchinson (1999) observed that “This new form of warfare transgressed all the ethical limits on violence that had been honored by previous generations of Nuer and Dinka leaders, swiftly transforming earlier patterns of intermittent cattle- raiding into no-holds-barred military assaults on Dinka and Nuer civilian populations armed with little more than spears” (p. 131). Faced with these circumstances, Nuer would have had little choice but to see history coming into their lives as politics and warfare.
The making of political culture is conditioned by institutions, technology, and power relations between groups. The SRWH collected by Liu and colleagues reflect educational practices, underpinned by prevalent power relations and technology. As there is no canonical beginning of the story of the making of the modern world, this could be imagined, or telescoped backward in time by political identity entrepreneurs to suit their needs (see Liu & Khan, 2014).
But the use of open-ended survey techniques to extract these narratives is inexact. Though we might surmise that WWII forms part of the central core of collective memory for SRWH, this is based on interpretive hermeneutics as much as science. To remedy these defects, the Second World History Survey was designed using more precise quantitative methods.


Results from the Quantitative Second World History Survey
The First World History Survey was used as the basis for constructing an inventory of forty historical events, including “all events nominated in the Top 10 by two or more cultures as reported in Liu et al. (2005, 2009). This produced a list of 31 events … that was augmented by events chosen for specific theoretical purposes: The Foundation of the United Nations, Decolonization, and the Rise of Islamic Civilization” (see Liu et al., 2012, p. 255). The forty events were rated on 7-point Likert scales on evaluation (from extremely negative to extremely positive) and importance (from not at all important to extremely important). The same procedure was used to construct a list of forty historical figures, this time augmented by foundational religious figures (Buddha, Confucius, Jesus, Mohammed) and the medieval Muslim military and political leader Saladin (because Islamic societies were underrepresented in the first World History Survey).
Multidimensional Scaling of SRWH
Analysis of the valence (positivity/negativity) of these data followed procedures pioneered by cross-cultural psychologists (see Leung & Bond, 2004; Schwartz, 1992; van de Vijver et al., 1997). One commonly used technique for ascertaining the meaning of a whole pattern of quantitative ratings involves plotting the proximity of the items to one another in terms of the ratings given to them by different people. This is known as multidimensional scaling (MDS). For instance, one might expect that people who evaluate George Washington positively would also give Abraham Lincoln similar ratings, and that these would diverge from the ratings they give to Karl Marx and Josef Stalin. Washington and Lincoln would then be close to one another in a multidimensional space, and far from Marx. Americans might have a tendency to rate Washington and Lincoln more positively than Marx and Stalin, whereas one might see the reverse tendency in Russia or China. But if there is the same or similar system of meaning underlying the ratings for these different figures given by different people in different social locations, then multidimensional scaling can force them to fit into a two-dimensional space,6 where the items close to one another are positively correlated and the ones far away from one another are not correlated, or negatively correlated.
Liu et al. (2012) and Hanke et al. (2015) reported the results of the MDS of events and figures (respectively) in world history. They found that the world wars were central to the MDS, and they clustered with other wars and with other calamities (e.g., natural disasters, terrorism). However, evaluations of historical valence (i.e., positivity/negativity) were not consensual across the thirty-odd societies sampled. Pattern of ratings of events and people were different for Western societies compared to different clusters of non-Western societies. In other words, evaluative ratings of events and figures in world history have culture-specific meanings that are only shared across some societies, and not others. Unlike for psychologically closed systems, like values (Schwartz, 1992) or social axioms (Leung & Bond, 2004), the meaning of events and figures in world history are not universal when people are required to rate them in terms of either importance, or positivity versus negativity. Schwartz and Sagiv (1995), by contrast, claimed that all human values can be mapped onto a two-dimensional space where meaning is anchored by the dimensional axes of openness to change versus conservation, and self-enhancement versus self-transcendence. They showed consistency across cultures in the proximity of different values to one another in multidimensional space, thereby suggesting there is a consistent system of universal meaning that underpins ratings of the importance of different values.
Liu, Hanke, and colleagues were unable to find such consistency in their analyses of the multidimensional spaces formed by evaluations of events and figures in world history. They found that some historical events and people were particularly difficult to map: “Some of these events are highly culture-specific and probably not well known outside of the involved countries: Opium War (China, 19th century), Sino-Japanese War (1930s), Partition of India and Pakistan, and (perhaps) the Russian Revolution (1917) as well” (Liu et al., 2012, p. 258). Other events, like colonization and decolonization, appeared in different areas of the MDS for different cultures. This is characteristic of an open system. Chinese people have not forgotten the Opium War, but other people have (or never were aware of it in the first place). The French Revolution is central to French SRWH in a way that is not the case for other democratic peoples like the Americans, who have their own revolution to celebrate. Colonization (or “discovery”) might be celebrated in Portugal, but it is not looked on so favorably in Mozambique (Cabecinhas & Feijó, 2010). Therefore, the meaning of these historical events was not consistent across cultures in terms of how they were rated relative to other historical events. There is no universal space for mapping out an underlying system of meaning that presents universal dimensions that organize why certain historical events are rated as positive, and others negative in world history. Rather, evidence suggests ongoing struggle over the specifics of historical meaning. The near universal story of politics and war primed by a free recall task did not translate into a universal pattern of meaning when people were asked to rate historical events and figures.

Latent Profile Analysis of SRWH
To get a handle on these inconsistencies, Hanke et al. (2015) shifted to using latent profile analysis of ratings of historical figures. Hanke et al. (2015) noted that there was considerably greater variability across cultures in rating villains compared to heroes in world history. For example, there was considerable disagreement about whether Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein were bad guys, because Muslim countries tended to rate them as neutral, whereas others rated them as extremely negative. In fact, the four Muslim countries in a sample of thirty-seven countries required their own MDS solution, because the four Muslim figures rated (Saddam, Osama, Saladin, and the Prophet Mohammad) held together on one side of the MDS, forming a dimension of Muslim versus non-Muslim figures not seen in other countries. In other country clusters, the religious figures tended to be closer together, whereas in the Muslim countries, Mohammad was far away from Jesus, Buddha, and Confucius (if you consider Confucius a religious figure, which I don’t).
There was much greater agreement across cultures in the extremely positive evaluations given to Albert Einstein and Isaac Newton. The positive ratings around humanitarian figures (like Martin Luther King Jr. or Gandhi) were somewhat less consensual. Differing evaluations of religious figures like Jesus Christ and Pope John Paul II were partially responsible for pushing Hanke et al. (2015) to provide separate MDS solutions for “Western” countries compared to Catholic-Orthodox (also arguably “Western”) countries to achieve statistical fit. Interpretations of the multidimensional spaces produced for the different country clusters were tentative.
The solution to this problem offered by Hanke et al. (2015) was to surrender the search for a universal interpretive space for historical figures (from MDS), that was consistent across cultures. Latent profile analysis (LPA) is a statistical technique (Hagenaars & McCutcheon, 2002) that does not assume country as a unit of analysis, but rather constructs groups of individuals (i.e., latent profiles, or classes) on the fly, using an inductive algorithm that detects similarity in the configuration of their response patterns. Whereas MDS tries to find a universally acceptable map of the responses averaged across all people, LPA divides the total sample up into different groups of individuals that respond similarly enough to form a latent class, or latent profile (the term profile is used when the ratings are given on Likert scales) that could have been responsible for their response tendencies.7
Hanke et al. (2015) settled on a latent profile solution that divided their sample of 6,902 university students in thirty-seven countries into four representational profiles: Secular Idealists (43 percent of their overall sample), Religious Idealists (31 percent), Political Realists (16 percent), and Historical Indifferents (10 percent of total sample). They cautioned that their samples overrepresented European societies and in no way reflected the actual distribution of opinion in populations of the world.
Figure 5.1 Estimated means for a Latent Profile Analysis of the evaluation of major historical figures.


The easiest to describe and most extreme response pattern was that of the “Religious Idealists,” who were most common in the “Catholic-Orthodox” cluster of countries (Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Colombia, Hungary, Mexico, Peru, Portugal, Russia, Spain): this group thought very highly of humanitarians Martin Luther King Jr. and Gandhi, as well as scientists Einstein and Newton, and Jesus Christ. They rated the “villains” Osama bin Laden, Saddam Hussein, and Adolph Hitler extremely negatively. They had a similar pattern of ratings to the largest group “Secular Idealists” who formed a majority in many “Western” societies (i.e., Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Fiji, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines,8 Switzerland, UK, USA) also rated the “villains” very negatively. The main difference between the two groups of idealists was that Religious Idealists gave higher ratings to heroic figures. Secular Idealists gave lower (but still positive) ratings to Jesus, Buddha, Confucius, and Mohammad, as well as to Washington, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Gandhi, Mandela, Princess Diana, Pope John Paul II, and Columbus. A massive 88 percent of respondents in the Western cluster were idealists of one sort or the other, as were 82 percent of those in the Catholic-Orthodox cluster. Historical idealism (or romanticism?) appears to be a characteristic of people from Western civilization and its offshoots.
The two remaining profiles were more characteristic of the majority world, and less consistent with the political ideology of liberalism. Political Realists were quite similar to Secular Idealists in their ratings of secular heroes, but more like Religious Idealists in their ratings of religious exemplars. Where they differ from the idealists was that they rated Osama and Saddam close to the neutral midpoint, and evaluated Hitler only as moderately negative.9 Communist dictators like Mao and Stalin, as well as more ancient conquerors like Charlemagne, Genghis Khan, Napoleon, and Saladin were rated somewhat positively. Karl Marx was rated highly by the Political Realists,10 on par with Columbus, and just below Jesus Christ. Finally, Political Indifferents were people who rated almost all historical figures equally, just above or just below the neutral 4 midpoint, except for Hitler and American President Bush Jr., whom they disliked. The Muslim countries of Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, and Tunisia had the highest proportion of Political Indifferents on average (30 percent), slightly less than the Political Realists (39 percent). Asian countries were highly varied in preponderance of the four profiles, with China consisting mainly (82 percent) of Political Realists, Singapore having a distribution like Western countries, and India containing a balance of the four profiles. Overall (which in this case obscures cross-cultural variability), Asia had similar numbers of Political Realists (30 percent) compared to Secular Idealists (34 percent).11 But the variability in these data suggests that Asia is a geographical, not an attitudinal whole.
It was the scientific humanitarian Albert Einstein who had the most positive evaluation among all the figures in world history, including founders of major religions. There was also high consensus in the positive evaluation of Isaac Newton. Hanke et al. (2015) remarked that “[i]n terms of global political culture, the first salient aspect of it, at least among university students, is that the pursuit of scientific excellence appears to be evaluated in a pan-cultural manner: that is, positively across all sampled cultures” (p. 15). Second, they noted that although there was somewhat less consensus about humanitarian figures, they were also highly rated: “Mother Teresa was the second most positively evaluated figure in world history, whereas the other peaceful humanitarians Gandhi and Martin Luther King had slightly lower ratings and more cross-cultural variability. Race and gender were no barriers to favorable evaluations. Two of the 10 highest rated figures were Black and two were Asian (Indians)” (p. 16).12 If there is a central core in the evaluation of historical figures in collective memory, it is based on liberal democratic ideals of science, humanitarianism, and egalitarianism. Westerners celebrated Gandhi, Mandela, and Martin Luther King Jr. as figures in tune with the human rights ideals of their civilization, even if they played the role of calling their (white) governments to account for failing to live up to their liberal democratic ideals (Huntington, 1981).
By contrast, warfare, though salient in collective remembering, exacted a toll on positivity ratings: among the top ten most highly evaluated figures in the second world history survey, only Abraham Lincoln was a war leader (and this was because he has been reinterpreted as a humanitarian). The fight against racism and slavery seems therefore highly relevant to the humanitarianism in the central core of evaluating historical figures.
The phenomenon of recency was reiterated: George Bush Jr.’s extraordinarily negative ratings, on par with those of Josef Stalin, could only be explained by recency effects, given that the death tolls he was responsible for in the Middle East were dwarfed by those of the Communist dictator in Russia and neighboring societies. Ratings of ancients like Genghis Khan, Saladin, and the Qin Emperor tended toward the midpoint, as did ratings of the more recent war leader Napoleon. Temporal distance seems to dampen extremity in the evaluation of wartime leaders.
Despite this, there was insufficient agreement as to the central core of villainy in world history. Rather, civilizational and national in-groups appeared willing to make excuses for the deadly excesses of their in-group leaders in the name of political realism, where the ends justify the means. Hanke et al. (2015) speculated that for Political Realists, “Mao, Stalin and Lenin may have ‘made mistakes’, but they also made hard choices required for nation-building, whereas Osama and Saddam may be viewed as ‘fighters against Western imperialism’” (p. 17). Indeed, Páez et al. (2008) reported that with respect to the collective memory of WWII, victorious nations, and those with a hierarchical cultural syndrome and low postmaterialism, reported higher recall and more positive evaluations of WWII, and a higher disposition to be willing to fight in a new war. Páez et al. (2016) further suggested that at the country level, “a political complex oriented towards religion and belief in lawful historical progress appears to stimulate support for military involvement in the context of a nation’s progress towards industrialization” (p. 357). By contrast, the postmaterialistic culture that has emerged in Western civilization has eroded such narratives, and reduced perceptions of warfare as heroic (or even necessary) sacrifice on behalf of the nation.
Thus, even “[w]hile the genocidal Hitler was undisputed as the worst rated figure in world history, his ICC (showing cross-cultural disagreement) was much higher than that for the benevolent figures of Albert Einstein and Mother Teresa” (Hanke et al., 2015, p. 17). Humanity, as represented by a limited sample of educated young people from around the world, does not appear to have sufficient consensus around what can and cannot be excused as villainous behavior in history. This makes for a weakness in defining what might be a central core for SRWH in our contemporary globalized world. It is not certain what could bind humanity together in common cause, though there does appear to be universal acclaim among young educated people for great scientists, and more variable (but still universally positive) support for humanitarians and religious figures.

Summary and Conclusion
According to Hilton and Liu (2017), “[c]harters are normative (they establish do’s and don’ts), constitutive (they confer legitimacy on groups and establish roles within the collective), and dynamical (they allow continuity amid change, as they can be (re)negotiated or reinterpreted) societal functions” (p. 300). Results from the two World History Surveys combined suggest that the twentieth century has bequeathed the humble beginnings of what could become a global historical charter in the future. WWII, as the most salient event in collective memory, reminds civilized nations that they have a duty to band together to fight against tyranny and racism. Hitler, as the archvillain of WWII, symbolizes the danger of submitting oneself to the whims of a dictator. But the quantitative evaluation of Hitler was much more varied across cultures than evaluations for positive figures like Einstein. People from developing countries were more willing to excuse wartime leaders from ratings of villainy, whereas people in Western societies provided more idealistic ratings of figures from world history. This pattern falls short of the normative implications of what might be expected for a historical charter.
Complementing results of free recall, more cognitively considered judgments of the valence of events and figures in world history selected by cross-cultural consensus from the First World History found that the most admired heroes in human history were not the war leaders salient in free recall. University-age young adults most admired scientists who opened the door for the invention of technological marvels that have freed much of humanity from the need to scrabble for short-lived daily existence. They are also consistently admired humanitarians, who by their compassion for others and willingness to sacrifice themselves for the good of the whole, set a moral example for fighting against racism, injustice, and for a more egalitarian, compassionate, and decolonized world. This would appear to provide some basis for contemporary cosmopolitanism (Brock, 2013), the beginnings of a shared orientation to moral order around the world, at least among educated young people. But this global consciousness (Liu & Macdonald, 2016) is far from mature. Hence, this case study ideally should be book-ended by another more advanced global case study, to be conducted in 2030 or 2040.


Living Historical Memory and SRWH
As an open system, SRWH, and the nascent global historical charter growing within it, are subject to change. The previous research cited are just snapshots in time. Historian Jan Assmann (2011) put forward the intriguing idea that “communicative memory” is “non-institutional; it is not supported by any institutions of leaning, transmission and interpretation, it is not cultivated by specialists and it is not summoned or celebrated on special occasions; it is not formalized and stabilized by any form of material symbolization but lives in everyday interaction and communication, and for this very reason, has only a limited time depth which normally reaches not farther back than 80 years, the time span of three interacting generations” (p. 16). Communicative memory in his view should be sharply contrasted with “cultural memory,” as a “disembodied, exteriorized, objectified and embedded in cultural institutions such as rituals, feasts, texts, archives, all kinds of symbolic forms that, unlike the sounds of words or the sight of gestures are stable and situation-transcendent, able to be transferred from one situation to another and transmitted from one generation to another” (p. 16). The archetypal cultural memory is myth, guarded by stable forms of expression, and institutional gatekeepers (Erll, 2011b, chapter 2).
This dichotomy is much too sharp for my view of collective remembering. I agree with Wertsch (2002) that collective memory is often textually mediated, and that conversation between family members is amplified or dampened by, rather than divorced from institutions such as religion, instructional media, and government. In my approach to collective remembering, commemorations, rituals, and statuary function as mnemonic aids, not as cultural artifacts that stand entirely separate from the embodied memories of ordinary people. However, I do see merit in paying attention to the interface between institutionalized forms of collective memory, which might be formalized and remote from everyday life, and largely constrained by its exteriorization, and living historical memories, defined by Liu et al. (2020b) as “historical events that are widely shared through everyday communication between people in society, perhaps mediated by personal experiences, perhaps mediated by inter-generational contact, facilitated by mass media. It encompasses lived historical memory of events that have unfolded during a person’s life (Muller et al., 2018), and historical memories that have unfolded during the lifetimes of older people one knows (or knew).” I argue that communicative memory is not so devoid of institutional features of transmission, and cultural memory is not so fixed in ritual and formulae as Assmann (2011) theorizes, but rather, employ the concept of living historical memory (LHM) as the “open” part of collective memory as an open system. Living historical memory could be thought of as the periphery to the core of a global historical charter discussed previously.
As noted in Chapter 3, terrorism (especially 9-11) has become integral to LHM, especially in Anglophone societies, and to a greater extent in Western societies compared to non-Western societies. The figure in Chapter 3 shows a decline from left to right in the positivity of salient free recalled as living historical memories. Although the most common event in LHM was still WWII, it was a lot less common than in SRWH (among the top ten events in thirteen of thirty-nine societies, compared to twenty-three of twenty-four). This was followed by 9-11, salient in ten societies, and especially prevalent in English-speaking countries. Third most common was the 2008 financial markets collapse, salient in five societies, signaling a failure of neoliberal ideology to regulate capital markets to the benefit of humanity as opposed to its wealthiest 1 percent.
The prevalence of 9-11 and other terrorist events (like the London Tube or Madrid Train bombings), coupled with economic stagnation of decline experienced by all except the 1 percent contributed to societies high on the Human Development Index (a United Nations measure of societal development combining levels of socioeconomic development, lifespan, and education) having a more negative LHM in salient historical events (the dark bars) compared to less developed societies (from right to left in the Figure 3.1). Terrorism was rated the most negatively of any category of events, being perceived as worse than warfare or natural disasters by far. This contributed to a negative emotional climate in highly developed Western societies, and a historical trajectory of decline in the USA (Yamashiro & Roediger, 2019).
9-11 was not salient in the LHM of any of the many countries surveyed by Choi et al. (2021) in Asia, Africa, or Latin America in 2019. By way of contrast, it was salient in most countries (nine of twelve, including three of four Asian countries) in SRWH data collected by Liu et al. (2009) between 2003 and 2006. From this we can infer that 9-11 has become institutionalized over the past two decades as part of the enduring collective memory of only a few countries (like the USA, and perhaps Britain) but not in the majority world (countries in Asia, Africa, Latin America, etc.). There, it is being forgotten. If this is the fate of 9-11, which was the most salient event in world history in the first decade of the twenty-first century, then it is quite likely that most events and figures in LHM are only briefly part of communicative memories in most societies.
The role of human agency in this fading of collective memory is critical: historical charters “incorporate not just widely remembered events but events that are perceived to have had made a difference to a group’s sense of itself. Charters are likely to be based on events that are perceived to have had causal effects and to have been critical in having changed the course of a group’s history in an important way” (Hilton & Liu, 2017, p. 303). What 9-11 is likely to have done is contributed to the divergence of SRWH in different parts of the world. It is only in the USA, and other parts of the Western world that 9-11 and other events perpetrated by Islamist terrorists have been institutionalized into the webs of meaning that knit the members of society together with its institutions. This was consequent upon the Bush administration’s sacrifice of so many lives following his two invasions in the Middle East (Jacobson, 2010), and the failure of the Bush, Obama, and Trump administrations to win an enduring peace. More than a quarter of a million human beings have perished in Iraq since the US-led invasion of this country to overthrow Saddam Hussein after false charges that Iraq had hidden weapons of mass destruction. The suffering continues now that American troops have been withdrawn. The retaking of Kabul by the Taliban has done nothing to reinvigorate the moral currency of the victories in WWII and in the Cold War by the West. Democracy has not grown and prospered as a result of American-initiated wars in the Middle East.
If the trajectory of decline narrative is common across other Western societies (and the data reported by Choi et al., 2021 suggest it is not unique), then what we might infer is that Western countries have entered into a more defensive position regarding their positions as actors on the world stage after repeated failures in politics and war in the Middle East. We are truly in a postcolonial era where decolonization is a powerful force. Trump’s withdrawal from many multilateral accords and agreements might not be the isolated acts of a maverick populist, but an extreme case of a general pattern where leaders in many Western countries (from Britain’s Brexit to the rise of the new right all across Europe; Mudde, 2007) are adopting more defensive stances in attempts to protect their societies from decay. The failure of the USA and her allies to achieve any kind of resolution to the conflict in the Middle East they initiated in retaliation for 9-11 has left citizens of the Western world in a more precarious emotional climate than was the case in their triumphal decade after the Soviet Union collapsed. The rise of autocratic strongman Vladimir Putin in Russia followed directly in the wake of the IMF and Clinton administration’s neoliberal “shock treatment” that resulted in much suffering for Russian people in the 1990s after Communism collapsed (McFaul, 1999). A similarly neoliberal formula was applied to protect the interests of banks and wealthy shareholders above those of indebted homeowners after the financial crisis of 2008. All this has fed into a narrative of decline in the USA (Yamashiro & Roediger, 2019).
On the other hand, we know that Osama bin Laden is not considered to be as villainous in Muslim countries compared to in the Western world (Hanke et al., 2015). Outside of Western civilization, terrorism does not appear to be felt as that traumatic. 9-11 may have become part of the peripheral system of SRWH in the majority world, and then been collectively forgotten as more urgent matters became salient. SRWH in the majority world are changing as a consequence of their developmental trajectories, best characterized by an ongoing process of decolonization, rather than as flowing from a singular event like 9-11. The forgetting of 9-11 in the majority world might be the typical pattern of events entering into SRWH – they are salient for a time, and then if they do not reflect deeper meanings important to the local society and region, they fade. This results in an unevenness of social representations of world history around the world. The exception appears to be WWII: It is the pivot around which free recall of events in world history has revolved for seven decades.


Conclusion
The heady promise of democracy being the best of all governmental systems for all humanity for all time, which arose in the wake of the collapse of the Soviet Union (Fukuyama, 1992), has been replaced by a negative emotional climate and defensive posture in many Western countries. Despite this, recent multinational survey research by Zhang et al. (2020) showed that cosmopolitan orientation is not incompatible with national identity or personal religiosity. They reported that both personal religiosity and national identity were positively associated with global prosociality (a willingness to help other people, regardless of distance from self; Leong et al., 2015). This research suggests that we are at a cusp of human social development where the success of Western civilization in promoting a model of human society has contributed to the growth of viable form of cosmopolitanism among individuals. A moral commonwealth, one half of Kant’s vision of perpetual peace for humanity, appears to be on the threshold of becoming reality for some parts of humanity. But in the wake of three decades of policy failures by the USA and her allies in Russia and the Middle East, it should be clear that using neoliberal economics and military invasion to spread democracy is insufficient to give rise to an international order capable of providing the top-down institutional structure for perpetual peace. More work to create equitable conditions for global society remains to be done. And if how we remember the past is any clue to the future, this will take place as much through learning how to manage and collectively remember conflict as it will through cooperation (that might be quickly forgotten). Like Germany after WWII, perhaps the USA needs to learn something from its collective failures to manage 9-11 and its aftermath.


1 The vast network of forced labor camps in the Soviet Union.

2 The 1000-year limit was provided to limit the possibility that respondents would predominantly give the names of founders of major religions: Mohammad, Jesus, and Confucius were named in the top ten of a few countries anyway.

3 For a comprehensive analysis of such national narcissism across cultures, see Zaromb et al. (2018).

4 Relatively few women were free recalled: the only three nominated across more than one country were Princess Diana, Margaret Thatcher, and Mother Teresa.

5 Liu et al. (2005) did report a comparison between an older adult sample and their university sample from Taiwan, noting relatively few differences.

6 Higher-dimensional spaces are mathematically possible, but rare in practice because of difficulties in interpretation.

7 LPA is similar to cluster analysis, but has the advantage of being able to provide fit statistics for different solutions: therefore, we know that a four-profile solution fit the data better than a three-profile solution.

8 Fascinating that the Philippines and Fiji, as formerly colonized developing societies, fit with the other countries here; but the fit statistics used to decide this are just based on numbers inputted, rather than some deeper manifestation of society.

9 Their most negative rating was reserved for American President George Bush Jr.; he received the most consistently negative ratings across the four profiles.

10 We debated calling this group Machiavellians, but settled on the more neutral term Political Realists instead.

11 Sadly, the second world history survey lacked any countries in sub-Saharan Africa, as we lacked colleagues willing to collect data for the project in that part of the world.

12 Princess Diana was the eleventh most favorably evaluated figure in SRWH.




Chapter 6 Historiography and Human Agency
 Collective Memory as History, and History in Collective Remembering

Collective memory has claimed a larger place in the discipline of history as historiography (the study of the writing of history) has become more advanced. In antiquity, and at the beginning of modernity, according to Iggers et al.’s (2008) panoramic Global History of Modern Historiography, historians were not so aware of the cultural and group-based components embedded in their historical writing and reasoning. As the different peoples of the world have come together, the blind spots in their own culture and their own group’s historiography have become more apparent. History has become more aware of itself as a product of historiography, a reconstruction based on culturally sanctioned premises rather than a “clean copy” of the past. In such a context, collective memory, which is clearly fallible, and obviously a cultural and group-based construct rather than an objective view of the past, becomes useful as one strand in a complex weave of knowledge and ideas that can be used to write and interpret history.
Public opinion, in the form of social representations of history, could become part of the archive that historians and other social scientists can work with as part of their analytical toolkit. Data collection on SRWH, for example, has only been going on for about two decades, but already reveals a shift in global content, where 9-11 has achieved massive importance as a symbol in some parts of the world (but not others). Concurrent with this, a progressive narrative of history is declining in popularity in Western historical writing as well (Iggers et al., 2008; Nora, 1996).
In another twenty to thirty years, the accumulated data will become even more valuable. They would then be able to document the extent to which SRWH have come together, or have fallen apart since the turn of the century, when a Western-dominant form of globalization had appeared inevitable (Fukuyama, 1992). Globalization theorists (e.g., Ritzer, 2011) generally hold that with flows of people, goods, and services around the world for economic reasons, belief systems will also begin to come together. Political theorists like Huntington (1996) assert the opposite: that a “clash of civilizations” will be triggered by the incommensurability of different cultural systems creating animosity, as incompatible peoples abrade one another with their proximity. A more nuanced perspective from SRWH is that it depends on what historical events enter into collective memory, and what nations are involved in these events. WWII was so cataclysmic that it engineered a coming together, around shareable beliefs, such as a mandate for civilized nations to band together to prevent crimes against humanity by racist and malicious dictators, and to celebrate scientific and humanitarian heroes. But 9-11, by comparison, was a comparatively minor event built up as major in some societies. It is today salient only in the collective memory of Western (especially English-speaking) countries. This configuration may contribute to producing a political climate conducive to a clash of civilizations, where Westerners fret defensively about a future where they feel their societies to be under threat and declining in relative power.
Historians can add to this theoretical mix by examining how political elites make use of incoming historical events to realize elements of their political ideology. This idea is explored by Richard Bonney (2008), who finds continuity between the “clash of civilizations” discourse popularized by President George W. Bush in the aftermath of 9-11, and the Cold War rhetoric earlier used to mobilize the United States against the Soviet Union (as part of the ideological conflict between capitalism and communism). There is both continuity, in the symbolic resources used by Bush and his neo-conservative cabinet members, and agency, in terms of his specific leadership rhetoric, that show how important the nexus is between the symbolic resources afforded by history, and the cultural agency of leaders who realize the opportunities provided them by a critical juncture in time (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007; Liu & Pratto, 2018). Leaders often follow a political ideology and fulfill their aims by appealing to the social identity of their nation (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). Their political agenda is thus anchored to the political culture of their nation (Liu & Hilton, 2005), and their efforts may change that political culture. If Bonney (2008) is correct, this rhetoric of ideological conflict might be seamlessly transferred to future discourses about rivalry between the USA and China.
Symbolic resources such as SRWH help social scientists to assemble a portrait of what the political culture (including emotional climate) of their times looks like, and how specific cultural agents (i.e., political leaders) make use of these to shape incoming events in history. Politics, as Bismarck once said, “is the art of the possible, the attainable – the art of the next best.” Human science should document and theorize about this field of possibilities as well as the cultural agency of leaders that turn these possibilities into history. Leaders do not paint on an empty canvass. Bush and the neo-conservatives in his cabinet had recourse to detailed symbolic resources that they used to feed the American appetite for a “clash of civilizations” brewing between the USA (and her allies) and what they called “Islamo-Fascists”: This was rooted in familiar discourses used against the Soviet Union. It required some resonance between American public opinion and the ideology of these leaders to launch two wars in the Middle East as America’s response to 9-11 (Bonney, 2008). America’s failure to win the peace in these wars, together with its institutional failures like the banking crisis of 2008 and the rising gap between rich and poor, have unleashed within it a backlash against globalization, and a distrust of authorities. As Capoccia and Kelemen (2007) note, in their argument in favor of using counterfactuals precisely to satisfy theoretical aims, this could have been otherwise. Political culture can create self-fulfilling prophecies, but only by dint of cultural agency, and not as a matter of course (Ferguson, 2008). After all, the global triumph of liberal democracy appeared to be inevitable to many just twenty years ago (pre 9-11).
Analysis of collective memory can help to inform history writing and teaching, allowing it to become more reflexive and self-aware, as envisaged by Nora (1996). It may enable social science to be more clearly sign-posted as a product of its times and its people, and hence better able to reflexively manage change both in conceptualizing the past, in visualizing possibilities for the present and future, and in interacting with other groups. It helps to highlight the symbolic resources available to mass publics and political elites, thus assisting in the construction of viable counterfactuals at critical junctures in a nation’s history (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007; Liu et al., 2014a)
Every movement in the history of writing history appears to have a countermovement, so that today there is no one single paradigm of historical writing that is able to unify all the different currents of scholarship. In historiography, there has been a recurring struggle to define and to operationalize history as a science, to advance methods of uncovering the factuality of events in history, and to discover causal laws of history; that sometimes is countered by, and at other times is accompanied by tendencies to interrogate and to challenge history as a product of culture and the idiosyncratic workings of enculturated human beings. One of the founding fathers of modern history, Leopold von Ranke wrote: “History is a science in collecting, finding, penetrating; it is an art because it recreates and portrays what it has found and recognized” (as cited in Iggers et al., 2008, p. 122). To develop a unified philosophy of history, one that positions history as a science or as an artifice (like narrative) is beyond the scope of this book.
I take two orientations toward the role of collective memory in the construction of history. First and foremost, collective memory provides a concrete and dynamic record of the symbolic resources available for the making of political culture. Charting how the past weighs on the present and how the present weighs on the past, through the variety and multiplicity of symbolic materials available to different people at different times, is indispensable to understanding political culture and its change in time. Second, collective remembering highlights the role of collective consciousness and individuals acting as cultural agents in this making. This suggests that opening up a variety of orientations toward history may be the more fruitful direction than closing down discussion by attempting to design a single, comprehensive approach to history and its workings.

A Human Science of Reflexivity and Cultural Agency
To accomplish this, it is important to articulate a standpoint (Harding, 2015), while pursuing multiple lines of inquiry. I see research on collective memory, and all the different strands of scholarship coming into it, as human science (Dilthey, 1888/1989). The chief characteristics that distinguish human science (from natural science) are reflexivity and cultural agency. Human beings are capable of learning and applying that learning to change their behavior. Reflexivity is the process of becoming aware, and consciously changing as a consequence of that self-awareness. Things in natural science cannot do this. Animals in a laboratory cannot reflexively manipulate those that use reward and punishment to condition their behavior, but human children do this to their parents every day: Together, through these interchanges accompanied by empathy and emotion, parents and children cocreate a family. This cocreated construct of a family changes individual behavior, as the roles within a family carry with them normative expectations (Kagitcibasi, 2005). But these can be negotiated. A deterministic model of natural science cannot model this as a dynamic process, as can a human science of reflexivity and cultural agency. What natural science methodology can provide us with are isolated fragments of a complex whole, couched in causal language that is actually probabilistic, and realized by human cultural agency. There is often something entering into the field of human awareness that changes the way people behave. This awareness can be theorized as a group-based perception, and as a product of culture. In history, new symbolic objects enter into the field of awareness and create outcomes that are difficult to predict in advance, because there was little prior knowledge of this new construct.
For example, it was Hitler, and the barbarism of the Nazis in setting up concentration camps to exterminate the Jews that gave racism such a bad name that it is no longer acceptable to most people as an explicit principle for ordering society. Of course, racism is still present in many places, but the world has changed since the colonialism of the eighteenth to nineteenth centuries. Back then, outrageously ethnocentric claims like “only the West has a sense of history” (Iggers et al., 2008, p. 9) were regarded as simple facts by some of Europe’s most eminent historians and philosophers (including Gibbon, Hegel, Hume, Marx, Mill, and von Ranke). A sense of superiority was normative among white populations in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as part and parcel of colonialism (Said, 1978; see also Fanon, 1957). It allowed horrific acts to take place in the name of the “civilizing mission” of Western society (Licata & Klein, 2010; Smith, 1999). Gandhi and Martin Luther King taught us to know better, and Hitler showed us what not to be. Collective memory, as a reflection of history, must therefore be theorized as an open system, with important symbolic elements of the collective psyche coming into being (like global consciousness), and others, like racism and colonialism diminishing or dying out (see Liu & Robinson, 2016). This symbolic layer of the actual (Bhaskar, 1975/2008) is a field of possibility, realized as political behavior through the identity entrepreneurship of group leaders (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001).
Reflexivity, the capacity to change on learning and self-reflection, is amplified by a second (uniquely human) characteristic of culturally inscribed agency. I define cultural agency as the power to action afforded a person through occupying a social role (see Archer, 1995). This power stems from normativity and legitimacy, that is, by power of custom and rules of consent, certain rights and responsibilities are accorded to a social role in society. Human beings inhabit social roles that are culturally sanctioned: these amplify and constrain personal agency. The most basic of these social roles, involving biological family, are near universal, even if culturally inflected (see Halbwachs, 1925/1992; Kagitcibasi, 2005; Liu et al., 2018).
But other roles are less biologically based, and more socially constructed. Some social roles, like the President of the United States of America, or the Chancellor of Germany, are immensely powerful. They are capable of influencing outcomes for millions. And the rules regarding what is acceptable behavior for individuals holding these positions are grounded in laws and in custom, but far from fixed.
Social Identity Theory and Identity Entrepreneurship
Tafjel and Turner’s (1979) social identity theory, and Turner et al.’s (1987) subsequent elaboration self-categorization theory1 provide a compelling account of how psychological characteristics of human beings as social animals can reflect and inform social structure, rather than being mere aggregates of their tendencies as individuals. According to social identity theory, the same person can self-identify as an individual or as a group member across different situations. When they self-identify as an individual, their personal characteristics become salient, and they act in accord with their individual attitudes and beliefs. When they self-identify as a group member, their social (or group) identity becomes salient, and they act in a more depersonalized way, seeing themselves (and others) in accord with the norms, values, and understandings of that group membership. The person is motivated to perceive his or her own group in a favorable manner on relevant dimensions of social comparison between their ingroup and the relevant outgroup. In other words, people behave in a stereotypical way, by adopting (or conforming to) an ingroup prototype, and being motivated to differentiate this from the salient outgroup. “We tend to see events in the world in terms of their significance to our group and to ourselves as group members rather than their implications for ourselves as distinct individuals” (Reicher et al., 2005b, p. 624).
Furthermore, “where people share an identity and hence share values and priorities, it becomes possible for somebody (or some bodies) to represent what they have in common. In other words, shared identity makes leadership possible” (Reicher et al., 2005b, p. 625). Leadership is a give-and-take between a would-be leader, who must to an extent conform to the group structure, and embody followers’ ideas of what qualities the group leader should have. But at the same time, there is room for the would-be-leader to attempt to articulate what the social identity of the group should be, even if this means bending custom and beliefs to suit the moment. In other words, the leader can act as an identity entrepreneur:
[T]he definition of who is included in the category (category boundaries) will determine the extent of the mobilization, the definition of what it means to be a category member (category content) will determine the direction of the mobilization, and the definition of who best exemplifies the category (category prototypes) will determine the leadership of the mobilization. This can be summarized by saying that social categories constitute the mobilizations that (re)make the social world. To control the definition of social categories hence confers a world-making power.
(Reicher et al., 2005b, p. 626)

Under the right circumstances, a political entrepreneur can exert cultural agency by defining who belongs in the ingroup and who is excluded, and by what the defining qualities of ingroup members should be, in a relatively novel manner that can shift social norms for the group, as they work to accomplish the entrepreneur’s political project.
To date, very little of the research using social identity theory demonstrates identity entrepreneurship (but see Reicher et al., 2005a, for an important exception). Rather, typical research, using experimental methods, demonstrates how people carry the structure of a socially differentiated world in their heads, awaiting a social situation to bring this into operation in a fixed manner. For instance, making a preexisting group membership (e.g., gender) salient activates predetermined characteristics (sex stereotypes) that are exacerbated in magnitude when men and women are positioned in a social situation as groups in competition with one another, compared to a situation when they are perceived to act as individuals (Hogg & Turner, 1987). Most research on social identity theory relies on experimental methods in a laboratory. Less has been done to describe the dynamics of identity entrepreneurship in a naturalistic setting over time. Interdisciplinary collaboration is needed, because psychology in the main is locked into experimental methods and epistemic reductionism.
Identity Entrepreneurship in Times of Historical Crisis
The extent of cultural agency and identity entrepreneurship exerted by office holders can be vividly illustrated during times of crisis in society – that is, during a critical juncture (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007; Liu & Pratto, 2018). Franklin Delano Roosevelt and Adolf Hitler were both elected/appointed into positions of supreme leadership in the democracies of the USA and the Republic of Germany in the 1930s. Both these countries were in the throes of the Great Depression, where unemployment rates were 25% and 33%, respectively. There was currency deflation in the USA; and in Germany, where the depression was exacerbated by massive wartime repayments inflicted as a penalty for defeat in WWI, there had been hyper-inflation.
Roosevelt stitched together a patchwork quilt of policies that became known as “the New Deal” to give Americans just enough security (Kennedy, 2009) to survive the Great Depression without descending into barbarity. His rhetoric was one of resolute inclusiveness for all Americans. The qualities he celebrated for his nation were ones of service and achievement for the collective good. In his inaugural speech of 1933, Roosevelt said:
[T]he only thing we have to fear is fear itself – nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes needed efforts to convert retreat into advance … we face our common difficulties. They concern, thank God, only material things …
The money changers have fled from their high seats in the temple of our civilization. We may now restore that temple to the ancient truths. The measure of the restoration lies in the extent to which we apply social values more noble than mere monetary profit.
Happiness lies not in the mere possession of money; it lies in the joy of achievement, in the thrill of creative effort. The joy and moral stimulation of work no longer must be forgotten in the mad chase of evanescent profits. These dark days will be worth all they cost us if they teach us that our true destiny is not to be ministered unto but to minister to ourselves and to our fellow men.
Recognition of the falsity of material wealth as the standard of success goes hand in hand with the abandonment of the false belief that public office and high political position are to be valued only by the standards of pride of place and personal profit; and there must be an end to a conduct in banking and in business which too often has given to a sacred trust the likeness of callous and selfish wrongdoing …
In the field of world policy I would dedicate this Nation to the policy of the good neighbor – the neighbor who resolutely respects himself and, because he does so, respects the rights of others – the neighbor who respects his obligations and respects the sanctity of his agreements in and with a world of neighbors.
If I read the temper of our people correctly, we now realize as we have never realized before our interdependence on each other; that we cannot merely take but we must give as well; that if we are to go forward, we must move as a trained and loyal army willing to sacrifice for the good of a common discipline, because without such discipline no progress is made, no leadership becomes effective.

In this speech, Roosevelt excludes no one, but rather claims that his negative reference group “the money changers[,] have fled from their high seats.” His category definition of American is as broad as it can be. He is not attempting to divide and conquer. What he attempts to do as an identity entrepreneur is to re-center America in “social values more noble than mere monetary profit”: being a good neighbour, taking intrinsic joy in work, and realizing interdependence with others as necessary for one’s own well-being. These values are not the achievement-oriented individualism that dominates American self-consciousness today,2 nor is it the rugged self-reliance of America as a nineteenth-century frontier society.
To realize this alternative vision for America in crisis, Roosevelt mobilized ambitious projects to provide work for the unemployed, like the Works Progress Administration and the Civilian Conservation Corps; he provided Americans with Social Security, and regulated its finance sector (that had triggered the depression through imprudent fiscal policies and stock market speculation) with the Securities Exchange Commission. In the middle of the twentieth century, Roosevelt was considered as the greatest President in American history (Schwartz, 2008). This status eroded quickly with the return of material wealth as the standard of success in the Reagan era. This suggests that in terms of symbolic resources, the enduring American self-stereotype is more of rugged individualism than the caring interdependence that was briefly valorized by Roosevelt in a time of crisis and need. Today, Roosevelt is not remembered exceptionally well: He does not hold a central place in American collective memory of its presidents, as does Lincoln (Roediger & DeSoto, 2014). But for a few, glorious post–WWII decades, Franklin Delano Roosevelt set the stage for changing America’s conception of itself to be more inclusive, less oriented toward personal glory (or greed), and these were among the greatest decades of the growth of general prosperity in American history.
Adolf Hitler faced even more severe circumstances when he became Chancellor of Germany in 1933. The political situation was unstable, and the entire economic system was teetering on the brink of collapse. There was no political solution to the problems confronting Germany that the different political parties in the divided Reichstag could agree upon (Turner, 1996). Hitler’s solution was to exclude those who disagreed with him from the boundaries of the German ingroup. In his first speech to the German people as Chancellor, he excluded two groups. First, the traitors to Germany responsible for its defeat in WWI:
Over fourteen years have passed since that unhappy day when the German people, blinded by promises made by those at home and abroad, forgot the highest values of our past, of the Reich, of its honor and its freedom, and thereby lost everything. Since those days of treason, the Almighty has withdrawn his blessing from our nation. Discord and hatred have moved in. Filled with the deepest distress, millions of the best German men and women from all walks of life see the unity of the nation disintegrating in a welter of egotistical political opinions, economic interests, and ideological conflicts.

Among these traitors were the Jews, especially those in the financial sector, but he did not mention them by name in his first address as Chancellor. Rather, he focused his attention on his political rivals, the socialist-leaning Social Democrats, and to their left, the Communists (the second and third largest parties in the Reichstag, the German Parliament):
With an unparalleled effort of will and of brute force the Communist method of madness is trying as a last resort to poison and undermine an inwardly shaken and uprooted nation. They seek to drive it towards an epoch which would correspond even less to the promises of the Communist speakers of today than did the epoch now drawing to a close to the promises of the same emissaries in November 1918. Starting with the family, and including all notions of honor and loyalty, nation and fatherland, culture and economy, even the eternal foundations of our morals and our faith – nothing is spared by this negative, totally destructive ideology. … One year of Bolshevism would destroy Germany. The richest and most beautiful areas of world civilization would be transformed into chaos and a heap of ruins.

In Hitler’s inaugural speech, he verbally excludes his main rival political parties (and their many supporters) from the German ingroup as he defines it, accusing them of plotting the destruction of Germany. Crucially, other important actors, like the military and industrialists, saw Hitler as the lesser of two evils compared to Bolshevism. So Hitler was allowed to exclude them by action as well, gaining the right to pass legislation without the consent of the Reichstag. Hitler gained dictatorial powers, and he used them both to brutally consolidate his power (murdering rivals within his own party in the Night of the Long Knives), and to bring more order and prosperity to Germany. By force and intimidation, he advanced his campaign promise of restoring unity to Germany, by slowly throttling democracy (see Capoccia, 2005, for analysis of how and why democracies survived or were extinguished in Europe between the two world wars).
It was not until 1939, when his power was consolidated, that he spoke of a final solution to the “Jewish problem,” which to him was entwined with Bolshevism (or Communism):
I have very often in my lifetime been a prophet and have been mostly derided. At the time of my struggle for power it was in the first instance the Jewish people who only greeted with laughter my prophecies that I would someday take over the leadership of the state and of the entire people of Germany and then, among other things, also bring the Jewish problem to its solution. I believe that this hollow laughter of Jewry in Germany has already stuck in its throat. I want today to be a prophet again: if international finance Jewry inside and outside Europe should succeed in plunging the nations once more into a world war, the result will be not the Bolshevization of the earth and thereby the victory of Jewry, but the annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe.

This systematic exclusion of those he labeled as enemies is characteristic of Hitler as an identity entrepreneur. It led him to direct the German people to attempt to commit genocide.
As claimed by Hitler, the mightiest identity entrepreneurs are indeed prophets: they look into the past, they feel their people’s needs, and call for something new to emerge from the field of probability. At the same time, some of them are exposed as false prophets. For Hitler, what emerged from the aftermath of WWII was the opposite of what he prophesied: a world where Jews became securely ensconced as influential citizens of the most powerful country on earth, and claimed sovereignty over their own state, whereas his own nation was in ruins. Such are the fortunes of war, as a chaotic and unpredictable maker and breaker of the field of human possibilities. As Heraclitus observed: “War is father of all, and king of all. He renders some gods, others men; he makes some slaves, others free.”
Stylistically, the identity entrepreneurship of Hitler involved theatrically staged rallies and a passionate speaking style that positioned himself as Führer (“Leader”). This was a sharp contrast to the low-key, fireside chats over the radio with which Franklin Delano Roosevelt comforted the American people through the same period. As Hitler and Roosevelt led their respective nations through the economic crisis of the Great Depression, these differences in style became magnified and reified as cultural agents symbolizing their nations, and the hopes and fears of millions. The fact that such idiosyncrasies as an individual’s personality, and chaotic processes with hard-to-predict outcomes such as warfare can decide the fate of nations, led philosopher of science Karl Popper (1957/2002) to conclude that history cannot be a predictive science.

On the Poverty of Historicism
Historicism, a term coined by Popper (1957/2002) to encompass grand theories of history such as Marxism, is “an approach to the social sciences which assumes that historical prediction is their principal aim, and which assumes that this aim is attainable by discovering the ‘rhythms’ or the ‘patterns’, the ‘laws’ or the ‘trends’ that underlie the evolution of history” (p. 3), and “They [historicists] should try to formulate hypotheses about general trends underlying social development, in order that men may adjust themselves to impending changes by deducing prophecies from these laws” (p. 41). Popper put forward several arguments that such historicism (e.g., the historical materialism of Marx) is not, and could not be supported by scientific evidence. For example, the tenets of social development are described in qualitative terms, using words that cannot be operationalized into measures, so it is impossible to test whether these statements are true or false (being subject to falsification was the hallmark of a scientific theory according to Popper). Even if a formula for predicting the future could be discovered, knowledge of it spreading would immediately change the way the formula worked, as people would incorporate a truly working formula into their own plans to take advantage of being able to see into the future. Popper claimed that history is a singular process. Therefore, to describe a sequence of events unfolding in history is not description of a law, but simply a description of a specific sequence. He argued that there can be no law of succession in historical events, because there are too many factors involved, including the actions of individual agents. Finally, he considered that it was logically impossible to know the future course of history when that course depends on the future growth of scientific knowledge (which is unknowable in advance).



Collective Remembering as Human Science
A theory of collective remembering in the making of political culture should be constructed on the solid ground of the defining characteristics of human science, not unwarranted claims of historicism as a science of the impossible (i.e., predicting the future of society as a whole, over long courses of time).
This theory should not focus attention on claims-making about the discovery of general laws or underlying patterns that determine the history and the development of human societies. Collective memory is a small but significant corner of research at the intersection of history, sociology, psychology, and other disciplines, including English and culture studies. Across these disciplines, it seems that a more circumscribed approach, combining a retrospective analysis of how political culture has been shaped by the past and how it is collectively remembered, and predictive and interpretive analysis of how this constrains the possibility space for future actions, including cultural agency by leaders and changes in the public opinion of their followers, is where progress can be made.
I conceptualize collective memory as part of the layer of the actual in Bhaskar’s (1975/2008) philosophy of science. Commonly shared symbols in collective memory form the symbolic layer feeding into the political decision-making of identity entrepreneurs. These symbols can be invoked separately, in a specific context to accomplish a particular aim (e.g., analogical transfer, see Spellman & Holyoak, 1992). They can be woven into a coherent narrative that generalizes across historical examples to form a schematic narrative template (Wertsch, 2002), or they may form an even grander historical charter that summarizes the meaning of history in the political culture of a nation (Hilton & Liu, 2007). These symbols can be telescoped in, so that a single cataclysmic event, like WWII, becomes a significant locus of meaning, with detailed event schemas that can be mobilized for present-day use (see Abel et al., 2019). Or, they may be telescoped out, so that a narrative thread connects distant events in time together, to form a narrative thread that describes how the nation was formed and has changed through time, as in the slowly developing bicultural identity of New Zealand (Liu et al., 1999; Liu & Pratto, 2018). None of these are mutually exclusive.
Political leaders are practitioners of the “art of the possible,” acting as identity entrepreneurs (or cultural agents) who sometimes make use of collective memory as a symbolic resource in shaping their nation’s political culture. Collective memory represents the body of knowledge and belief that pertains to collective continuity (Sani et al., 2007) and discontinuity. The past constrains the present and future by limiting the range of political agendas that leaders are able to persuade their followers to adopt (Liu & Hilton, 2005; Reicher & Hopkins, 2001). An act of identity entrepreneurship that contravenes historical conventions can be easily disputed, whereas acts of identity entrepreneurship couched as reinvigorations or extensions to a widely accepted historical charter face less resistance (Liu et al., 2014b; Liu & Khan, 2014). Thus, collective memory is a subjective component of the possibility space for what a political leader can and cannot do. Even Hitler, with his maniacal hatred of Jews, did not immediately move toward implementation of his final solution. Rather, he spent half a decade exploring alternatives (e.g., looking for other countries he could expel his Jewish population into, stripped of property), and consolidating dictatorial powers. Hitler did not act as an identity entrepreneur in a completely idiosyncratic or unpredictable manner, but took advantage of a time of crisis to take over an institutional system. He expanded preexisting prejudices into a totalitarian system bent on genocide. This, humanity collectively remembers (Liu et al., 2005). The magnitude of this collective memory has changed the entire probability space for any future recurrence of genocidal acts. Marx was wrong about history always repeating itself: The memory of Hitler has frequently been invoked by democracies to justify invading dictator-led states precisely to prevent history from repeating itself (Spellman & Holyoak, 1992).
Collective Memory as Symbolic Resources in Political Culture
Now I consider the shapes that collective memory takes as a symbolic resource, and its functions, that together are analyzed as part of a theory of political culture and its change.
First collective memory supports the functioning of institutions, and in less complex societies, provides specific institutional rules. In low-tech, herder societies like the Nuer before WWII (Evans-Pritchard, 1940), or Māori in the early days of contact with Europeans (Best, 1925), genealogy was among the most venerable and powerful of institutions in society. In a larger and more high-tech society like the USA of the 1780s, society’s operations became institutionalized in the form of a constitution. The intimate connection of an imagined past (Nuer were selective in who they remembered) to important decisions in everyday living (their genealogies institutionalized group affiliations and economic obligations in cattle gifting and trading) is replaced by bureaucratic structures of administration, wherein collective memory becomes less important for maintaining collective continuity. In the division of labor in a complex society, written institutional rules and depersonalized, transactional contracts replace collective memory as the blood and guts of how society operates in everyday life. This shift of collective memory from being embedded in institutions required for everyday transactions, toward being a symbolic resource in the construction of national identity and abstract political (rather than everyday) culture has been remarked on by both Assmann (2011) and Nora (1996).
Second collective memory contains symbols: they are social representations. The shape of these remembrances can take the form of publicly available symbols, like a statue or other monument, a museum or history book, films or other dramatizations of history, or commemorations on a nation’s calendar. They also take the form of individual memories of these, and of events, people, and stories from history. These two forms of collective memory can be mutually reinforcing, or they can become detached from one another. They serve the function of connecting the individual to a collective. In a complex society, there are many collectives an individual can belong to, and hence, a multiplicity of collective memories, and lieux de mémoire that they may or may not resonate to, cognitively, motivationally, and emotionally. As it is the multiplicity of collective remembering that gives it force, so appropriate conceptual structures and theories must be developed. I therefore close this chapter by presenting different perspectives on narrative that hopefully add scientific rigor to the concept while still allowing for multiple perspectives.

Collective Memory as Narrative
Narrative as Stories
Defining narrative simply as story is useful theoretically to encompass the many creative uses of collective memory in dramatic forms such as theater, books, and film (e.g., Erll, 2011b). The enduring power of WWII in the collective memory of the British is reflected and renewed by dramatic reconstructions in the spirit of now, like recent Oscar-award winning films The Darkest Hour and Dunkirk.3 Similarly, films like Lincoln and Glory reinscribe American collective memory of the Civil War, whereas I (as an American) cannot, even with effort, name a single film that features Franklin Delano Roosevelt during the Great Depression. Perhaps FDR has been spared, as British historian Eley (2001) writes: “History enters popular circulation at the beginning of the twenty-first century through such confusions of mass-mediated meanings. They construct the national past via a compulsive simultaneity of connotations, in a promiscuous melange of imagery and citation, creating a dense palimpsest of referentiality. Symbolic capital accumulates thickly around national history’s grand events in this manner, encumbering our access to their meanings” (p. 819). Eley (2001) examines through film how the postwar “democratic consensus” era and the Thatcher era differently refracted meanings of WWII; he argues for using film indexed to each time period as a device for exploring the political culture of that time, through narratives involving WWII. He shows how such narratives elide, refract, combine, and recombine. Eley (2001) tends to follow contemporary historiography by focusing on ordinary people’s lives rather than heroic narratives or generic narrative templates.
Such a formulation of narrative as story is very important for scholars in the humanities that focus on creative elements of collective memory, like the transcultural memory of Erll (2011), or the multidirectional memory of Rothberg (2009). Both of these eschew the nation-state, or religion, or any other standardized container of “groupness,” but rather articulate collective memory as an assemblage, an intersection, a cross-fertilization of memories from different people or groups coming together to form perhaps a fleeting, perhaps a marginal, but creative synthesis of memory. Rothberg (2009, 2011) argues for borrowing, exchange, and adaption rather than a zero-sum logic of competitive victimhood in dealing with historical trauma. Erll (2011) describes transcultural memory “as the incessant wandering of carriers, media, contents, forms, and practices of memory, their continual ‘travels’ and ongoing transformations through time and space, across social, linguistic and political borders” (p. 11). Countering Nora (1996), she argues for the metaphor of traveling memory rather than sites of memory. She proposes the intriguing notion of “mnemonic itineraries,” involving movements of “knowledge, repertoires of stories and scripts, implicit memory, bodily aspects such as habitus, and – next to remembering – also that other basic operation of memory: forgetting” (p. 15) through different carriers. These dynamic rather than static approaches to collective remembering remind us that human science must leave room for human agency as creative synthesis: be it at the margins of an intersection between leading intellectuals (Rothberg, 2009), or more broadly, as a new paradigm for memory studies as a global phenomenon (Erll, 2011b). This is a creative and optimistic view of collective memory that contrasts with the dominant view from the social sciences where history is seen as the making of the story of an ingroup (Liu & Hilton, 2005), which typically requires an outgroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Narratives as Schematic Narrative Templates
Thus, at the other end of the spectrum, scholars in the social sciences and sciences have typically adopted more restrictive definitions of narrative as “canonical linguistic forms that specify a sequence of actions and provide an explanatory and evaluative framework for understanding the event” (Fivush, 2011, p. 759). Here the focus is on generalization and abstraction, as compared to reasoning from a single instance, as appears to be more typical of the humanities (reviewed above). Wertsch’s (2002) Russian schematic narrative template of Triumph over Alien Forces is among the best known among these forms of narrative. But a question arises as to how uniquely Russian such a narrative is: Does not every nation (at least, every nation not beaten into submission) position itself as innocent of wrong-doing, and justified in “defending itself” against external aggression when going to war? Would Pearl Harbor and 9-11 not fit such a schema for Americans? There is the possibility that at high levels of abstraction, there is a general schematic narrative template that every nation has for defending itself from aggression. This might be the ultimate “traveling memory,” at least as old as the idea of the nation-state, and probably older.

Narratives as Nested
Narrative, while indispensable as a concept in collective remembering, brings with it some intractability in terms of lack of consensus in definition and use. Such is the cost of language. It must be imprecise, because it carries meaning rather than analytical logic. Narratives are organically interconnected. Sometimes they tell stories of how they (we) make love, and sometimes they (we) make war. It is almost impossible to predict what a given individual will do with the information encapsulated in the myriad narratives they have access to or empathize with. Therefore, the solution to this conundrum ought to be synthetic and holistic (Nisbett et al., 2001) rather than analytical (either-or): The structure of narrative is nested as well as overlapping.
At the most abstract level (the shared nest, so to speak), there is the mono-myth of the hero’s journey, traced by the great mythologist Joseph Campbell (1949),4 as worked up by Gergen and Gergen (1997). All cultures according to Campbell have mythological heroes that face grave difficulties to save their people, or help them through a time of challenges. As a Jungian, Campbell concentrates on the psychological and spiritual meanings of folklore and mythology. More scientifically, Russian folklorist Vladimir Propp (1958/2010) argues that the basic structure of this mono-mythology follows a protagonist versus antagonist(s) through a series of difficult situations and encounters that can be decomposed into story moves (or “narratamemes”).
I see echoes of Propp’s story structure in the predominance of warfare, and commonplace claims that “we were just minding our own business when They attacked/stole something from/cheated Us” in stories of warfare from collective memory. Thus, the Russian schematic narrative template identified by Wertsch can be theorized to be embedded within a more generic narrative template of the hero’s journey, which probably originates in campfire stories rooted in humankind’s tribal social instincts (Richerson et al., 2016). At the highest level, the form of reasoning in this story template (verisimilitude) is mightily distinct from scientific and mathematical reasoning. Yet, it may still have verifiable properties that can be scientifically investigated.
Nested at a level of specificity below the “Alien invasion template” (with its less commonplace element of being near defeat before triumph at the end) is WWII. Nested within WWII are specific story sequences that fewer people know. For example, Enemy at the Gates (one of my favorite WWII movies) immortalizes a battle between snipers within the larger story of the Battle of Stalingrad, dramatizing the massive cost in terms of the personal lives of Russians required to defeat the Nazis. Knowledge of stories enculturates. As an American, I know the story of the Normandy invasion very well, and I love Saving Private Ryan as much or more than Enemy at the Gates. But as a student of history, I know that objectively, in terms of casualties and amount of machinery destroyed, Normandy was not as important in breaking the back of the German army as the greatest tank battle in the history of the world, Kursk (Overy, 2006). Most Westerners have probably never heard of the Battle of Kursk, and therefore overestimate the role of the Western powers in defeating the Nazis compared to the Soviet Union (Giner-Sorolla et al., 2021). Through such overlapping but not identical memories, nationally and ideologically constructed narratives collude, and sometimes, they collide. They come together, they contradict one another, they overlap. Such is the nature of narrative as it moves from place to place and through time.
Such nesting and unraveling, creating and breaking, connecting and making webs of association, for different people and peoples, bringing in different kinds of allusions, full of variability and verisimilitude, is characteristic of the nestedness of overlapping narratives in collective memory. It is characteristic of human collectivity that is socially constructed and socially shared, woven into networks of associations that include story forms, in the vagueness and in-between of communications.


Conclusion: Critical Junctures of Collective Remembering, and Collective Forgetting
As noted by Zerubavel (2003), some periods of time are perceived as “uneventful.” Events taking place in these periods tend to be forgotten, even if they might have been (or are) objectively important periods. An example is the 30 Years War in seventeenth-century Europe between Catholic and Protestant principalities, which is all but forgotten today (Liu et al., 2005, 2012). It was responsible for the deaths of about 30% of the population of the territories centered around what is today Germany, as mercenary soldiers fought for their princes against one another. They also slaughtered (and raped) thousands of civilians. The Treaty of Westphalia ending this conflict is considered by some political theorists to be the origin of principles crucial to the modern state system, including the inviolability of borders, and noninterference in the domestic affairs of sovereign states.5 The people of Europe have been in past couple of centuries educated to think of the nation-state as natural, and originating in shared culture and language (made firm by bureaucracy, see Gellner, 2008). German historiography, such as that pioneered by von Ranke, would not have prioritized remembering a period in history where German-speaking peoples were butchering one another in the name of religion and princes. The vicious warfare between Catholics and Protestants that dominated intergroup relations in Europe in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was subsequently replaced by warfare between rival states as “nationalities.” Anti-Popery and nasty stereotypes of Catholics and Catholic powers, central to the emergence of nationalism in England in the seventeenth century (Lake, 1989) have become an embarrassment to the English of today. As a consequence, those collective memories have gradually been forgotten as a part of public opinion and belief: But they can absolutely be documented by historians, and become grist for the mill of a diachronous theory of political culture and its change as outlined by Archer (1995).
As a rule of thumb, when expert views of history diverge from the popular view of collective remembering, then there is likely to be a cultural factor at work. In the case of the 30 Years War, my hypothesis is that there is or was an active form of forgetting or erasure (retrieval inhibition) that took place, where that historical event is not “suited” to current, nationalistic views of history. An alternative hypothesis for such an “uneventful time” is that there is a perceived continuity to that entire time period, where nothing stands out that is worth specifically remembering. Therefore, a general, vague, stereotyped view of that period is all that remains. In both cases (active forgetting/retrieval inhibition versus perceived continuity), “uneventful time” is worth examination by scholars. It is revealing of the culture of the present, and how it constructs itself vis-à-vis its relationship with the past.
A theory of collective memory needs to theorize what is forgotten and why, as much as it needs to theorize what is remembered and why. Those elements that are forgotten can reveal what is central in the political culture of one era, in contrast to what is forgotten in another era. Rather than characterizing eras as bounded analytical wholes, collective memories enable analysts to characterize eras as the product of strands of associations interweaving across collectives through time. My interpretation of evidence regarding global collective memory (in the year 2021) is that the most important event in human collective memory across cultures, WWII, is fading out of living historical memory (as a natural consequence of generations passing away). It is being reified as a cultural memory that provides the world with a model of – and for – global society that is divided into nation-states, but whose actions are at a minimum constrained by shared belief that racists and dictators are dangerous, and genocide is not an acceptable solution to resolving conflict. As WWII fades out of living memory, it is being replaced (or augmented) by 9-11 as a central element of collective remembering in the part of the world inhabited by the USA and its allies. 9-11 as a symbolic resource in the Anglosphere that facilitates cultural elements emphasizing security, including state surveillance, border control, and the aggressive use of violence overseas to protect the nation. Its legitimate power as a symbol is not accepted in the majority world, and hence, we are seeing a fragmentation of global collective memory today.
Near the opposite end to uneventful time is a critical juncture. Whereas Liu and colleagues only define a critical juncture as a moment of potential for substantive change in societal organization, Capoccia and Kelemen (2007) provide the important additional hypothesis that they are “relatively short periods of time during which there is a substantially heightened probability that agents’ choices will affect the outcome of interest” (p. 348). In other words, the probability of institutionally predetermined outcomes (i.e., business as usual) is reduced, whereas, “[t]he range of plausible choices open to powerful political actors expands substantially and the consequences of their decisions for the outcome of interest are potentially much more momentous. Contingency, in other words, becomes paramount” (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007, p. 343). The archetype of such a critical juncture is warfare between evenly matched opponents that leads to substantive political change. Ferguson (2008), as a historian in late days of the fading British Empire, presented an edited volume of counterfactuals curated from a range of historians, many of whom narrate counterfactuals around alternative histories of warfare, or warfare averted, the sum of which Ferguson narrates as a series of critical junctures leading to a plausible alternative history where the British Empire did not unravel.
More formally, according to Capoccia and Kelemen’s (2007) approach of historical institutionalism, choices made during critical junctures close off alternatives and set in place new institutional arrangements that subsequently become embedded so as to resist change. In the dynamical systems theory proposed by Liu et al. (2014a), a cultural agent’s choices made during a period of critical juncture can transition a society from one attractor6 to another. The two theories are in agreement that a theory of critical junctures “postulate[s] a dual model of institutional development characterized by relatively long periods of path-dependent institutional stability and reproduction that are punctuated occasionally by brief phases of institutional flux – referred to as critical junctures – during which more dramatic change is possible” (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007, p. 341). These authors advocated for the use of well-crafted cross-cultural (e.g., comparing the survivability of European democracies during the interwar period, Capoccia, 2005) and longitudinal designs (e.g., examining the choices by a dozen actors that led to Hitler being appointed Chancellor of Germany, Turner, 1996) using counterfactual analysis (plausible “what ifs”), and narrative analysis. Because critical junctures sometimes involve potential for change rather than actual change, Liu and Pratto (2018) assert that identifying critical junctures will always have a hermeneutical element to it. Counterfactual assertions about potentials inevitably involve subjective interpretations, a central concern for human science. It is an open question whether a critical juncture for a society can be ascertained in advance, as a possibility in a field of probabilities, in a prospective rather than retrospective analysis.
Liu et al. (2014a) incorporated the idea of critical junctures into a grand theory of nation-states analyzed as dynamical systems unfolding in time according to path-dependent political actions. Liu and Pratto (2018) theorized that a comprehensive theory of subjective time for nations would include four conceptually different, if not strictly distinctive, forms of temporal organization for societies. Uneventful time would be associated with continuity, probably the most common form of temporal organization in history (common in stable agricultural societies). However, these days, with technology advancing at such a rapid pace, anchoring and re-anchoring (some stability amid change) might be more typical. The most memorable events in collective memory would likely encompass rupture, the least common form of human societal time. To elaborate on the latter, Liu and Pratto (2018) describe the foundation of the USA as an example of rupture because it was
sufficiently disruptive of (a) the system of social categories and social relations used to understand society, (b) the dominance hierarchy of power-holders in society, (c) the institutions and institutional rules by which power was to be enacted in society, (d) the livelihood and well-being of people living in the affected territories (with a significant part of the population killed, wounded, or exiled), and (e) this took place within a clearly demarcated period of time.
(p. 265)

At a critical juncture in the history of a people, the cultural agency of power holders is magnified. Only in retrospect can a critical juncture be said to result in rupture.
Such ruptures are not easily forgotten. It requires some purposeful erasure. For example, if a critical juncture results in that people being eliminated or assimilated; or if there is a new era/new polity wherein said rupture becomes unsuitable to recount for the new powers that be. Those are historical trajectories involving discontinuity. Collective memory is an inheritance that a people and their leaders draw upon to navigate their way through history, while maintaining chosen forms of continuity based on the needs of the present. As each ingroup, guided by its leaders, attempts to navigate according to its own sense of cultural agency, it collides with other groups. This interaction, often resulting in realistic conflict, is frequently involved in making peoples, and is the central story of history according to what people currently collectively remember.



1 Except when this is technically incorrect, I will refer to both of these together as social identity theory.

2 In his classic work on cultural values, Hofstede (2001) lists the USA as the most individualistic country in the world.

3 Though Eley (2001) notes that such big budget films about Britain in the war were not possible in earlier decades for financial reasons, unlike in America where they were commonplace; despite this, WWII is much more salient today in surveys of British collective memory than it is for Americans (Choi et al., 2021).

4 Legendary to some for having inspired the story structure for George Lucas’ original Star Wars trilogy.

5 At the time, the Holy Roman Emperor and the Pope claimed authority over different aspects of all the feudal territories in the Holy Roman Empire, a loose confederation of hundreds of principalities, each having princes with nominal fealty to, and uncertain rights relative to the Emperor (for debate on its importance, see Croxton, 1999).

6 Or steady state to which the system evolves toward




Chapter 7 A Dialectical Approach to Collective Remembering

This chapter aims to articulate a Dialectical Approach to Collective Remembering, arising from the interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary literature that has been reviewed. Some of this research is quantitative and nomothetic, but more of it is qualitative and idiographic. Some of the research originates in a bottom-up, individual-centered approach, and some originates in a top-down, societal approach. Given the diversity of the phenomena investigated under the rubric of collective memory, it does not make sense for me to develop theory in the traditional sense of theory in psychology, a discipline dominated by natural science epistemology. Rather, I prefer to develop an approach that satisfies some of the requirements of natural science epistemology, but through working in an open system. A dialectical approach to collective remembering recognizes that the object of study (collective memory) functions as a dynamic that is most powerfully conceived as containing in its current manifestation, seeds that cannot be fully grasped in the here and now, but may form part of reality in the future. It invites dialogue rather than seeking closure.
In its most general sense, dialectic refers to both a tension between opposites and, either a logical inquiry into truth (as in Greek philosophy, see Stenzel, 1917/1940) or a cosmological orientation toward harmony that connects the apparent opposites at a deeper level (as in Chinese philosophy, see Liu & Liu, 1997). I name this as collective remembering rather than collective memory because I want to emphasize the object of study as a verb, something in the making rather than as a noun, implying something fixed. In this approach, collective remembering is described as a dialectic (see Wong, 2006, for an overview) in the following senses:
1. As a Socratic dialogue between qualitative, idiographic studies in specific contexts, with specific contents, and varying in their commitments to different processes, with a nomothetic (universal) theory that incorporates context as a factor, measures content, and models process in a way that affords predictions about, and causal explanations for phenomena more generally.

2. As an ontological process model of how collective memories come into being: where events occur in time that become publicly known and then are modified, sometimes immediately, sometimes after years or centuries of forgetting. This can happen by forgetting and then rediscovery, or by anchoring and reinterpretation.

3. As a dynamic where collective memories sometimes consist of structured and coherent representations (including historical charters), and at other times are banal, fragmentary, and malleable; with a focus on how this dynamic plays out over time, in different places, and within and between individuals.

4. Synthesis between these dialectics involves the usage of scientific theory and empirical evidence in an interpretation of current affairs that is inclusive of the morality and ethics established in the collective memory of the groups situated at a particular moment in time. This dialectic between scientific description and subjective interpretation lies at the heart of collective remembering being part of an open system of human science, where people are reflexively observing and interpreting people taking agency to change objective circumstances. It is understood in this dialectic that the social scientist is not objective, but acts like an open system situated in time, saturated with group beliefs and aspirations. Therefore, he or she ought to state the premises from which he or she is making observations and judgements. Scholars do this implicitly and in hidden ways all the time, but in dialectical theory, this should be brought into the open, so as to acknowledge limitations, invite reflexivity, and situate observations and theory in the flow of time and place.


I am a scholar on a journey, embodied as a Chinese-Taipeian (by birth, in 1962), US American (growing up), and Aotearoa-New Zealander as a householder. This generational time is understood to situate the observations and theory in this book, as these larger collectives were there before I entered into living being, have influenced what I have seen, heard, thought, felt and believed, and will remain in flow after I have departed.
In this dialectic, I acknowledge the difficulty of making judgements of what is desirable or undesirable in terms of the aspirations of different groups of people rubbing up against, or colliding with one another in history. Therefore, I will close this book in a dialectical manner by illustrating the principles of history and collective remembering I have found to be helpful in my life as a scholar with three idiographic case studies.
Context, content, and process, emanating from multiple layers of society, from planetary to national, down to communities and individuals are cornerstones for a dialectical theory of collective remembering. What shape it will take in the future I cannot say.

Dialectic of Research Organization
The first dialectic of collective remembering inscribes scholarly dialogue between different approaches as a required element in theory development and in the description of research relevant to the theory. From the perspective of the ancient Greeks, Diogenes asserts that “[d]ialectic is the art of discourse [logoi] by which we either refute or establish some propositions by means of question and answer on the part of the interlocutors” (as cited in Wong, 2006, p. 241). This, following Stenzel (1917/1940) involves joint study of form and content by many people with different orientations toward the same subject. Studies of collective remembering furnish descriptive materials for the dialogical and diachronic study of societies changing, and elements within them changing. Collective memory is produced by a loose network of individuals that has accumulated from generation to generation in an often unsystematic manner. This is understandable given the size, intellectual diversity, and recency of this network. But I would hope that things could be improved in the future, and hence offer a few words of advice.
Ongoing dialogue as a framework for organizing for collective memory is already taking place. The ecumenical orientation of the Memory Studies Association and its flagship journal Memory Studies is already providing future generations with a concentrated access point to gain easier access to this cumulative body of research. In terms of an organizational dialectic, the exponential increase in the amount of knowledge regarding collective memory should ideally be complemented by corresponding increase in amount of structured access to this body of material. A framework for collective memory organized by context, content, and process would be helpful to those of us working in the field with different purposes to access research in a systematic manner. Providing a framework allowing the rich content of collective memory research to be more easily available for interpretation would allow collective memory research to be more cumulative (or be aware of when, where, and how it is noncumulative). In doing this, lessons from anthropology’s human relations area files (HRAF) should be taken into consideration (Ember, 1997). In particular, protocols for coding memory studies could be established by Memory Studies to facilitate easier and more precise future access to studies published in this journal. So much time is currently wasted on trying to find the right material for one’s research thesis that even Google Scholar is insufficient. Such an archive would complement the HRAF, because collective memory typically presents a more dynamic and interdisciplinary view of culture and society than that painted by traditional anthropology. Because what is being archived are the contents of journal articles, and the data these articles are based on, this provides a naturally occurring open system for tracing the development of collective remembering as a subject of inquiry, and for future inquiry.

Dialectic of Theory Development
I now articulate a second dialectic for theory building that involves incorporating both idiographic and nomothetic elements to build a theory of how to understand symbolic narratives of nationhood, and the making of political culture.
Given the fact that collective memory operates as an open system, a good theory of collective remembering should provide theoretical elements for idiographic analysis that are useful for describing the specifics of any country or region or society. However, we also have enough accumulated evidence across the human sciences of psychology, sociology, and anthropology to retain a commitment to idiography while building more abstract theories that are nomothetic, and can make predictions subject to verification. This could result in falsification of certain hypotheses, and accelerate the imposition of limitations or boundaries in nomothetic parts of theory. Defining the contingent relations between theoretical elements is central to the ongoing development of theory in collective remembering. Here, I first present the descriptive elements required for a dialectical approach to developing theory. These lay the groundwork for more nomothetic propositions to follow that may be falsifiable and hence allow for the imposition of limitations on hypothesized relationships between elements. Development of nomothetic theory will require openness (and patience), because these propositions involve contingent (and possibly nonlinear) relationships between variables: and these contingencies, especially those at the societal level, are complex.
Symbolic Narratives as Nested Resources for Making Political Culture
Drawing from narrative theory (Bruner, 1990; László, 2008), many, including Liu and László (2007) have argued that collective memory is likely to be organized, and function, as narrative. Statuary without narrative is merely carved stone or cast bronze that represents a potentially enduring site for ceremonial activity and learning. With narrative, statuary becomes part of a representation, or lieu de mémoire alive in the hearts and minds of a collective (Nora, 1996). Narrative does not follow rules of logic or science, because in narrative, factuality is subordinate to storytelling conventions and the appearance of verisimilitude (i.e. plausibility according to preexisting identity and beliefs). Where the concept of a dialectic may be useful for qualitative researchers is this: If collective memory is narrative, and if narratives are nested (from the highly abstract and universal, down to the concrete, and culture-specific) and overlapping, then there is ample basis for theoretical refinement of how narrative functions to create, maintain, modify, and to destroy (or overwrite) collective memories. In developing narrative theory for collective remembering, researchers might conceptualize a dialectic where one asks when, where, and with whom a coherent historical narrative characterizes collective remembering, and when, where, and with whom people’s collective memories are fragmentary, malleable, and unstructured (see Gensburger, 2019, p. 55).
At the highest, most abstract level (Gergen & Gergen, 1997) is a basic narrative shared by all humanity: the “mono-myth” of the Hero with a Thousand Faces (Campbell, 1949). This story involves a call to adventure, a time of trials, where assisted by allies and opposed by enemies, the hero(es) face difficult challenges to overcome, to achieve an outcome and receive a reward, for themselves or for their in-group. In the Russian folklore version of this most basic of story forms, Propp (1958/2010) identified thirty-one story moves and seven functional characters (“the hero is warned against some action”; “the hero leaves home with a sense of purpose”; “the hero encounters a magical helper and is tested”; “the villain is defeated by the hero”; etc.) that can be transformed and recombined to create a wide variety of tales that share common elements and structure. This is the ancestral campfire tale of adventure, conflict, intrigue, and adversity (see Richerson et al., 2016 for more on the basis of human tribal instincts). The overrepresentation of warfare and the underrepresentation of economics, advance in technology, and disease in collective remembering is understandable if collective memory is theorized to take the shape of narrative (László, 2008; Liu & László, 2007).
Nested below this highest level of abstraction (“the hero’s journey”) are the master narratives of an era. Globally, I think we are in a postcolonial era, but decolonization does not register as a coherent narrative because colonial structures are still dominant (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001), though in retreat. Nationalism is the master organizing principle used to talk about decolonization in the majority world (as independence), and in the whole world through the articulation of a global order where territory is partitioned into sovereign states. In this context, empires cannot thrive: for genealogy and fealty are of limited value in a structure where nationalism is dominant. The contents of collective memory can be recruited to build people living in a territory into a cohesive nation-state. Common culture, shared language, maps, and administrative bureaucracy are ingredients the state uses to produce social cohesion in an imagined community (Anderson, 1983/2006). The unique contribution of history to this formula of collective imagination is that it explicitly indexes change. Each nation attempts to produce a foundational myth of its own origins, with heroes, villains, helpers, and trials and tribulations that provide disparate individuals with a consensual sense of themselves as a unified people. The intelligent consumer in these collectives also knows when this is mythology. Though many failed states lack this consensual story of origin, and struggle for social cohesion, we do not know which is the chicken and which is the egg. Most likely, details of specific case studies will differ substantially in terms of causal relations between elements, as these traverse culture-specific historical trajectories. Attempting to building historical charters in African states, where the borders were imposed by colonial fiat, will likely produce a different causal sequence for national identity and group cohesion than doing the same thing in Asia, where borders are more in accord with preexisting identities.
There are interesting dynamics here between structure, content, and process. For example, while the celebration of a national day for commemoration is generic, the content and meaning of the collective memories this ritual observance reinscribes can be culture-specific, and be associated with different emotional states as a consequence. Through repetition, these ritual observances could shape different feelings of national identity in different states. Similarly, it is easy to ascertain the most important event in the history of a given country, but the meaning and function of this event varies considerably across cultures (Liu et al., 2014b). The dialectical approach contextualizes the political attitudes, beliefs, and actions of individuals, as well as the content of institutional norms and rules, as possibly culture-specific properties of the creed a nation has decided it has a duty to remember; while keeping open the possibility that these all reflect more nomothetic higher-order structures. In-group favoritism (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), for example, is commonplace but not universal (Liu et al., 1999).
There is, however, a larger ontological dialectic to this smaller thesis, that history is not the only basis for constructing a successful imagined community. There may be societies that lack coherent myths of origin, that lack a historical charter, and rely on other means (like bureaucratic efficiency, for example) to create social cohesion. Only for some nations is there evidence that historical narratives (cast as “story reminders” see Wohl & Branscombe, 2008) are causally connected to social identity and political behavior. In these societies, the relationship between historical narrative and group identity appears to involve mutuality. Each is capable of exerting causal effects on the other; often, strength of group identification moderates the effect of historical narratives on individual political attitudes and behaviors (see Sahdra & Ross, 2007; Wohl & Branscombe, 2008). However, this relationship is not invariant: In some societies, where there is regular contestation over the meaning of history for different groups in conversation with one another (see Sibley et al., 2008), historical reminders do not exert causal effects, but rather are anchored to well-practiced belief systems (Liu et al., 2014) that are differentiated across subgroups that do not unify (Sibley & Liu, 2013). Some groups are historically oriented, and others avoid or deny history, as part of their identity claims: each stance produces different patterns of individual behavior.
Thus, it is advantageous to situate experimental results at the individual level within a national context, where causal results from experimental studies are theorized to manifest in the context of the symbolic resources available. Reciprocally, there will be individual differences in how persuasive a given claim by an identity entrepreneur (or political leader) will be. There should be no presumption of universality from any one empirical study. Causal outcomes of research are configured in a dialectic with the hermeneutics of interpretation in a given social context. Reminders of the Holocaust (Wohl & Branscombe, 2008) have different causal impacts on Jews compared to non-Jews in North America, and appear to be more powerful than reminders of the Treaty of Waitangi for New Zealanders (Liu et al., 2014b). The how and why of these differences is part of an ongoing dialectic of theory building on collective remembering, that flows through the use of case studies as vehicles for not only interpretation, but theory building (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Comparison of different national case studies helps to identify contingencies that produce different surface phenomena across cultures.
Unlike genealogy, a different principle for organizing collectives, nationalism creates a categorical sense of the self as interchangeable with any other member of the national collective, and different from members of other nation-states (Turner et al., 1987). Providing definitions of the self as a member of a collective, and contrasting this with crucial out-groups, is an important function of this narrative. If a people have been historically successful in facing perennial challenges, then the contents of collective memory that were successfully invoked to produce this outcome are renewed, reinvigorated, and reified (Liu & Hilton, 2005; Wertsch, 2002). At the other end of this dialectic, if unsuccessful, in the worst case a group may dissolve, perhaps being conquered, perhaps by being assimilated into another collective. Thus, narratives provide symbolic resources that tell a people who we are and what we do as a collective that seeks to move through time with continuity. Dialectically, over time, these symbols and the charter they embody can be forgotten when it becomes convenient for those in power, and where there is discontinuity or a desire to manufacture discontinuity.
Nested below these are specific instances of history, including heroes, villains, and socially normative roles, details of a particular war or other tragedies or great deeds. The greater the specificity, the less is the commonality in the narrative. Only a few people will know details of the invasion of Normandy or the Battle of Stalingrad, but most will know something about WWII, and everyone has seen or heard tales of conflict, intrigue, and adventure with protagonists and antagonists. But each of these specific instances, if it is to be memorable, should resonate with elements of the higher, more abstract narratives extant in society, reminding people of their importance, and reinscribing foundational myths as relevant. Repetition is necessary to build up the force of narrative in making political culture. What is not repeated is likely to be forgotten, as retrieval inhibition (perhaps by other narratives) works to erase access to memories.
However, there is an important challenge facing this conception of collective memory as consisting of hierarchically organized narratives. The fundamental question is this: How structured and how well-organized is narrative? Are there truly “canonical narratives,” stories or story templates so widely shared that people (around the world or in a particular country or region) use them automatically (or at least regularly)?
Or would regular communications about the nation be more banal, and characterized less by explicit and coherent narratives, but more by small talk and everyday reminders? Billig (1995) argues that “banal nationalism operates with prosaic, routine words, which take nations for granted, and which, in so doing, enhabit them. Small words, rather than grand memorable phrases, offer constant, but barely conscious, reminders of the homeland, making ‘our’ national identity unforgettable” (p. 93). Erll (2011) and Rothberg (2009) have both posited that there is little that is essential about collective memories, and they travel and recombine in unpredictable ways around the world. If this is commonplace, this would also lead to a fragmentation and overlap rather than hierarchically organized narratives.
The most commonplace narrative in Western societies today concerns the self, perhaps in conjunction with the nation (e.g., Reicher & Hopkins, 2001), but often focused on just the individual and their social relationships (Thompson et al., 2013). The structure of the self will affect how different historical narratives are received, including the impact of banal versus explicit appeals to nationalism. Perhaps grand heroic narratives have gone out of fashion, and smaller, more egocentric, postmodern, and fragmentary narratives are what structure everyday lives (if everyday life is relatively stable and secure). But the dialectic to this is that in younger states, where people carry living memories of being invaded, colonized, and abused by outsiders, the personal may take on the political in expressions of social relations in everyday life (Brown et al., 2009; Fong, 2004; Swann et al., 2012).
Questions of this nature, far from being disruptive or destructive, should serve to refine theory so that it is more nuanced, more contingent, and more rooted to actual circumstances. The literature does not suggest a unitary conception of what collective memory is that would be conducive to simple linear hypotheses. But a dialectical approach suggests this is worth dialoguing about, and building theory that navigates between the idiographic and nomothetic through case studies and cross-cultural research.
For there does appear to be some consensus regarding the functions of collective memory, and a good theory should be able to provide general explanations for how and why, when and where these operate to produce or reflect phenomena associated with political culture.


Three Functions of Collective Memory
Collective memory became a massive object of research because of what it does for human societies that claim sovereign power (the ability to make decisions about life and death) over a collective. These functions of collective remembering should be visible whatever methodology is used. If they are not visible, theory should be able to explain why.
System Legitimacy
First and foremost, collective memories are important because they confer legitimacy on societal arrangements (Malinowski, 1926) not duplicated by any other basis of warranting (Liu & Sibley, 2015). Traditions that bolster the current state can be emphasized, or invented (Hobsbawm & Ranger,1983), whereas collective memories that present uncomfortable reminders of a discredited previous state can be erased or moved to a more convenient, out of the way location (in the case of Soviet-era Communist statuary in central Europe becoming objects of curiosity for the tourist’s gaze, see Light, 2000).
A major form of legitimacy provided by history is to support claims to sovereignty over a land because of the antiquity of their residence (Zerubavel, 2003). Israelis trump Palestinian claims to sovereignty over the Occupied Territories by connecting their current state to Jewish kingdoms of antiquity. They claim, “We were here first!” (Zerubavel, 1995) Another function of collective memory is to provide maps that define boundaries with a warrant of antiquity (Anderson, 1983/2006). In Hungary, one still sees maps of greater Hungary from before WWI: as a reminder of lost glories, but also because large numbers of Hungarians were apportioned to sovereign states other than Hungary after the defeat and dismemberment of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (Kontra, 2005). Some Hungarians therefore consider themselves to be a cultural rather than a political nation, holding collective memories of the Treaty of Trianon as unjust. Historical claims to sovereignty are thus an intimate part of the political landscape of political activity in the world today. They can both stabilize or destabilize the legitimate power of a current state.
Different groups within a nationality can remind the nation of institutional arrangements in their history to justify or challenge current social conditions. For instance, Māori, the indigenous people of New Zealand, can make a claim to reparations for colonial era injustices by referring to violations of the Treaty of Waitangi. This treaty, signed between the British Crown and Māori tribes in 1840, was trampled on during the colonial era. But it was revived by Māori activism in the second half of the twentieth century, and is considered as the symbolic basis for the nation’s sovereignty today (Orange, 2004). The fiscal envelope allotted to settle such claims was originally set at one billion NZ dollars. The people of New Zealand generally support a national policy setting where Māori (but not other ethnic groups) can register to vote on a Māori electoral roll, where seats in Parliament are contested exclusively by Māori candidates. This ensures inclusion of Māori in Parliament. It is a legacy of the colonial era, where such an exclusive electoral roll was used to underrepresent Māori in Parliament. Now it is part of accepted practices that allow Māori to be overrepresented in New Zealand’s Parliament. Hence, in New Zealand, as in other places, historical legacy confers legitimacy to “exceptional” (or culturally unique) practices (see Yang, 2000). In idiographic research, exceptions to the general rule (of in-group favoritism) are not infrequent: the dominant group of New Zealand Europeans admits to having honored the foundational covenant of the Treaty of Waitangi less well than the subordinate, colonized group of Māori (Liu et al., 1999). Thus, the content of collective remembering can inflect social processes, so that general rules (e.g., typically, more in-group favoritism by the dominant group, see Sidanius & Pratto, 2001) are violated in specific cultures.
As another example, in the USA, debates over gun control revolve over the Second Amendment to the Constitution, institutionalizing the right to bear arms in a way that has become highly contested, politicized, and culturally unique (Yuill & Street, 2017). As it is extremely difficult to change the Constitution of the USA, this is interpreted as a living document. The Supreme Court of the United States of America is thus enshrined as an official institution of collective remembering with the power to decide on the legality of public policy. In specific ways, this institution can stand above the authority of even the executive and law-making branches of central government. Hence, while there may be massive dispute over the outcomes of Supreme Court rulings (and appointment of Supreme Court justices), the customary process itself reinscribes rule of law as a foundational element of the legitimate power of the system of governance in the USA.
By contrast, Chinese people treat their constitution as an extension of the one-party rule of the Chinese Communist Party. It is not regarded as a constraint that keeps the authority of central government in check (Lubman, 1999–2000). The People’s Republic of China updates its Constitution every five years, so rule of law is not independent of the policy settings of the Communist Party. Rather, Chinese notions of authority are rooted in Confucian notions of benevolence and virtue, of the moral rectitude of government officials, and the expectation that the Party should do good things for the people. The psychological mandate of legitimacy for the People’s Republic of China does not rest on the basis of constitutional law (Liu et al., 2010; Xie et al., 2021a).
Collective memories are hence useful for establishing legitimizing myths (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001): systematic agreements and normative arrangements for ordering society that are not generic justifications (Jost et al., 2004), but commitments to maintain a particular form of social order. Social orders are more stable when rooted in history, because then they bear the imprint of the warrant of antiquity (Malinowski, 1926). Such provisions are more likely to be accepted as customary and conventional (and are hence less subject to frequent disputation). But this means there are also dialectical limits to the stability of such an arrangement. First, collective memories are held by groups, and to the extent that collective remembering reflects and maintains conflict with an out-group (Liu & Hilton, 2005), that out-group will be motivated to delegitimize those collective memories. Second, collective memories gain credibility with antiquity: to the extent that there are readily available temporal alternatives to the dominant status quo, a subgroup in a society can delegitimize those collective memories (Kus et al., 2013). Third, collective memories are not immutable: A new narrative can emerge that reconciles competing collective memories between groups.

Social Identification
Collective remembering is an important basis for establishing the content of the social identity of groups that aspire to immortality. When a state has strong apparatuses, including an education system that enforces a bureaucratic uniformity, this stabilizes national identity (Carretero et al., 2017). Collective memories are used by a state to educate the people within its boundaries to become interchangeable members of a collective that shares the same national narrative. This serves to dampen down extreme forms of political partisanship among its subgroups. Hence, erasure of the collective memory is one method of destroying the cultural identity of a group. Erasure was positioned as part of a “civilizing process” during colonization (van Krieken, 1999). Assimilation, including the erasure of the collective memory of subgroups, from indigenous people to immigrants, is a central component of state-building. But it can have negative consequences for the subjective well-being of the people being assimilated (see Berry et al., 2006; Smith, 1999).
On the other hand, alternative collective memories can retain their vigor, and in weaker states, play a part in political upheavals. Identity politics is therefore often entwined with history, as in-group bias in collective remembering is typical. In the USA, collective memory of the aftermath of 9-11, especially the Second Iraq War, has contributed to partisan polarization between followers of the two major political parties (Jacobson, 2010). An even more virulent version of identity politics, involving claims of election fraud and marginalization of particular ethnic groups by the state, has been responsible for coups and civil wars that have destabilized less mature (and more unequal) democracies like Liberia (Williams, 2002). In other African states, ethnicity (or tribes) can be mobilized politically with sometimes devastating consequences (Vail, 1991). Producing biased interpretations of history that appeal to their followers’ sense of identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) is part of the rhetoric used by political leaders around the world to justify questionable actions (e.g., Biersack & O’Lear, 2014; Gershkoff & Kushner, 2005). History thus provides the symbolic materials that can either stabilize or destabilize the group identity of peoples living in a state. These collective memories are grist for the mill of social identification, that identity entrepreneurs steer into collective behavior (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001).
Historical context defines salient social comparisons for both the assimilation of groups into a national collective, and contrasts of this group with out-groups (Turner et al., 1987). There are always alternatives to identity than nationality, and history is one of the symbolic resources that can be leveraged to make a given social identity salient. Alternative category systems for the purposes of self-categorization include race, clan/family, religion, geographic region: Any of these can and have served as the basis for differentiating the in-group versus out-group in forming society. Furthermore, history warrants certain category systems to be used for social comparison above others in making identity claims: White/Black is a dichotomy that is frequently used in the USA (with its history of slavery), whereas Catholics versus Protestants are a salient source of group-based social comparison in Northern Ireland (with its history of sectarian religious conflict).
Collective memory provides a symbolic reserve of heroes, villains, embedded in stories, through which a national or ethnic identity can be produced or maintained. Heroic figures have referent power (Raven, 1992): They serve as prototypical examples for a group long after the hero in question has passed away. The political collective that celebrates George Washington as its founding figure and where people strive to emulate Lincoln will embody different values and treasure different deeds than a collective that celebrates Mao Zedong as its founder and strives to emulate Deng Xiaoping. Historical narratives may present these heroes (and the villains they fought against) in ways that make them seem relevant to the here and now, or they can be presented as dry as a bone facts, distant from present-day concerns (Tóth et al., 2005).
These stories provide more concrete directives for collective action than stereotypes. More experienced, cohesive, older peoples form schematic narrative templates – abstracted and implicit narratives of identity that tell a people not only who they should be, but what they should do. It is Russian to defend the motherland; the Russian schematic narrative template (Wertsch, 2002) evolved over hundreds of years of cultural history where the perennial problem of being invaded for people living in vast open country has been turned into a template that encapsulates a collective solution to the problem of self-defense.
More generally, encompassing a broader span of historical events, some countries have developed an historical charter (Hilton & Liu, 2008), where selective elements of group history, its causes, and consequences have been elaborated into a quasi-legal form that gives moral and sometimes legal implications for group action. Group values and normative rules for behavior are embedded in the historical charter, symbolized by the historical events and figures that form the charter. Historical charters represent normative commitments to maintain the values and protect the institutions achieved in group history. These are embedded in lieux de mémoire. They supply content for what is enduring, the “central core” (Abric, 1993) of social identity. For example, in democracies, the concept of the power of the people, as manifest in a government of the people (elected), by the people (participatory), and for the people (equal and fair treatment under the law) is often embedded within the historical events and symbolized by the historical figures manifest in the charter. The British remember selected elements of the Magna Carta as the beginnings of its constitutional monarchy, where even the King is subject to the law of the land. Whereas in the USA, its Revolutionary War against Great Britain is represented as a just war against a tyrannical monarch unresponsive to the rights of the people; and George Washington, its revolutionary war leader, is featured on its currency as the face of the dollar bill. Another powerful example of a historical charter is in Israel, where young inductees into the army swear their oath of allegiance to defend the state at Masada, an ancient fortress where Jews fought to their last breath against Roman invaders (Zerubavel, 1995). These young warriors swear to never again allow this to happen.
In the words of Liu and László (2007), “History endows certain peoples (and nations) with “charters” (Malinowski, 1926) that use the accumulated wisdom of the past to justify societal arrangements for the distribution of resources and the allocation of social roles both internally and internationally” (p. 86). A historical charter gives a people a mission, and a sense of being that contributes to stabilizing the content of group identity. Charters are a source of historical and cultural agency. They drive history, and countries with aggressive historical charters feel empowered to inflict historical circumstances, like victimhood, dispossession, or subjugation on less powerful and less determined people.

Historical Trajectories and Collective Emotional Climate
The third function of collective memory is to act as an indicator of the past historical trajectory and current emotional climate of a society. In extreme cases, of living in a society mired in intractable conflict, people will develop collective memories that justify the in-group’s account of the origins of the conflict, blame conflict on the out-group, and consider the in-group as victims. They may use collective remembering to cope with stress, as these memories help to justify their actions during conflict, and prepare group members to be ready for the next outburst of violence. This feeds into an ethos of conflict that permeates the emotional climate of the society, fed by books, film, public education, and commemorations that reify the conflict into a syndrome of animosity (Bar-Tal, 2007, p. 1446). This is the most fearsome kind of historical trajectory, and the most devastating type of emotional climate.
Collective memories often provide accounts of realistic conflict, both recent and foundational, that can increase negative emotions in society (like fear, anger, or anxiety, see Huddy & Feldman, 2011). Collective remembering of terrorism has turned living historical memory negative in evaluation across the Western compared to the majority world, especially in English-speaking countries, where 9-11 is most salient (Choi et al., 2021). By contrast, research reported by Watkins and Bastian (2019) found that participation in Memorial Day war commemorations (and viewing a commemoration of war video in an experiment) in the USA were associated with positive emotions, of pride, awe, and gratitude at the sacrifice made by the soldiers. The effect of the commemoration of war therefore can be palliative emotionally, as it renders meaningful the deaths of combatants, especially if their sacrifice is for a “just cause.” This palliative effect might not extend to victims of terrorist attacks (Huddy & Feldman, 2011). Nor does it encompass commemoration of the morally dubious Vietnam War that ended in defeat for the USA (Wagner-Pacifici & Schwartz, 1991): This, and other defeats are remembered as “a misbegotten cause nobly pursued” (p. 380). Official accounts of the struggle to commemorate the Vietnam War in the USA are characterized by ambivalence and ambiguity, because of the controversial nature of the war. What was constructed is a Veterans Memorial, honoring the people who sacrificed on behalf of the nation in the war, without sanctioning the war itself. Wagner-Pacifici and Schwartz (1991) characterize this as “a ‘genre problem’: how to create a memorial that celebrates the virtues of the individual veteran without reference to his cause” (p. 393). Contrast this with commemoration of the end of WWII, which can be celebrated with positive emotions like jubilation and pride in allied countries. The specific content and form of the collective remembering of momentous events therefore reflects (and influences) the emotional climate of a society.
When the collective remembering of different events and figures in history is arranged in a time sequence, and aligned with thoughts of a collective future, a historical trajectory of progress, of decline, or of a steady state can be derived (Liu et al., 2014a; Fisher Onar et al., 2014; Yamashiro & Roediger, 2019). Collective memories of foundational events and figures are usually positive (Choi et al., in press; Yamashiro et al., 2019), whereas recent salient events as terrorism, economic collapses, or defeat in war are likely to result in a perceived historical trajectory of decline. These narratives may have the power to act as self-fulfilling prophecies, so that a perception of decline leads to actions that hasten decline. Elevation of nonthreats to the status of threat is one sign of a dysfunctional historical trajectory. On the other hand, a belief in progress can stimulate progress (sometimes at the expense of other groups). This is the rise and fall of societies tracing historical trajectories that intersect with one another in time.


Dialectics in the Organization of Collective Memory
There is more consensus about the functions of collective memory than its organization. However, this raises the question of exactly what in collective memory is responsible for its theorized functions. How is collective memory organized? How does it form and change? The thesis, argued in the majority of literature, is that collective memory is well-organized. Through top-down efforts by the state and its apparatuses (like public education, monuments, and commemoration), it produces “suitable histories” that bolster state legitimacy by producing coherent narratives. Perhaps these are organized as schematic narrative templates (Wertsh, 2002) that summarize the lessons of history into an implicit schema for collective action. Perhaps these are organized as a historical charter (Hilton & Liu, 2008), where selective elements of group history (especially foundational events) over time are elaborated into and articulated as a hegemonic representation with normative implications. These are bolstered by lieux de mémoire (Nora, 1996, 1997) that include commemorations, public education, and important places/monuments.
The antithesis of this position is famously articulated as banal nationalism (Billig, 1995), where signs of the nation are too familiar to be noticed, and symbols of nationhood operate unreflexively, as piecemeal fragments. They are not articulated explicitly as a coherent shared narrative. This appears frequently in public responses to top-down rhetoric from political elites. For instance, Taylor et al. (2017) found that nonrepresentative samples of Americans were unable to reach consensus on when America was great (let alone know anything about what would “Make American Great Again” as their narcissistic1 leader famously sloganed). Kansteiner (2002) argued forcefully that
[s]ince the consumption of history becomes more and more discontinuous and fragmented in time and space, communities of memory might only rarely be constituted on the basis of shared interpretations of specific events. Increasingly, consumers are only linked through the media that they access individually and very selectively. Consequently, the media, their structure, and the rituals of consumption they underwrite might represent the most important shared component of peoples’ historical consciousness, although this non-confrontational, semi-conscious, non-referential, and decentralized process is extremely difficult to reconstruct after the fact.
(p. 195)

Temporal Dialectics
Given the strength of these opposing positions, it makes sense to theoretically conceive of the relationship between the two as a dialectic. This dialectic can be seen to unfold in time, of both short and long-term durations. Through this dialectic we should be able to observe how collective memory changes.
Does crisis/threat drive historical narrative to change in the dynamics of collective memory organization? One element needed to activate this dialectic of organization and change is threat (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Billig (2017) himself provides this basis for synthesis in his commentary on a volume updating his theory after twenty years:
Banal Nationalism did not assert that the Western nations have a single form of nationalism, but that nationalism in established states, whether of the West or elsewhere, takes two forms – the banal and the non-banal. Indeed, the book argued that banal nationalism is the backdrop for more overtly nationalist episodes in the West … banal nationalism, far from being innocently peaceful, is the precondition for nationalist violence committed by established nations.
(p. 313)

According to this formulation, taken-for-granted fragments can be forged into a more explicit narrative when a nation rallies behind its leader(s) to form a national unity required to justify and overcome a threatening crisis situation (like war). Imminent threat to society typically results in “rallying around the flag,” including overt displays of nationalism (Bratta, 2009), and the formation of socially cohesive public opinion (with large effects in the case of 9/11, Schubert et al., 2002; small for most American foreign policy crises from 1950 to 1985, see Oneal & Bryan, 1995). Political leaders are known to invoke national history as a guide to the public in speeches countering new threats (e.g., Graham et al., 2004). But there is little empirical research and theory purposefully designed to explore how and whether people’s historical narratives become more cohesive, organized, and salient when the nation is threatened. It’s obvious that while there is a “rally around the flag” effect when people are faced with an external threat, the crisis situation has to be managed in a particular way for it to have long-term impact on a nation’s collective memory, or to maintain a boost to the leader’s popularity (Jacobson, 2010; Oneal & Bryan, 1995).
Historical reminders by political leaders addressing the nation in the face of threat and adversity are by necessity brief and unreflexive. However, there is a dialectic in time where some crises mark the reification of a more expansive narrative (e.g., WWII), some are forgotten (e.g., the Korean War), and still others cause the nation to reexamine its historical mission (e.g., the Vietnam War). This is a dialectic because none of the narrativizing of American history I have just mentioned was known in advance by the people who lived these events. Rather, it is a process that unfolded in time afterward. Reasoning from this idiographic history to three nomothetic but contingent and forward-looking hypotheses, I theorize that:
Major foreign crises (like war) open a window of opportunity for collective memory to change. My nomothetic hypotheses are as follows:
1. When a nation rises to the challenge of a great external threat (e.g., a massive war), and through great suffering and acts of moral rectitude emerges victorious, then this results in an expansion and increased glorification (and elaboration) of whatever narrative was dominant in the nation prior to this event. Then, collective memory will become better organized (and more canonical).

2. When involvement in a great external threat (e.g., war) does not result in any substantial changes to the nation internally, this event will be forgotten by that nation (relative to an event resulting in substantial change).

3. When involvement in a great external threat (e.g., war) is marked by massive internal dissent (questioning the moral rectitude of the nation) or results in massive suffering (e.g., major defeat or withdrawal in the case of war), this results in a loss of social cohesion internally, and a questioning of the dominant narratives of the state. Then, collective memory will become less organized (less canonical, or more polarized across different subgroups).



Dialectical Process Model of Collective Remembering
The previous dialectic might be subject to criticism by empiricists for lack of detail and specificity on the basis for the theorized hypotheses. Of course, this must be elaborated in future research. But those concerns cannot be fully satisfied here. Thus, for the second, ontological dialectic in my theory, I focus on being, nonbeing, and transitions between the two in historical charters (Hilton & Liu, 2008).

Explicit/Canonical versus Implicit/Fragmented Representations of History (or Historical Charters)
Thesis. Historical charters are explicit, coherent, and canonical representations of history. They are normative, and connect past, present, and future in an ongoing narrative that articulates and revitalizes foundational and enduring commitments for the collective. They are hypothesized to have come into being in time through bottom-up acquiescence to and internalization of top-down directives from the state. They exist in the hearts and minds of a large proportion of individuals in a given society. This is evident in their visibility as lieux de mémoire, and is narrated through monuments, commemorations, public education, museums, political discourses, and in mass media.
Empirical evidence of charters consists of the following: (1a) widespread consensus about foundational elements and their meaning; (1b) highly visible lieux de mémoire institutionalizing these elements, especially in the workings of top-down apparatuses of the state; (2a) regular activation of said elements under the appropriate conditions, that is, when the content of the narrative or charter is perceived to be relevant to the situation faced by the collective (threatening circumstances, major debate about reallocation of societal resources, etc.); (2b) invocation of said elements in major attempts at identity entrepreneurship by political elites. When a major new agenda is proposed, charter elements should be visible in societal debates for and against this agenda within the collective. Some states, especially nation-states, are expected to have explicit historical charters. Other states that lack such forms of collective memory might have more scattered and less cohesive and coherent responses to crises over time; these states can be said to lack a historical charter.
Antithesis. History is largely uninteresting to most people living in political collectives, and their knowledge of historical elements (including “foundational” or “schematic” elements) is taken for granted and routinely performed rather than well thought out (Billig, 1995; Skey & Antonsich, 2017). As such, representations of history among ordinary people are fragmentary and incomplete. They are the work of little linguistic forms, like using “the” with “nation” to produce an implicitly bounded and homogenous representation, and repeated images (like “the flag” hanging unnoticed), not a full-blown narrative. Nationalism is characterized more by feeling (e.g., of patriotism) than by cognition (a narrative of who we are). Top-down attempts to engineer a “suitable history” either fall on deaf ears, or are registered as barely conscious reminders. Lieux de mémoire only flare into significance during specific moments in time, (e.g., during popular commemorations), but play little part in the everyday lives of ordinary people.2
Evidence for this antithesis would be a negation of 1a, where there is a lack of consensus about major elements of national history, including foundational elements and heroic narratives, and 2a, where nationalistic reminders fail to activate a coherent or explicit narrative of nationhood. This antithesis does not include assertions about propositions 1b and 2b. Banal nationalism emphasizes other issues, and indeed might be consistent with identity entrepreneurship (see Calhoun, 2017). I expect different countries to vary considerably as to whether they fit the pattern of the thesis or the antithesis presented above. There will also be individual differences in the extent to which subpopulations within a given national collective respond to or show evidence of having a historical charter. And there will be ontological transitions where a charter comes into being, or conversely, is forgotten or buried. These phenomena are theorized to take place at scales of time that are not easy to track through longitudinal analysis, so taking snapshots in time (e.g., Chapter 5) over time (e.g., repeated in 2030) might be the best evidence that can be supplied for such a dialectic.
Synthesis, in the Short, Mid-, and Long Term. In the short term, the dialectic between narrative and fragment is as figure is to ground. In times of crisis (see previous section), political entrepreneurs make use of existing pieces of symbolic material at their disposal (and in accord with their ideology if they have one) to call a more coherent narrative into being. This narrative is used to justify their political agenda and launch concerted collective action. It capitalizes on anchoring and objectification. Those political agenda and discourses that are easily anchored to existing representations, that are visible as objectifications (lieux de mémoire) are more easily worked up into a call to arms, and into more complete representation (or cohesive narrative). When no longer required, they fade back to ground again. This is a shallow dialectic that can be addressed through longitudinal research on representative samples, using field methods accumulating over time, under conditions of higher and lower threat.
In the mid-term (e.g., around fifteen to twenty-five years, one generation of human time), this dialectic takes the shape of more enduring changes, to a collective, and the stories that they tell over a generation of time. The way Americans are telling the story of themselves today is not the same as that they told in 1995. These are gradual changes to the content of national narratives feed into the ethos of the society. In the 1990s, America was at the top of the world, triumphant first over the Fascists in Europe and Imperial Japan in Asia; then over the so-called Evil Empire, the Soviet Union. In the 2020s? With the demise of the USSR failing to return a long-term peace dividend, and expensive and emotionally draining wars abroad failing to achieve their objectives, Americans are more divided in how they see themselves, and an appropriate agenda for their future compared to in 1990. There seems to be a fraying of its historical charter, through either division (i.e., 9/11 replacing WWII) or the rise of the charter’s antithesis (the banality of social media). This is hypothesized to take place through feedback between repeated invocations of a tried-and-true formula (e.g., a nationalistic call to “defend the free world”), and repeated failures resulting from these enterprises (e.g., Vietnam War, War in Afghanistan, War in Iraq), for us to be able to see and predict the rise or fall of the narrative coherence of and empathy for a historical charter (Liu & László, 2007).
What about in 2040? What historical events, and what forms of leadership would be required to reverse this negative trend for the USA? Unfortunately, collective remembering provides no crystal balls for the future, just a narrative and a record of what has been remembered and forgotten. In this context, my view of what is ahead for the USA, articulated in Chapter 8, is defensive rather than expansive. I think agency at the planetary level lies with China in the next ten years more than with the USA (as an already established superpower).
In the long duration, a span of say three generations (around 60 or so years) is the time of the rise and fall of nations. In that time, we may see an Empire or nation rise and fall; we may see a new one rise in its place. No anchoring lasts forever, many objectifications will fall apart during this time. We may see the world come together, and we may see the world fall apart. It all depends. And this will be reflected in their stories, the stories in 2080 told of this time now, including choices of political leaders and the actions of collectives. What did we do about global warming? What did we do about emerging pandemics as the planetary ecology changes? And what was the shape of our stories and ideology?
I close this book with three idiographic case studies, framed by a dialectic approach to collective remembering. These articulate the making of political culture as a dialogue between past, present, and future. The first two act as qualitative and idiographic counterpoints to the quantitative and nomothetic research presented in Chapter 5. The last chapter presents a historically warranted discussion of the COVID-19 pandemic, as a new event entering into global collective consciousness, different than any of the common representations described previously.



1 See Lee et al. (2017) for the American Psychiatric Association’s diagnosis of President Trump.

2 This paragraph summary is an admittedly coarse and unrefined view of the complexity of views held by different researchers in this emerging tradition (see Skey & Antonsich, 2017 for further reading). This is only justifiable because I used only an aspect of these ideas as an antithesis of the main subject of coherent narratives of collective remembering.




Part III Idiographic Case Studies of Collective Remembering



Chapter 8 China and the United States of America
 Going beyond the Thucydides Trap

Graham Allison (2017) writes provocatively that
war between the US and China in the decades ahead is not just possible, but much more likely than currently recognized. Indeed, on the historical record, war is more likely than not. By underestimating the danger, moreover, we add to the risk. If leaders in Beijing and Washington keep doing what they have done for the past decade, the US and China will almost certainly wind up at war.
(Allison, 2017, Introduction)

The reason he projects such an “unthinkable” future, where in the worst case, two nuclear-armed superpowers enter into a war that ends civilization, is the Thucydides Trap. According to Allison (2017), going back to the Peloponnesian War Thucydides wrote about, that brought about the end of the golden era of Greek civilization 2,500 years ago, twelve out of sixteen cases when a rising power faced a ruling power in relative decline resolved themselves through war. The “natural, inevitable discombobulation that occurs when a rising power threatens to displace a ruling power” leads to feelings of frustration in the rising power that the ruling power is preventing them from achieving their rightful place in the world, and in the ruling power gives rise to feelings of threat that the rising power will upset their existing way of life. If these subjective perceptions, rooted in aspects of the objective situation, are not managed well, the situation will resolve itself through warfare. In the time of Thucydides, this resulted in disaster for both Athens (the defeated) and Sparta (the victor). In the time of the twentieth century, this resulted in calamity for Germany, and the end of empire for Great Britain. In the time of the twenty-first century, this could spell disaster for human civilization. Widespread understanding of the history and identity of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and the USA is a form of inoculation against such a possible future. Because so much of this book has reported on American collective remembering, this chapter focuses more on Chinese collective memory, and how it informs a global understanding of China.

China as a Threat?
Consistent with lines of argument now commonplace in Washington DC and in Western media, Allison (2017) argues that two factors, size and ideology combine to render China as a threat to Western civilization in general, and to the USA in particular. First, size matters:
As the largest producer of ships, steel, aluminum, furniture, clothing, textiles, cell phones, and computers, China has become the manufacturing powerhouse of the world. … China is now both the largest automaker and the largest auto market. … China is also the world’s largest market for cell phones and e-commerce, and has the largest number of Internet users. China imported more oil, consumed more energy, and installed more solar power than any other nation. Perhaps most devastatingly for America’s self-conception, in 2016 – as it has since the 2008 worldwide financial crisis – China continued to serve as the primary engine of global economic growth.

To achieve such sustained growth, Chinese policy makers have had to be very pragmatic economically (Coase & Wang, 2016). However, Allison, a former Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, and an advisor and consultant to the Pentagon, construes the speed and efficacy of China’s accomplishments in building and technological infrastructure as a threat. This is because in his chosen field of international relations, economic power equals international influence, and economic power can be converted into military power, if required. In this sense, China is an existential threat by virtue of its size and potential to disrupt the hierarchy of social dominance that configures the world today (see Sidanius & Pratto, 2001).
The second factor, that makes China into a realistic threat according to theorists of international relations, is its ideology. This requires some unpacking in the case of the PRC. China is nominally a Communist country, but its economy looks much more like state-led capitalism than Marxism (or Communism in the former Soviet Union). China has “socialism with Chinese characteristics.” This means that there should be no alternatives to leadership of the country by the Communist Party of China (CPC). To understand the nature of Communism in China, Vladimir Lenin’s little book What is to Be Done? is more illuminating than volumes of Marx’s economic treatises. Lenin’s book describes the vanguard theory of party rule. It translates Marx’s idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat into leadership by the party in all things. It means no freedom of the press, and little commitment to protecting human rights at the individual level. It means there are local elections that are viewed as experiments on possible ways to improve the effectiveness of local governance, not as a means to decide matters of national importance. Officials are for the most part not elected, but promoted on the basis of politics and performance. The National Congress of the CPC meets once every five years to produce a plan. There are five-year plans, ten-year plans, and in the case of the leadership of China’s current paramount leader Xi Jinping, a “100 year strategy.” Everything is organized hierarchically, from President Xi and the Politburo through to the Central Committee of the CPC, down to citizens (see Zhang et al., 2020). Feedback from the bottom has a hard time working its way back up to the top.
Every schoolchild in China has studied Marxism and its utopian ideas of egalitarianism and socialism as part of the state curriculum. But this is not very visible anymore in everyday life, where there are stark differences between rich and poor. It’s something people learn in school and then forget. Marxism has been replaced as an active ingredient in national social life by nationalism (Gries, 2004). As a consequence, there should be no repeat of an ideological Cold War between China and the USA, because China does not make any attempt to export Communism. Socialism with Chinese characteristics means that Marxism is not used as a comprehensive program for organizing society. But because China maintains one party rule, and Chinese people love to invoke history as a warrant of legitimacy (Liu et al., 2010; Liu & Sibley, 2015), its ideology is layered. This starts from Marxism and Leninism, through to Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping, and to Xi Jinping today. As a social representation, “Socialism with Chinese characteristics” is anchored in the discourses and ideology that informed the CPC at its birth in 1921. It is layered with the survival skills learned through the bitter experiences of Japanese invasion, WWII, and civil war. In it, Xi’s economic liberalism has to be narrated as ideologically consistent with Mao’s Cultural Revolution. To put these together is an organic experience of history, that unfolds as a dialectic, with contradictions, rather than in a linear sequence (Peng & Nisbett, 1999).
Mao, who purged Deng (his eventual successor), and launched the Cultural Revolution that forced Xi to live in a cave and herd sheep, is regarded as “70% correct and 30% wrong” in official CPC speak. Deng himself said,
The Cultural Revolution should also be viewed scientifically and in historical perspective. In initiating it, Comrade Mao Zedong was actuated mainly by the desire to oppose and prevent revisionism. As for the shortcomings that appeared during the course of the Cultural Revolution and the mistakes that were made then, at an appropriate time they should be summed up and lessons should be drawn from them – that is essential for achieving unity of understanding throughout the Party. The Cultural Revolution has become a stage in the course of China’s socialist development, hence we must evaluate it. However, there is no need to do so hastily … We will probably be able to make a more correct analysis of this period in history after some time has passed than we can right now.
(Meisner, 1996, pp. 70–71)

Similarly, Deng’s “Socialism with Chinese characteristics” can be justified as the use of capitalist means to develop a poor but growing Chinese society to have sufficient resources to be able to be able to afford a socialist end point – presumably by 2049 (according to Chairman Xi’s plan).
This ideological commitment has to be read as an archaeology of the culture-specific trajectory of China’s development (Liu et al., 2014; Liu & Pratto, 2018; Fisher Onar et al., 2014). As such, it does not have a program that is exportable. This makes it far less dangerous than the Marxism of the previous century, which (at least rhetorically) sought to unite workers of the world against capitalism. Capitalist forms of economics are thoroughly embedded in China’s meteoric rise.
As a lesser factor, similar to American discourses on Japan when it appeared to be a rising power in the 1980s, China is also positioned as a threat because of its violations of international rules. Former American FBI director James Comey said in 2014: “There’s only two types of big corporations in America. Those who have been hacked by the Chinese, or those who don’t yet know they’ve been hacked by the Chinese” (Allison, 2017, chapter 1). China does have a bad reputation for intellectual property theft (Kynge, 2006). But surely this is no reason to go to war?

Scenarios for Triggering War
One of the scenarios Allison (2017) outlines where the PRC and USA go to war is based on China’s inexorable economic rise. This is where an American president tweets that the trade deficit with China is insufferable and threatens and then enacts numerous sanctions against Chinese imports. This is exactly what President Trump did. China retaliated with smaller, more targeted trade sanctions. The US trade deficit with China was $347 million in 2016 before Trump took office; $375, $418, and $345 million in his first three years in office. There was an evidence of the effects of his trade war in 2019, not on the deficit, but in an acceleration of bad feelings and a reduction of overall two-way trade (down $100 million in 2019 from 2018). There were no signs I could detect of actual warfare approaching. In 2020, the US trade deficit was only $310 million, but this was probably due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The US–China trade relationship has thus proved to be somewhat robust against the rhetoric and threat of economic sanctions from an American president. Chinese actions were generally restrained in response to the rhetoric and actions of the Americans.
Most of Allison’s (2017) scenarios involve escalations of conflict along the borderlines of China’s East coast, where it faces disputed areas, like on its man-made island bases in the South China Sea near the Philippines. One of his scenarios (massive pro-democracy protests in Hong Kong followed by official crackdowns, see Purbrick, 2019) has already been played out, without coming close to triggering a declaration of independence from Taiwan, which would have been very dangerous. My general feeling is that autonomous Asian societies are well-accustomed to China playing a dominant role in their backyard, and that American anxieties about them overplaying their hands and getting into an escalating battle are far less likely than the odds projected by someone living on the East coast of America. Mutual familiarity and recognition of actual power imbalances dampen prospects for realistic conflict. There is a big advantage of practicing war games like the ones Allison (2017) describes. If you are part of the Taiwanese military, and you have been in Boulder, Colorado at the US Airforce Academy (as I have) talking about the results of a war game simulation of China invading Taiwan, you might not be enthusiastic about provoking the PRC. At Boulder, I heard American simulations of war resulted in defeat for Taiwan within days. Of course, the guerrilla warfare to follow could take years to resolve.
This complex situation can be summarized in four words: maintain the status quo. There can be no declaration of Taiwanese independence. There can be no invasion of Taiwan. There is no gray space in between. There is stark clarity on what it takes to prevent war. There is no reason for there to be an accident or misunderstanding.
By contrast, there is a plausible scenario of war involving a game of chicken between Chinese and American naval forces in the South China Sea. The South China Sea is a body of coastal ocean important to trade that is claimed by China, the Philippines, and Vietnam, where China has built up military bases on tiny islands in this sea. “Chicken” is a situation where two sides are heading for a collision, and the one that veers off last wins. If both sides maintain course, they collide, and both suffer equally. As noted by Allison (2017), “US Navy guided-missile destroyers periodically conduct freedom-of-navigation operations near Chinese-controlled islands in disputed waters in the South China Sea.” What if a US destroyer accidentally collided with a Chinese coast guard vessel? In a series of escalations, where each side thinks they are restraining themselves from maximum retaliation but are actually saving face before their domestic audiences in a manner that threatens their opponent, Allison describes conflict escalation. From the sinking of a coast guard ship to the sinking of a destroyer, from the bombing of a coastal military base to an attack on satellites to the sinking of an aircraft carrier, this scenario is not impossible. Prevention of this type of conflict escalation was well-studied during the Cold War (e.g., Osgood, 1962).
But overall, I would judge the probabilities of warfare between the PRC and USA in the next century to be much lower than Allison (2017). Let me explain the reasons why. They revolve around point of view. The Western point of view on China might be similar to the view that Winston Churchill made of Russia in his famous BBC broadcast of October 1939: “I cannot forecast to you the action of Russia. It is a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma; but perhaps there is a key. That key is Russian national interest.” The name of the nation has changed, but the key has not; and in the eyes of most Western observers, the perception is also the same, but this is illusion. While it is correct to think in terms of national interest to gain clarity on what China will do, it is incorrect to say this is “inscrutable.” In terms of its stated policies, and its history and identity, China is known. At present and in the near future (the next thirty years), its strategic actions are laid out clearly.

China from a Chinese Perspective
China is only inscrutable to outsiders who choose not to listen to what it says. As a huge juggernaut, ruled by the same political party for over seventy years, that does its best to discourage public dissent, China does not change directions easily. One of the most consistent lines of policy/ideology repeated by successive leaders of the Communist Party of China (CPC) over the last forty years (i.e., after Mao1) is peaceful development. This holds that economic development is key to prospects for world peace. Lest one imagine “peaceful development” is purely Communist propaganda, China has been involved in zero wars since 1980. Over that same period of time, the USA has been involved in three major wars and twenty serious military conflicts involving considerable death and mayhem for other nationalities, and huge costs for the USA. Allison (2017) acknowledges this in his chapter “What If China Were Like Us?” where he admits that if China were anywhere near as unlawful, violent, and as domineering of its neighbors as the USA was of Latin America at the close of the nineteenth century, then the world would be in deep trouble. He quotes Mexican President Porfiro Díaz’s lament: “Poor Mexico! So far from God and so close to the United States.” (Díaz was overthrown by an American-backed coup in 1911 that plunged Mexico into chaos.) Then he positions China as a threat throughout the rest of his book. The objective reader ought to ask at this point: a threat to what and to whom?
Xi Jinping (2017a), possibly the most powerful leader in PRC history, articulates the principle of peaceful development as follows: “As the world grows more interconnected day by day, only by realizing common development in every country, allowing more and more people to enjoy the fruits of development, can world peace and stability have secure foundations and effective guarantees to allow development in each country of the world to continue.” This position is expansive. It claims that every country in the world has a right to prosper economically. But from this perspective, individual human rights are subordinate to national interests:
China pursues a path of development in keeping with its national conditions. We always put people’s rights and interests above everything else and have worked hard to advance and uphold human rights. China has met the basic living needs of its 1.3 billion-plus people and lifted over 700 million people out of poverty, which is a significant contribution to the global cause of human rights.
(Xi, 2017a)

Thus, this position is also defensive. It argues that no country has the right to interfere in the internal affairs of any other country:
Sovereign equality is the most important norm governing state-to-state relations over the past centuries and the cardinal principle observed by the United Nations and all other international organizations. The essence of sovereign equality is that the sovereignty and dignity of all countries, whether big or small, strong or weak, rich or poor, must be respected, their internal affairs allow no interference and they have the right to independently choose their social system and development path.
(Xi, 2017a)

Nothing could be more clear. This is the foundational basis on which China has articulated its strategy for development and engagement with the rest of the world. For better or for worse (because this also means that human rights abuses are treated as internal affairs), it is a view that would be shared by most countries in the majority world.
This position aligns with China’s material interests. It dictates ferocious defense of national boundaries and national sovereignty, but not violence overseas. China’s rise in prosperity is based on trade, not conquest, or rule of overseas colonies. If China is to realize its Dream of becoming an admired global power and a moderately wealthy country by 2049 (the 100th anniversary of the PRC) (see Ferdinand, 2016), it cannot afford to go to war with the USA. It would not win such a conflict (Brooks & Wohlforth, 2015/16). As long as it avoids ruinous warfare, China will most likely become the largest economy in the world by the late 2020s. At that point, the average person in the China will be about a quarter as wealthy as the average person in the USA.
Of course, many countries have been known to act against their material interests. Ferguson (2008), for example, argues that this was the case for Britain’s fight to the death against German hegemony. He argues that Britain could have kept its empire if it had accommodated the Nazis, but then it would have given up significant parts of its creed. I would argue that material interests align with nationalism in the case of China’s desire for peaceful development.
The PRC’s core position on sovereign equality is based on over a century of suffering and national humiliation. It began in 1839 when Great Britain sent warships to defend the right of its merchant marine to sell drugs in China that were illegal within its own borders. The Opium War was the cause of Hong Kong becoming a British colony. What followed from this loss of prestige was a brutal civil war in 1850. The Taiping Rebellion was quelled only after fourteen years of fighting that claimed the lives of between twenty and thirty million Chinese. In this conflict, foreign military advisors assisted loyal officials of the ailing Qing dynasty to prevent the Mandate of Heaven from being transferred to a new and more vigorous dynasty. This bought a generation of time for the Qing. The next major defeat for China came in the 1894–1895 Sino-Japanese war, in which it had to surrender influence over the Korean peninsula. Korea, long a respected suzereignty of China, was taken over to become an unhappy colony of Japan. Taiwan was also surrendered to Japanese colonization. This latter territorial loss still rankles Beijing, but unusually, Taiwan actually benefited from a period of Japanese colonial governance (see Huang et al., 2004).
Upon China’s defeat in the first Sino-Japanese War, a front page article in The New York Times declaimed that “the continued existence of China, under present methods, is a standing menace to the peace of the world. China is an anachronism, and a filthy one on the face of the earth.” The London Times agreed: “The actuality of ineptitude stultified the imagination. … China may be henceforth considered incapable of war by either sea or land, and incapable even of learning it. … The single word rabble describes the Chinese army, untrained, unarmed, unpaid, unfed, and uncared for… .” A Japanese foreign minister said that, “Japanese students of China and Confucianism were once wont to regard China with great reverence … worshiping her without caring how much they insulted their own nation. But now we look down upon China as a bigoted and ignorant colossus of conservatism.”
1900 was another nadir on the path of humiliation. China was so weak that even second- and third-rate European powers like Spain, the Netherlands, and Belgium felt free to invade as part of an eight Nations Alliance that demanded indemnity from China for actions that occurred on Chinese soil (i.e., the Boxer Uprising, see Bickers & Tiedemann, 2007). Foreign concessions increased along the coastline (and even in the interior) of China, where the laws of the overseas power prevailed, and where Chinese people were inferior in legal standing to foreigners. Imperial Japan, the most hungry of these foreign powers, had the largest concessions, and the greatest ambition to take more. It defeated the Russians in 1904–1905, and took over their concessions in Manchuria (Northeastern China), thus setting in place conditions that would ultimately lead to WWII. Japan regularly sought to expand its colonial holdings, until it finally broke cover and openly invaded China in 1931. It was responsible for the deaths of around twenty million Chinese from 1931 through to the end of WWII in 1945 (including the deaths of as many as six million civilians, a similar numerical total to how many Jews the Nazis killed). The story of the making of the PRC is a story of national sovereignty compromised by invasion, humiliating concessions, enforced feelings of hopeless inferiority, and massive suffering. The historical charter of the PRC, the so-called Chinese Dream of national rejuvenation, is that China becomes a moderately prosperous country (i.e., lower tiers of the OECD) by 2049.
This history and the identity implications that flow from it is why I disagree with Graham Allison’s assessment of the likelihood of war between the PRC and USA in the twenty-first century. Allison’s (2017) chapter on “Clash of Civilizations” draws liberally from Samuel Huntington’s (1996) controversial book of the same name. It presents stereotypes of Chinese that have become tropes in Western media, and are clearly shared by many Western military and political strategists. These contain misrepresentations. The ones I will focus on are based on fundamental misunderstandings of the nature of the relationship between history and identity.

Misunderstandings of the Nature of History and Identity
Huntington (1996) is correct to assert that hierarchical relationalism rather than individualism is fundamental to Chinese human relations (see Liu, 2015 for a psychological account). However, he fails to differentiate between what is enduring and what is changing in the dynamic relationship between history and identity. Allison (2017) repeats Huntington’s argument that “China’s view of external affairs is essentially an extension of its concept of internal order. Both reflect a Confucian emphasis on harmony through hierarchy – with China’s leader at the top.” As Confucius said, just as “there are not two suns in the sky, there cannot be two emperors on earth.”2 From this starting point, he reasons to serious misunderstandings: “In some ways, Chinese exceptionalism is more sweeping than its American counterpart. “The empire saw itself as the center of the civilized universe,” explains scholar Harry Gelber. “The Chinese scholar-bureaucrat did not think of a ‘China’ or a ‘Chinese civilization’ in the modern sense at all. For him, there were the Han people and, beyond that, only barbarism.” This might have been true of China in the Qing dynasty. It likely was not true of China in the Tang dynasty (whose rulers were descended from northerners that migrated down to the central plains after the collapse of the Han dynasty, and opened up vibrant trade along the Silk Road), or the Song dynasty, that regularly had to negotiate treaties with its northern neighbors because it was militarily weak. Allison’s assertion that “unlike every other nation that traces its development along a path of rise and fall, China sees itself as a fixture of the universe: it always was; it always will be” is similarly stereotypical and static. These belief systems of the late Qing dynasty are not true of China today, nor were they static throughout Chinese history (Qian, 1971/2011).
China experienced more than one hundred years of calamity during the fitful demise of the Qing dynasty. Allison’s and Huntington’s assertions assume that Chinese people (and the political elites that govern them) learned nothing from this long period in which they were taught, in many painful ways, how marginal they were to the actual centers of global power, how close their nation was to being dismembered, and how backward they had become. China has reconstructed itself as the PRC, and the fundamental principle of engagement for this state in a world of states is sovereign equality. This new position was not arrived at easily. It is the product of what Liu and Pratto (2018) describe as rupture, where the fundamental organizing principles of a society undergo violent collapse, and are replaced by an alternative system.
The core education a Chinese person receives from the PRC today is not Confucianism, but Marxism (Xie et al., 2021b). The history a Chinese person learns today is a history of ancient glories coupled with a bitter recent history of calamity and humiliation. Consistent with Halbwachs’ (1925/1992) original formulation, research on collective memory around the world has revealed that in a world of states, history is recalled through the lens of the present projected onto the past. There may be underlying vestiges of a Confucian worldview in China today (that I shall later venture to describe), but the idea of “all under Heaven” is far from central these days. There are no more emperors in China. They do not make offerings to the heavens that insure peace and prosperity. Allison and Huntington conflate psychological resonances with institutionalized statecraft. Such a conflation might be proximally useful to describe states (like the USA, and Britain) that are anchored to a continuous past, but not for ones that have recently experienced rupture, like China.
Under Mao Zedong, the revolutionary founder of the PRC, the CPC believed that it was possible to construct a New Man and New Woman in the image of Marxist egalitarian ideals. Mao was committed to the ideal of a perpetual Cultural Revolution aimed at disrupting the bureaucratization of the CPC, and eliminating the influence of Chinese cultural traditions (Lee, 2002). They were part of his tactics for giving birth to socialism and a New (Wo)Man, unfettered by hierarchical traditions or a bloated bureaucracy.3 The Cultural Revolution after a hundred years of calamity significantly weakened the traditional foundations of Chinese culture, especially Confucianism. It was left to Deng Xiaoping (the PRCs second paramount leader) to leave Maoist notions of perpetual revolution behind, and reengineer the economy of China to respond to market forces. Following Deng’s pragmatic lead, China today is not revolutionary. Its ideology, according to Chairman Mao is dialectical: “There have always been contradictions among the people, but they are different in content in each period of the revolution and in the period of building socialism.” Dialectical thinking links Marxism (which derives its philosophy of science from Hegel’s notion of history as a dialectic) to the deeper yin–yang cosmology of the I-Ching (Book of Changes), where everything is interconnected, and things that appear to be opposites are understood as complementary and changing. Chinese people are indeed capable of managing contradictions through a theory of change that is deeply embedded in their cultural habits (Liu, 2017; Peng & Nisbett, 1999). In this and in many other psychological resonances, the impact of the past is implicit, and a matter of cultural habits rather than institutionalized rules.
China is one of the fastest changing societies in the world: going from 80 percent rural to 60 percent urban in just two generations; from a society without internet to a society where cash is no longer used in most economic transactions in just one generation. That life should be a struggle requiring a reconciliation of opposites is something most Chinese people can accept as part of everyday life. As noted by Peng and Nisbett (1999), such dialectical reasoning would be alien to most Americans and could be a source of misunderstandings.

The Place of Chinese Cultural Traditions in the People’s Republic of China
Interestingly, Xi Jinping is different than every other previous leader of the PRC in that he is an outspoken proponent of Chinese cultural traditions. He sees these cultural traditions as an antidote to outside influences like Christianity and Western pop culture and political culture. He advocates for traditions like Confucianism playing a role in national rejuvenation and helping to fulfill the Chinese Dream (Xi, 2014). It must, if the CPC is going to avoid the problems of corruption that plague one party ruled states that eschew legal transparency (see Quah, 2001). Self-cultivation, a continuous process of practice, study, self-reflection, self-criticism, and self-refinement with others on a similar mission is central to how Confucianism improved the ability and probity of civil servants in dynastic China (Y. L. Liu & Y. P. Liu, 2021).
Though Confucian philosophy was sophisticated, it struggled to restrain the arbitrary exercise of power by the state (or its ruler) except morally, through the threat of losing the Mandate of Heaven. Confucianism is dedicated to moral education, wherein dedication and moral rectitude is cultivated among scholar officials (and the ruling class). President Xi may be aiming to revitalize moral character-based governance, as was typical when Confucianism was the official ruling ideology of China. By employing Chinese traditions, he strengthens the legitimacy and ability of the CPC to govern without taking the Western pathway of legal transparency and institutionalized democracy.
But over the course of the twentieth century, Chinese people became detached from their cultural roots in Confucianism, Daoism, and Buddhism. The institutional underpinnings of Confucian lieux de mémoire, like teaching academies, school curricula, textbooks, civil service examinations, and family altars all collapsed (see Liu, 2021b). Xie et al.’s (2021a) interviews found that young, educated Chinese people’s views of Confucianism were fragmented rather than systematic. “The influence of Confucianism was often implicit, and this taken for granted nature generated two subthemes: self-cultivation, and social norms. Self-cultivation was regarded as positive by the participants, whereas social norms were regarded as both positive and negative” (Xie et al., 2021a). Cultivation of character, the practice and the desire to improve oneself, is still alive in China today, especially in situations as studying for school or fulfilling one’s duties at work. Positive social norms like respect for elders and helping others were also celebrated. However, where Confucian norms were seen to impinge on personal liberty (e.g., requiring subordination of the self to others in an unreasonable or harmful manner), they were evaluated negatively. Xie et al. (2021a) concluded that views of Chinese cultural traditions are mixed in China today. They theorized that Confucianism had lost its status as a charter, and “is no longer a living historical representation that is connected to many aspects of social and political life, and no longer mobilized as a regulative framework for understanding and managing new challenges.” It is, rather, a hidden symbolic resource, an aspect of collective remembering deprived of institutional anchors, that could be revitalized under the identity entrepreneurship of President Xi, but otherwise is mostly hidden, and vestigial in its influence.
Many characteristics of Chinese people today are vestiges of collective remembering that might still be mobilizable as symbolic resources, but are now layered beneath more modern belief systems keyed to current institutions and norms. For example, Allison (2017) mentions the long-term orientation toward time of Chinese people, where a difficult problem (like Taiwan, or disputed ownership of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands) can be put aside for a generation or two. By contrast, he argues that Americans have a short-term orientation. There is some empirical evidence for long-term versus short-term orientation as a cross-cultural difference (see Chinese Cultural Connection, 1987; Hofstede, 2011). But when this is applied to China, perhaps the more immediate explanation is that Chinese people can afford to have a long-term orientation because their government has five-year, ten-year, and thirty-year plans. It makes sense for a citizen to have a long-term orientation if their government has had successive five-year plans for the eradication of poverty, or thirty-year plan for infrastructure growth. Not all culture clashes are immutable, but rather, are situated in institutions. Understanding these institutions can reduce conflict.

China and Economic Globalization
Industrialization today is a global movement of capital and labor from the countryside to cities around the world. Information technology and the container shipping industry is so sophisticated that manufacturing has become a globally distributed enterprise, where ideas, high-tech skills and materials from one place can be combined with low-waged assembly in another through digital inventory control to yield a highly efficient system of production, moving goods from place to place. Cellphones and the internet make long-distance communications cheap and easy, and shipping is standardized by containers to any place in the world. The global marketplace has become the primary means by which goods are made and distributed.
The percentage of humanity living in poverty is less than at any other time in human history: “[A]verage income in the world increased twice as much over the 40-year period 1950–1990 as it did over the previous 130 years” (Firebaugh, 2002, p. 8). International standards for health, education, and as a consequence, lifespans, have increased worldwide. Since then, growth has stagnated in the developed world (Tcherneva, 2020). Income differences between countries have decreased through this global supply chain, just as income differences within countries increased. Material living standards on average in places like China and India are better than they were thirty years ago. They are closer to those of developed countries, but they are also more unequal, making the average deceptive.
As part of this movement, labor must now compete against labor from other parts of the world for work. This has caused a race to the bottom for the wages of certain types of labor, because capitalists can relocate their factories or service industries to places where wages are lower and skilled workers are available. Clothing manufacture, for example, has moved from the USA to Taiwan to mainland China and now to Bangladesh and Cambodia. This flexibility in the labor market has increased the power of corporations with global reach. It has increased profits for capital. But with advances in robotics and outsourcing, the number of high-income wages has not been increasing in the developed world. This has given populist politicians like Donald Trump, Victor Orbán, and Marine Le Pen a powerful platform for their calls to protect local jobs and national customs.
Neo-liberalism has allowed capital to flow freely from one part of the world to another, decoupling nationality from economics. Wealth is far less a function of the nation than it was 100 years ago, because technology is more evenly distributed, and most nations now play by market rules. The critical variation is in the form of political control states exert over this capitalism. The signal accomplishment of the thirty years of American hegemony, from the collapse of the Soviet Union to the rise of China, is to make the world safe for billionaires. According to Lonergan and Blyth (2020), from 1980 to the present, “workers in the bottom 50 per cent of the global income distribution captured only 12 per cent of total growth. Meanwhile, the top one per cent of the global income distribution made off with 27 per cent of total growth” (p. 80). China and the billionaires (and millionaires, together the proverbial 1 percent) have been the primary beneficiaries of this era of American hegemony. The losers in this game have been middle-income labor that can be replaced (by people from another part of the world or by robots/computers), and labor unions that represent such workers. Global finance moves money around the world with a great deal of autonomy to the benefit of wealthy capitalists and powerful corporations. Given this overall structure, the formula for states is for developing countries to accumulate wealth by trade in exports relying on cheap labor or natural resources, and for developed countries to compete by innovation, productivity, and consumerism.
The global system is thus made of two basic components: the state system, still dominated by the USA and its allies, and global economics, responsible for making goods and distributing them, a job increasingly shared by China and other countries in the majority world. The capital underlying growth is global. It seeks price advantages everywhere, to accumulate more wealth for owners and shareholders, making the world more and more unequal in terms of income.
The price advantage of Indian and Chinese labor is insurmountable in many sectors, and the size of their growing middle classes is very attractive for corporates seeking to increase profits and global market share. This has hastened the decline of high-wage, low-knowledge/skill jobs in developed countries: unemployment in Western Europe is now greater than 10% on the average. The drive to maintain a high standard of living for all its citizens while many manufacturing and service jobs have migrated to lower-waged economies has led to a balance of payments deficit for almost all governments in the developed world, from the USA to Western Europe and Japan.
People all over the world now follow the dictates of machines and the market, not the rhythm of the sun and seasons. More than half the people in the world now live in urban conditions, and this percentage is increasing. The middle classes that serve the market-oriented machine are recognizably similar in kind everywhere in the world: literate, rule- and schedule-abiding, planful of the future. Of course, the specific content of the rules that they abide by in social life, are different in newly industrializing states like India or China compared to the developed economies of Europe or the United States. But they all play a similar economic game. This is good news for the rise of global consciousness, a characteristic of the human species in the making (Liu & Macdonald, 2016), defined as “a knowledge of both the interconnectedness and difference of humankind, and a will to take moral actions in a reflexive manner on its behalf” (p. 310). There is the possibility in the twenty-first century to create a form of human consciousness that failed to take root in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
The most conspicuous element of globalization so far has been the failure of “the working class” to unite across national boundaries as prophesied by Karl Marx. Under globalization, the proletariat, or worker, far from being a unified class destined to rule the world, is in competition with other wage earners, divided by language, education, and skill-level into wage bands that allow no common identity. The political loyalties of most people are dominated by nationalism, while the economic conditions they face are driven by commercial considerations not controlled by any one state. Thus, a more universal machinery is responsible for creating wealth in the twenty-first century, compared to more culture-specific pathways for making political culture. But the two intersect, collude, and collide: and in the last few decades, no one has navigated these intersections better than China. It achieved its economic successes by co-opting neoliberal strategies for economic growth, especially by deregulating economic strictures in its coastal provinces, and attracting foreign capital investment (Coase & Wang, 2016). The Communist Party is the sole holder of political power in this state, but its ideology is complex, historically layered, and as such difficult to export. There is no fundamental “clash between civilizations” between the two Great Powers on ideological grounds. But the relative distribution of power is much more even across the different countries in the world now than it was in the colonial era of Western dominance.

Human Rights as Grounds for a Collision between East and West
Where the USA does clash with the PRC is on grounds of the American creed. Whereas once there might have been a Confucian creed for China, this has been dismantled. By contrast, American identity and history has been continuous since 1789 (see Yamashiro et al., 2019). Thomas Jefferson wrote the American Creed into its Declaration of Independence in 1776:
That all men are created equal, and endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, – That whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new Government.

America sees itself as “the city on the hill” (an exceptional state, a beacon of civilization), which acts as a shining light that draws people to democracy around the world. The USA, in Huntington’s (1996) terms is a “missionary nation” that sees its own values, practices, and institutions as universally applicable. “For Americans, democracy – government of, by, and for the people – is the only legitimate form of government. It is required to protect citizens’ rights and allow them to flourish. As Thomas Jefferson put it, ‘The republican is the only form of government which is not eternally at open or secret war with the rights of mankind’” (Allison, 2017, chapter 7).
This premise is in direct contradiction to a fundamental tenet of PRC ideology, “Socialism with Chinese characteristics,” where the CPC aspires to rule in perpetuity, as executor of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Discourses of national sovereignty and economic growth far outweigh those of human rights in China. As a consequence, arguments over human rights (and democracy) will be a source of perpetual disagreement between the PRC and the USA, and in their diplomatic jousting overseas. In this struggle, China will be regularly on the defensive, because it does not have an exportable ideology or “creed.” It can only export instrumental value, such as building infrastructure, or enhancing trade. Democracy, human rights, and freedom from dictatorship, by comparison, are attractive ideals that have strongly shaped social representations of the history around the world (Liu et al., 2005, 2009), and this humanitarianism underpins the most positive evaluations of figures in world history (Hanke et al., 2015) at this time.
On the one hand, China can be patient, and wait for its economy to grow larger than that of the United States. On the other hand, the USA can lead by example, and strive to improve its rule of law and the standards of its democracy and be confident that this will be more attractive as a target of emulation than the PRCs economic pragmatism coupled with “authoritarian responsiveness” (Allison’s term). Fukuyama (1992) was correct in observing that most people these days do not aspire to authoritarian rule. The United Nations Declaration of Human Rights does have some universal resonance (Doise et al., 1999), whereas submission to authoritarian rule may be more of a pragmatic response to historical circumstances.
As China is committed to single-party rule, and as this party shows few signs of opening itself up to legal transparency, it accurately reads the American strategy facing it as one of attempting to contain China’s power and influence. This might be a sort of new consensus in Washington, one of the few things that Republican and Democratic politicians can agree on. The days of neoliberal hopeful thinking in Washington that China would liberalize as it grew a larger middle class are gone. China is now recognized by American political and military elites as a rival with staying power. Containment is a strategy that also accords with the interests of several countries bordering the PRC. In the Pacific Ocean, China is ringed by democracies that regard their freedoms as precious, and potentially at risk with China’s rise. To the Southeast, it has a long-standing border dispute with India that makes relations between the two Asian giants tense. To the West, and to the Southeast, however, there are opportunities. These are, therefore, the directions for China’s outward-facing strategy for growth over the next three decades. It is pragmatic, patterned after China’s periods of historical greatness, and it will provide much needed impetus for development in places that have been starved of capital investment for many years. They do not affect the fundamental strategic interests of the USA, except to the extent that the growth of China is itself regarded as an existential threat. This, however, would be like fear of fear itself.

The Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) or One Belt, One Road (OBOR): Constructing New Silk Roads
President Xi Jinping is among most historically informed leaders that I have observed in action during my two and a half decades of research on history and identity. Like Barack Obama, he is media savvy, and adept at articulating a point of view. Before Xi, the PRC sheltered its foreign policy under Deng Xiaoping’s cautious strategy of “hiding one’s talents and biding time” (韜光養晦) while building concrete achievements (有所作為) (Kawashima, 2011). By contrast, the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) is the audacious thirty-year centerpiece of a more assertive Chinese strategy to international relations. It seeks to connect China as a hub to people and resources along the traditional silk roads (on land and sea) between China and Central Asia, Southeast Asia, India, the Middle East, and Europe. Xi (2017b) opened his keynote address (in Chinese) to the 2017 Belt and Road Forum attended by thirty heads of state and involving sixty-eight countries as follows:
Over 2,000 years ago, our ancestors, trekking across vast steppes and deserts, opened the transcontinental passage connecting Asia, Europe and Africa, known today as the Silk Road. Our ancestors, navigating rough seas, created sea routes linking the East with the West, namely, the maritime Silk Road. These ancient silk routes opened windows of friendly engagement among nations, adding a splendid chapter to the history of human progress. … Spanning thousands of miles and years, the ancient silk routes embody the spirit of peace and cooperation, openness and inclusiveness, mutual learning and mutual benefit. The Silk Road spirit has become a great heritage of human civilization.

Xi invoked images of Marco Polo and Ibn Battuta, who traveled the Silk Road centuries ago (Chong, 2020) in visioning a new and more expansive foreign policy.
In terms of concrete policy, Xi (2017b) promised China would funnel an additional 100 billion RMB ($14.5 billion US) into the Silk Road Fund, while its development banks would set up new lending schemes worth 380 billion RMB ($55 billion US) for Belt and Road projects. He also committed 60 billion RMB ($8.7 billion) for humanitarian aid (e.g., food, housing, health care, and poverty alleviation). The scale of investment is massive, and risky. Who else would commit huge amounts of capital to countries like Kazakhstan?4 The Chinese invested $700 million US to build a Kazakhstan–China oil pipeline that runs from the Caspian shore to Xinjiang, jointly owned by the China National Petroleum Corporation and a Kazakh company. The ambition here reminds me of America building the Panama Canal when it was bursting with ruthless power and boundless energy in the late nineteenth century.5
There will be both successes and failures on the new Silk Road. To achieve its aims, representatives of China will have to be able to operate in multilateral environments. For example, Southeast of China are ten ASEAN countries, half of whom are democratic and half of whom are led by Communist parties or have military rulers. Individually, each of these is far weaker than China, but as a collective, they are a powerful trade block. China was able to enter into a Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership with ASEAN as well as South Korea, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand, forming the world’s largest trading bloc, where signatories have pledged to reduce or eliminate tariffs between countries over the next twenty years. This is classic liberal economics that would not have been out of place in Reagan and Thatcher’s Washington Consensus (Williamson, 1993). It was signed to fill a void after President Trump pulled out of the US-led Trans-Pacific Partnership free trade deal. This type of jostling has to be regarded as normal. It may result in the emergence of a truly new world order, multilateral in its character and sources of influence.

A New Cosmopolitanism on the New Silk Road?
At the 2017 Belt and Road Forum for International Cooperation, Xi announced that that “we should build the Belt and Road into a road for peace. The ancient silk routes thrived in times of peace, but lost vigor in times of war. The pursuit of the Belt and Road Initiative requires a peaceful and stable environment.” For the BRI to be successful in poor countries, a win-win of developmental growth is necessary: “We should intensify counter-terrorism efforts, address both its symptoms and root causes, and strive to eradicate poverty, backwardness and social injustice … we should build the Belt and Road into a road of prosperity” (Xi, 2017b). The core discourse of his 2017 Belt and Road Forum speech, that industry, finance, infrastructure, trade, and innovation hold the keys to prosperity are largely consistent with liberal economics following Adam Smith and in accord with the Washington Consensus. His claim that “Development holds the master key to solving all problems” is central to the long-term strategy of the CPC.
Surprisingly, he also advocates that,
In pursuing the Belt and Road Initiative, we should ensure that when it comes to different civilizations, exchange will replace estrangement, mutual learning will replace clashes, and coexistence will replace a sense of superiority. This will boost mutual understanding, mutual respect and mutual trust among different countries. We should establish a multi-tiered mechanism for cultural and people-to-people exchanges, build more cooperation platforms and open more cooperation channels. Educational cooperation should be boosted.
(Xi, 2017b)

Xi’s speech effectively advocates for the growth of cosmopolitan orientation, as defined by Leung et al. (2015), to facilitate progress along the new Silk Road. This ambition is praiseworthy, and should be recognized as such. “Giving face” to political leaders is a time-honored tactic to form human relations for mutual benefit in Chinese psychology (Hwang, 2012). It was central to the role of the Confucian scholar-bureaucrat because Chinese leaders revel in taking the role of a “benevolent authority” (Liu et al., 2010), and they like to be praised for “doing the morally right thing.”
Leung et al.’s (2015) work has been an important step forward in defining three factors of what actually existing cosmopolitanism should look like: (1) Cultural Openness orients a person toward a lifelong journey of learning about and valuing experiences with other cultures; (2) Global Prosociality involves offering help wherever it is needed, including helping foreigners and people from other parts of the world; and (3) Respect for Cultural Diversity is oriented toward respect for, celebration of, and preservation of cultural diversity. Previously, most research had either been completely theoretical, or else had defined cosmopolitanism as something in opposition to nationalism (for a review see Zhang et al., 2020). Brock (2013), for example, sets the bar high when she writes “Contemporary cosmopolitans standardly believe that every person has global stature as the ultimate unit of moral concern and is therefore entitled to equal respect and consideration no matter what her citizenship status or other affiliations happen to be” (p. 689). By contrast, contemporary Chinese views of cosmopolitanism are more collectivist and relational (Gao, 2016): They originate in a collectivist view of peaceful development, where economic progress and national sovereignty take precedence over absolute (and in my view, utopian) claims for a global equality among individuals. But Leung et al.’s (2015) empirical factors are compatible with both Chinese and Western forms of cosmopolitanism, at least in principle. How this plays out in reality, along potential sites of either cooperation or conflict on the BRI will certainly influence whether cosmopolitanism grows in the twenty-first century, or whether nationalism continues to dominate political culture around the globe.
Using Leung et al.’s measure, Zhang et al. (2020) found that across nineteen cultures (including China), national identity was usually positively correlated with the Cosmopolitan orientations of Global Prosociality and Respect for Cultural Differences.6 Only in a few Western countries where there were active anti-immigration discourses was there a negative relationship between national identity and cosmopolitanism (e.g., Trump in the USA, Johnson in the UK). Looking into the future, it is entirely possible that bonds between national identity and cosmopolitanism could develop in a positive manner along the new Silk Road.
This outcome is in accord with enlightenment philosopher Immanuel Kant’s (1784) original formulation of cosmopolitanism. He did not advocate for a melting away of nationalities, but rather argued that states, and having lawful relations between states, is required for cosmopolitanism to thrive. This is because he viewed individuals as selfish, and in need of the restraining order provided by states. But he also viewed the tendency for strong states to prey upon or bully weaker ones as intractable: “The problem of establishing a perfect civic constitution is dependent upon the problem of a lawful external relation among states and cannot be solved without a solution of the latter problem.” This is true for both China and the United States – they need to live up to higher standards than weaker states because they are so powerful. They should be held to account for their actions. Kant viewed human society as an open system as I do, but he had faith that a greater power would produce a positive solution to the intractability of power that I am skeptical about. I subscribe to human cultural agency. If there is no certainty of the existence of a higher power, then identity entrepreneurship and human agency are key.
Will there be a new Cold War along the belt and road in the future? That is not predetermined. The USA and other Western societies could decide to try to block or sabotage the BRI – but to what purpose? How would stalling the development of Kazakhstan benefit the West? Would China having influence in places like Kazakhstan truly threaten essential Western interests?
Holding China to account to a good standard of international law, and to keep its promises on the BRI would be of greater benefit to humanity (and the peoples on the BRI). Given that the construction industry (i.e., making concrete and steel) contributes 40% of carbon emissions worldwide (Gates, 2020), and the BRI promises to be one of the larger construction projects in the world, a useful role could be to see that Xi’s (2017b) promise that “[w]e should pursue green, low-carbon, circular and sustainable way of life and production, advance the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in a balanced manner and explore a model of sound development that ensures growth, better lives and a good environment” is actually implemented. Identifying win-wins is as important as identifying points of potentially intractable conflict in the relationship between China and Western countries.
At present, the ability of China and most Chinese people to act in a cosmopolitan manner along the new Silk Road is limited. The Chinese language is not a lingua franca as is English, and Chinese people have relatively little experience working outside their own borders on national development projects. They will make mistakes (De Morais, 2011). Dialogue with the more experienced could help to reduce the magnitude of these errors. If they are to realize the Chinese Dream of national rejuvenation and global respect, China will have to rely on more than the economic pragmatism of Deng and the ideological force of Mao. As the current paramount leader of the PRC has realized, the symbolic resources hidden in Confucianism and other ancient Chinese traditions will be important for cultivating cosmopolitanism in future generations of Chinese people working to build a new Silk Road. These could meet Western forms of global consciousness halfway.
Out of the collapse of the Qing dynasty in China emerged a dedicated group of scholars known as the New Confucianists (Bresciani, 2001). They revitalized and reconstructed Confucianism philosophy to shed the liabilities of its association with feudal systems. New Confucianism centers on an ontology of the moral mind. Confucian ontology asserts that heaven and humanity are in union (tian ren he yi 天人合一). Human beings are considered to be endowed by heaven with a moral mind capable of distinguishing between right and wrong, and realizing truth. This holistic ontology makes the cultivation (or nurturing) of benevolence, or human-heartedness (ren 仁) a lifelong mission, and the foremost endeavor for Confucianists (for reviews, see S. H. Liu, 1998; Yao, 2000). According to Liu (2021b),
If human nature is perfectible, then it is the duty and obligation of those who know its source to seek out means of producing such perfection in self and others (see Y. L. Liu & Y. P. Liu, 2021). Unlike behaviourist (and many other) scientific schools within Western psychology, Confucian psychologists do not see human beings as just another social animal, whose actions are determined by biology and society. Humanity is gifted with a moral mind. Human beings are capable of reflexive learning; they build cultures that enable (or stifle) the growth of their innate endowment of being able to discern the difference between what is right and wrong.

In the emerging field of Confucian psychology (Liu, 2021), the science of the cultivation of self in society should stand as a supreme virtue. This is exactly why Chairman Xi has lauded Confucianism as an indigenous philosophy that can make an important contribution to Chinese society today (Xi, 2014).
The forms Confucianism can take today are multiple, however. As stated by philosopher S. H. Liu (2000), contemporary Confucianism is ecumenical and open: “We no longer need to defend Chinese Confucianism as orthodoxy. We admit that there are variations of Confucianism, such as Japanese Confucianism, Korean Confucianism, Singapore Confucianism, even Vietnamese Confucianism, and now Boston Confucianism.” Confucianism is a better basis for civilizational dialogue between the Chinese and others than Marxism. A view of the idealism of New Confucianism, even if it is held by a minority, would need to stand as a moral complement in dialectic with the dominant instrumentalism of Socialism with Chinese characteristics, if China is to fulfill its dream of peaceful development toward national rejuvenation and global impact with global respect.
Threat has objective components, and it has subjective components. China in the twenty-first century is not the objective threat to Western interests as the Soviet Union was in the second half of the twentieth century. A situation involving the subjective construction of threat can be defused using appropriate actions, and more accurate perceptions. I close this chapter with an analysis of the threat China and the USA pose to one another from the perspective of the moral ontology of Confucianism, where the ability to exercise moral judgment is central to the value of good scholarship:
1. If China is regarded as a threat because it is viewed as a challenge to the hegemonic power of the USA (i.e., its right to make unilateral decisions affecting the life, death, and livelihood of citizens of other states), then it is the USA, not China that is a threat to world peace.

2. If China is regarded as a threat because it is proven to have committed massive violations of human rights outside its own borders, then this is a threat to world peace. If China is proven to have committed massive violations of human rights inside its sovereign territory, then this is grounds for a larger part of humanity to unite and call her to account to correct these misdeeds. But this accounting should use means other than war.

3. In judging disputes between China and the USA, principles of international law (including human rights) and national sovereignty must both be considered.

4. In casting judgment on China and the USA in the twenty-first century, the greatest power humanity has is the power of righteousness, benevolence, and human-heartedness. You cannot fight superpowers of such capacity for violence with violence. Gandhi and Martin Luther King taught us this in the century past.




1 In many of my generalizations, the foundation period of the mercurial Chairman Mao is the exception. This is to be accounted for later.

2 This is not to blame Allison, since he is quoting Huntington, but this saying is not in the Confucian Analects, the primary source for the sayings of Confucius.

3 And at the same time, marginalizing his rivals in the Politburo.

4 This Western media saturated academic admits that on hearing the word “Kazakhstan,” images of comedian Sacha Baron-Cohen’s slanderous Borat come immediately to mind before any factual information; but look on any map of Central Asia, and you will realize how important this country of 19 million is to the BRI.

5 The USA used gunboat diplomacy to manufacture a revolution that split Panama off from its mother country Columbia, and then maneuvered this baby country into a deal where most of the profits from the Canal for a century went to the USA (see Allison 2017, chapter 5).

6 Cultural Openness had variable correlations with national identity that could not be described as an overall tendency.




Chapter 9 Colonization and Decolonization in Israel-Palestine and Aotearoa-New Zealand

The outcomes of the critical junctures of history that were WWI and WWII created a social context where decolonization became a global phenomenon. As a consequence of the world wars, empires were uprooted as a dominant form of social organization to be replaced by a world organized as states, some of them considering themselves to be one people (a “nation”), others not. In this chapter, I focus on the making of political culture in two states that have emerged out of the decay of empires that vividly illustrate how the theory of collective remembering can be embedded within a broader approach to examining the flow of history and identity.
The historical trajectory of Israel vividly illustrates three basic principles of history and identity, First is the idea of critical junctures (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007; Liu et al., 2014a), time windows in the lifespan of peoples where there is heightened agency for political actors to make history. Out of chaos, order. From the past, a new beginning. These are patterns that are often the subject of collective memory. The collapse of the Ottoman Empire at the conclusion of WWI opened a window of opportunity for Jewish settlers to reclaim a homeland in the Middle East. But this visible process, enshrined in collective memory, is often accompanied by hidden symbolic resources that make some efforts at identity entrepreneurship (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001) successful and others a failure. Thus, second is the idea that history provides symbolic resources that are a source of social cohesion through shared beliefs that have the power to create self-fulfilling prophecies. In the case of Israel, a hidden reserve of shared meaning and group structure was mobilized starting in the late nineteenth century to provide the cohesive agenda necessary for people in a weak position to achieve an improbable outcome. Finally, I cannot provide an account of the creation of Israel without narrating in parallel these same events from a different perspective, that of history and identity for Palestinians, for whom the making of the political culture of Israel is narrated as a catastrophe. History is the story of the making of an in-group, and in-groups are often constructed via contrast (and conflict) with an out-group (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Different peoples have vastly different orientations toward emphasizing, or not emphasizing history. They vary in the extent to which history provides them with symbolic resources. Sometimes, this can determine their fate. The symbolic resources available to Jewish people helped them make a political culture that resulted in the creation of a Jewish state. The lack of similar symbolic resources for Palestinians contributed to them becoming stateless. These dual makings have resulted in a Gordian knot of troubles for the Middle East that carries risk for global civilization.
To balance this wicked problem of finding equilibrium for history and identity in the Middle East, I build a parallel construction of another story of colonization and decolonization, moving from a situation of high threat to one of low threat. In comparison with the Middle East, where there was rupture with the collapse of the Ottoman Empire after WWI, New Zealand (NZ) has experienced more than a hundred years of political continuity. It has not experienced war on its home soil since 1869. However, its birthing pains as a nation were also significant, as the British Empire and its settlers made war against indigenous Māori people during the nineteenth century, and then dispossessed them of land by legal, semi-legal, and illegal means afterward. New Zealand (NZ) attempted to colonize and assimilate Māori through most of its recorded history (see the 1961 Hunn report for the last explicit government efforts in this regard). It was not until a civil rights movement in the 1970s (see Walker, 1990) that mobilized Māori and sympathetic New Zealand Europeans who self-identify as Pākehā into an alliance that overturned some of NZ’s racist institutions that there is a glimmer of hope that this nation can reform its colonial ways to realize a more pluralistic vision of itself. This case study shares with the previous one a focus on symbolic resources, which can be hidden for a time, but emerge to provide new social cohesion when the timing is right. In contrast to Israel, there is less evidence of improbable feats of identity entrepreneurship in New Zealand history, and there is a lower level of threat in society. Events flowed in largely predictable ways, as the colonization of non-Whites by Europeans was the norm throughout the world in the nineteenth century, and decolonization was the norm after the world wars.
What bears telling, however, is the story of the forging, forgetting, and reinscription of the Treaty of Waitangi, signed between Māori chiefdoms and the British Crown in 1840, as a national covenant for the making of NZ’s political culture today (Orange, 2004). The post-1970s repositioning of the Treaty as the foundational event in NZ’s nationhood affords this country with an ability to massage potentially divisive discourses into a framework for strength amid diversity that is rare among democracies in the early twenty-first century (Liu et al., 1999). It illustrates that certain lieux de mémoire can serve as symbolic resources for social justice – and in the case of the Treaty, peaceful protest, especially when a minority is facing the legacy of a poisonous colonial past (Walker, 1990). The New Zealand case study further illustrates content-specific principles of history and identity pertinent in our times. First, racism was normal (and perhaps, to an extent, celebrated) in white populations as part of the project of colonialism (Fanon, 1957; Liu & Robinson, 2016; Said, 1978; Smith, 1999). The legacy of institutionalized racism is prevalent in many corners of the world. Rooting it out is extremely difficult, even in countries that are relatively well-to-do and not facing external threat. Second, decolonization is hard work. It requires a moral and ethical center of unceasing effort to achieve enduring outcomes. Decolonization often requires reverse engineering institutional choices that were made over the course of centuries (Smith, 1999). Threat (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), on the other hand, is a great destroyer of possibilities for mutual and peaceful growth between different peoples, because threat works effortlessly to divide people into in-groups and out-groups.

Israel and Palestine: Of Religion, State, and Statelessness
While most of the major founders of the state of Israel, like first President David Ben-Gurion, tended to be liberal in their social beliefs, and socialist in their economic views, Vladimir (Ze’ev) Jabotinsky of Odessa, who founded the para-military organization the Haganah (so instrumental in Israel’s successful war for independence), had a different view. Jabotinsky was less idealistic than the mainstream Labour Zionists about how the “civilizing mission” of Jewish people from Europe would be received in the territory they sought to return to:
Any native people – it’s all the same whether they are civilized or savage – view their country as their national home, of which they will always be the complete masters. They will not voluntarily allow, not only a new master, but even a new partner. And so it is for the Arabs. Compromisers in our midst attempt to convince us that the Arabs are some kind of fools who can be tricked by a softened formulation of our goals, or a tribe of money grubbers who will abandon their birthright of Palestine for cultural and economic gains. I flatly reject this assessment of the Palestinian Arabs. Culturally, they are 500 years behind us, spiritually they do not have our endurance or our strength of will, but this exhausts all of the internal differences. … They look upon Palestine with the same instinctive love and true fervor that any Aztec looked upon his Mexico or any Sioux looked upon his prairie. … Colonization itself has its own explanation, integral and inescapable, and understood by every Jew and every Arab with his wits about him. Colonization can have only one goal. For the Palestinian Arab this goal is inadmissible. This is in the nature of things. … Zionist colonization, even the most restricted, must either be terminated or carried out in defiance of the will of the native population.
(Beit-Hallahmi, 1992, p. 101)

Jabotinsky was a territorial maximalist who wanted mass Jewish immigration resulting in the creation of a state of Israel encompassing all Biblical lands:
If you wish to colonize a land in which a people are already living, you must provide a garrison on your behalf. Or else – or else, give up your colonization, for without an armed force which will render physically any attempts to destroy or prevent this colonization, colonization is impossible … Zionism is a colonizing adventure and therefore it stands or falls by the question of armed force. It is important to build, it is important to speak Hebrew, but unfortunately, it is even more important to be able to shoot.
(Beit-Hallahmi, 1992, pp. 103–104)

Such bald language did not sit well with more peaceful mainstream Labour Zionists in the 1920s, and was a source of furious rows that led Jabotinsky to form a splinter movement that became central to the overall endeavor’s ultimate success by giving it a military wing. These two factions of opinion and belief, representing “hawks” and “doves” have been part of the diversity of Jews in the Middle East from the beginning of the twentieth century.
Eretz Israel was the last gasp of European colonization. The experience of the Palestinians was of a kind to that experienced by Māori, Aztecs, Sioux (Lakota), or Inca. The crucial difference is one of timing: the Aztecs and Incas were doomed because they were colonized at the outset of this half millennium of Western supremacy. Māori are in better shape because they were colonized 300 years later. Palestinians cannot be extinguished because they were colonized another hundred years later. Their numbers are in ascendence rather than decline, even if their position is one of subjugation and statelessness. Israel was made during a critical juncture where the possibilities for structural change were magnified, but in this coming century it faces tidal forces of time moving in the opposite direction. Israel came into being at the tail end of the era of colonization but now stands as a spearhead of a civilization in relative decline, in an era where decolonization is the norm. The fact that Israel is a nuclear-armed outpost ruled by Jews in the midst of Arab Muslim societies that are deeply resentful of the process of its creation makes this a preeminent location for ongoing and future conflict.
“Uneventful Time”: Early Days of History and Identity in Israel
In many ways, Jews are the harbingers of global consciousness. Their contributions to global science, industry, and philosophy are orders of magnitude beyond their population share of humanity.1 This is no accident. It is the blessing and curse of being both major contributors to Western civilization while simultaneously playing the role of its Religious Other.
Jewish religion was the source of key features of Western civilization, including monotheism and a focus on contract law. Some commentators have even adopted the term “Judeo-Christian civilization” to acknowledge this. For Jews, the Torah (Old Testament Bible), with its many rules and regulations, stands as the unrevised Word of God. For Orthodox Jews, religious practice is in effect an observance of Biblical laws (613 mitzvot or commandments to be precise, 248 positive “Thou shalts” and 365 negative “Thou shalt nots”). Many of these mitzvot are moral injunctions (like the famous Ten Commandments), but many others are specific rules about times, seasons, diet, ritual observances, and rest that penetrate all aspects of daily life and make strictly observant Jews a people apart from any other. They are symbolic resources recognizable as sources of group identity for Jews anywhere in the world.
Being formed in diaspora (and thus having no state to enforce orthodoxy), today’s Jewish religion is relatively nonhierarchical as a social order,2 having no formal ranking that sets one religious authority (rabbi) above another, except popular acclaim. Unlike in most religions, rational argument is a staple of its religious study, with the Talmud being a series of rabbinical discussions about rules for applying the Torah to various and difficult new circumstances. Bible study always has been and will be a respectable occupation for Jews, supported by the rest of the community even though it is not economically productive activity. The Torah as the sacred text of Judaism and the Talmud as its official commentary are exceptional because they channel rather than suppress discussion and argument, even in domains involving Biblical Truth. Only Judaism would have an All-Powerful and jealous God that true believers can argue with (see Exodus or the Book of Job) and about (as in the Talmud). Jewish society places great value on intellectuals and intellectual debate. This is, of course, a fundamental tenet of participation in contemporary democracy and science.
However, because Jews were blamed for the crucifixion of Jesus Christ (and did not accept this rabbi as their messiah), they were never accepted historically as full members of European society. After the Roman Empire collapsed, and was replaced by a medieval Christian social order, Jews were always kept at the margins of European society except in the area of finance (providing loans was necessary but considered immoral for both medieval Christians and Muslims). Most Jews lived in poor ghettos segregated from the Christian mainstream. They were very rarely given land tenure, and so did not become peasant farmers but were restricted to mostly petty trades and middleman positions in commerce and finance. While some Jews could become very wealthy financiers in European and Middle Eastern society, their position was still at the mercy of power holders who never considered them fully within their own moral community. They could never be certain when the next pogrom (violent mob attack) or mass expulsion would come. They became the subject of nasty stereotypes (like Shakespeare’s Shylock, or Dostoevsky’s Alyona Ivanovna). Some assimilated Jews, like Saint Teresa of Avila, whose grandfather converted to Christianity to avoid religious persecution by the Spanish Inquisition, advanced a mystical form of Christian prayer. Other assimilated Jews like Karl Marx rejected all forms of religion and became alienated from their contemporary society.
The European Enlightenment, which promised rule by reason instead of religion, was for Jews as every other people a signal event. The seventeenth-century Jewish philosopher Baruch Spinoza probed deeply into what it means to live in a world where God is not viewed as a transcendent being or creator, but part and parcel of the natural universe and human nature. In such a world, religion is valued as a basis for morality and ethics rather than being a writ of divine revelation. Spinoza was exiled from both mainstream Jewish and Christian communities for being a century or so ahead of his time, anticipating in many ways the Deism that moved many of the American founding fathers. Tensions between secular and religious Judaism3 have existed for half a millennium, anticipating the onslaught of modernity by hundreds of years: first as a torment, as it was for Spinoza, then as a conversation and a contestation between secular and religious Jews, that is deeply part of the diversity making up the state of Israel today.
For Jews as most everyone else, the promise of the Enlightenment fell short of its embodiment in reality. Liberty was at best a freedom to assimilate (“Jews should be denied everything as a nation but granted everything as individuals,” it was said in a discussion of the “Jewish question” in the French Assembly of 1789, see Johnson, 1987, p. 306). Jews were to be included as a project of the Enlightenment if they fit in, but excluded if they did not. Fraternity, therefore, came and went with the political fortunes of states and empires, and the concurrent workings of the individual heart.
Loss of religious identity for Jews was the price for acceptance in mainstream European society. The nineteenth-century German-speaking Jewish poet Heinrich Heine wrote of his compatriot the composer Felix Mendelssohn, “The most Jewish thing Mendelssohn ever did was to become a Christian” (Johnson, 1987, p. 342). Intense struggles, involving personal, interpersonal, group, and intergroup dilemmas took place in German-speaking Jewish populations as a consequence of the tantalizing possibility of acceptance opening up for them in nineteenth-century Europe, but ultimately became out of reach in the worst possible of ways.
The task of envisioning a fully enlightened Jewish community of the future was taken up by another German-speaking Jew, Theodor Herzl. While thoroughly secular, Herzl felt that anti-Semitism was endemic and on the rise. Herzl proposed a collective solution to the “Jewish question”: If Christians could not accept Jews as full members of their moral community, then what Jews needed was a state of their own.
His book on The Jewish State, published in 1896, argued that
We have honestly endeavoured everywhere to merge ourselves in the social life of surrounding communities, and to preserve only the faith of our fathers. It has not been permitted to us. In vain are we loyal patriots. … In countries where we have lived for centuries we are still cried down as strangers, and often by those whose ancestors were not yet domiciled in the past where Jews had already made experience of suffering. The majority may decide which are the strangers; for this, as indeed every question which arises in the commerce of nations, is a question of might. … In the world of today, and for an indefinite period it will probably remain so, might precedes right. … Therefore it is useless for us to be loyal patriots….
(p. 15)

I shall now put the Jewish Question in the curtest possible form: Are we to “get out” now? And if so, to what place? Or, may we yet remain? And if so, how long?
(Herzl, 1896/1989, p. 21)

Concerns for social justice predisposed a certain element of Jewry toward Socialism and Communism, and economics pushed a different segment toward a competitive Capitalism based on ruthless calculations of profit:
Anti-Semitism increases day by day and hour by hour among the nations; indeed, it is bound to increase, because the causes of its growth continue to exist, and cannot be removed. Its remote cause is our loss of the power of assimilation during the Middle Ages; its immediate cause is our excessive production of mediocre intellects, who cannot find an outlet downwards or upwards. … When we sink, we become a revolutionary proletariat, the subordinate officers of the revolutionary party; when we rise, there rises also our terrible power of the purse.
(p. 25)

We are one people – our enemies have made us one in our despite, as repeatedly happens in history. Distress binds us together, and thus united, we suddenly discover our strength. Yes, we are strong enough to form a State, and a model State.
(p. 26)

Herzl was an intellectual and a theatrical talent who looked the part rather than had experience as a statesman. He breathed life to the idea of Zionism, but had not the power to move it into reality. At the beginning, he was even unsure whether his ideal State should be in Argentina or Palestine. It was the Jewish people who decided on Palestine. Zionism came to be identified with the idea that Jewish people were a nation with the historical birth right to a Jewish state in Palestine.
Herzl’s idea of a Jewish Company to execute his settlement plan never came to fruition, as the wealthy Jewish financiers he approached refused to back him. But Herzl personally organized annual Zionist Congresses in Switzerland from 1897 until 1902. These Congresses (which continued after his death in 1904 of pneumonia) gave birth to the organizations from which a Zionist movement would emerge: a political organization, a funding body, and a newspaper.
They sparked the imagination of the Jews in Russia. Eastern Jews continued to be kept in ghettos by the Russian government as a people apart; for them, the synagogue was just one of a number of institutions that made them semi-autonomous. More importantly, many Russian Jews (two million) had been pushed out by vicious state-condoned pogroms to settle in the USA, where the separation of Church and State enabled them to live more comfortably with the Christian majority. These new Americans were to become critical allies in international Zionism, even though they might not take the path of settlement in Palestine themselves. Jewish-American migrants were to become incredibly successful in the critical industries of publishing and film-making, essential means of mass communication. But at the time, Emma Lazarus, a Jewish poetess of a wealthy established American family, saw the bedraggled mass of Eastern European Jews arriving to America and wrote “The New Colossus” to give the Statue of Liberty on Ellis Island in New York harbour its famous siren call:
Give me your tired, your poor,
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore.
Send these, the homeless, tempest-toss’t to me.
I lift my lamp beside the golden door.

It was from these poor, huddled masses that Zionism would find its cadre of settlers to create Israel. Labour Zionism, the dream of reconnecting and remaking marginal land in Palestine to become a fertile homeland animated many Eastern Jews, like David Ben-Gurion, who would become the first Prime Minister of Israel. He recalled that as a ten-year-old boy in Russian Poland, he heard a rumor that “The Messiah had arrived, a tall, handsome man, a learned man of Vienna, a doctor no less.” Actually, it was Theodor Herzl. As the regular targets of pogroms and blatant anti-Semitism, Eastern Jews were in less doubt about the virtues of a Jewish state than Western Jews who thought they had a choice about assimilation. In Sofia, the Chief Rabbi proclaimed Herzl as the Messiah (which is ironic given that Herzl was totally secular). Herzl died young, wrecking his health and marriage in pursuit of Zionism. But he inspired many Eastern European Jews to migrate to Palestine.
Though he was not able to live to see his ideas come to fruition, Herzl’s timing was exactly right. In Great Britain, there was sympathy among the political elite for a Jewish state. Joseph Chamberlain, Colonial Secretary, offered Herzl a settlement in the British colony of Uganda, which he had to refuse because the religiously minded Jews of Eastern Europe would accept no substitute for Palestine. British political elites in the ruling Conservative Party, like Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour, were persuaded to accept the basic premises of Zionism. When the Ottoman Turks entered WWI on the German side by declaring a jihad (Just War), the British Prime Minister declared that the Ottoman Empire had “committed suicide.” The British were more than happy to help with its dismemberment. On November 2, 1917, the Balfour Declaration announced:
His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political status of Jews in any other country.

At the time of the Declaration, there were less than 100,000 Jews living in Palestine, compared to more than half a million Arabs. The Zionists had seized a historical moment when the Ottoman Empire was on the losing side of WWI, and Arabs in the failing empire were disorganized. Jewish settlement was allowed because it was consistent with the grand scheme hatched by Britain and France to divide up parts of the Ottoman Empire between them as spoils of war. Their machinations ensured that Arabs would not become united and a threat to European hegemony as they were historically.
The Europeans’ secret design for Ottoman Empire dismemberment was spelled out in the 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement. Control of Syria, Lebanon and Southeast Turkey was to go to the French. Egypt, Palestine, Jordan and areas around the Persian Gulf, and Baghdad were to fall under British control. Through this agreement, the British secured their oil supplies through embracing the Gulf States as protectorates of its navy. This role is now filled by the USA.
Even before WWI, tensions between Jews and Arabs had emerged, and this accelerated in the new British Mandate of Palestine. Arabs began to mobilize violence against incoming Jewish settlers, even though some of them were idealistic socialists who formed kibbutzes (agricultural communes) in remote areas where land was marginally productive and cheap. More typically, land was purchased from absentee landlords in already cultivated areas, and this resulted in the displacement of peasants who lived off the land (Khalidi, 1997, p. 112, shows 94% of Jewish land purchases before 1914 were from absentee landlords). Labour Zionism, led by people like the first Prime Minister of Israel David Ben-Gurion, held that theoretically, Arabs and Jews could work together as members of the working class to build a more prosperous society. On the other hand, right-wing Jews like Jabotinsky began organizing paramilitaries and purchasing arms, both for their own protection, and in preparation for war against the Arabs.
WWII brought this all to a head. None of the Great Powers were helpful to Jews attempting to escape the Holocaust. The USA restricted immigration because of fears that Jews were Bolsheviks. The British issued a 1939 White Paper that called for closing down emigration of Jews to Palestine because of the Arab revolt against immigration from 1936 to 1939. Only the Jews were committed to Zionism, and the right-wingers among them, hardened by the Holocaust, were willing to engage in acts of terrorism4 against the British Mandate to make this a reality. Arabs were increasingly restive against both British rule and the Jewish settlers. The British tried ineffectually to keep the peace, but WWII exhausted their ability and will to do so.

The Critical Juncture of 1948
On November 29, 1947 the United Nations voted in favor of a plan to partition Palestine into Jewish and Arab states, with Jerusalem to become an international zone. The USA, the Soviet Union, and their allies voted in favor of the plan, resulting in a tally of 33 votes in favor and 13 votes against (with 10 abstentions). The Arab delegates walked out of the assembly when the results were announced. A spokesman for the Arab League promised that “The partition line will be nothing but a line of fire and blood.” Britain abstained from voting and refused to implement the decision, as it was not acceptable to both sides. It decided to unilaterally withdraw and leave the disputants to decide their own fate.
Led by David Ben-Gurion, Jews jubilantly accepted the partition plan as a viable starting point, and declared the establishment of a Jewish state in Israel on May 14, 1948. On the next day, troops from five Arab countries (still under British or French Mandate at the time) invaded. To everyone’s surprise, the Israeli Defense Force, formed out of the irregular troops of Jabotinsky’s Haganah, augmented by armed factions Irgun and the Stern gang, fought the inexperienced armies of Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Jordan, and Lebanon to a standstill. Revisionist histories claim that the Arab forces were actually significantly outnumbered by Israeli forces in 1948 (Rogan & Shlaim, 2001); and further that there was no shared vision to unify the Arabs, whose leaders and leadership factions encompassed numerous rivalries that prevented overall coordination.
The Arabs learned what Europe had learned a century ago, during the French Revolution: that armed citizen soldiers fighting for their lives, their homeland, and a cause they believed in could make up in fighting spirit what they lacked in weaponry (the Egyptians had tanks, the Israelis did not). The fighting spirit of Jews in kibbutzes (agricultural communes) was indomitable. Very few Jewish settlements were overrun. The same could not be said for Palestinian settlements. They were less well-armed than the Jews, and many were unprepared for battle. Many Palestinians fled the country, fearing being massacred by the Jews. Others were forcibly expelled, or massacred. They ended up with less territory than had been allocated to them by the UN, and lost control of their own fate, as their two remaining territories fell under Jordanian (West Bank) and Egyptian (Gaza) rule. Around 700,000 Palestinians, or close to 40% of the total Arab population of the British Mandate (and more than 80% of those who had lived in the Jewish partition), were displaced as refugees. Whether these people have a right to return to their former lands has become one of the thorniest questions among the many that prevent an enduring peace in this region.
Though the state of Israel had a difficult birth in 1948, it became stronger and stronger in the years that followed, as the USA began to provide it with first economic, and then military support. Israel decisively won a rematch with Egypt, Jordan, and Syria in Six-Day War of 1967, taking control of all the land in what had been Palestine. It was able to conclude a peace treaty with Egypt, the strongest of its foes, after another war in 1973. By making a separate peace with Israel, Egypt ended the dream of Arab unity, and left the Palestinians divided, as a minority in Israel, under military occupation in Gaza and the West Bank, as refugees in the Middle East, and in diaspora worldwide. Through massive assistance in terms of financial aid, arms procurement and sales, technology sharing, and military training, the USA has assisted Israel to become one of top ten suppliers of arms worldwide (Sharp, 2010). The USA currently provides about $4 billion per annum in foreign military aid to Israel and another $8 billion of loan guarantees. American policy attempts to ensure that Israel has a “Qualitative Military Edge” over its neighbors.


A pocket History of Palestinians
Palestinians were not a distinct people under the Ottoman Empire, which ruled this area for 600 years, but they had local forms of organized autonomy (see Doumani, 1992). Muslim religion would have been important to most of the people of Palestine, and Arabic was the main language spoken. But people living in Palestine would have identified themselves along the lines of clan, place, and occupation, not as a nation. The outlines of the country borders in the Middle East today were in large part drawn by the British and French as part of their plans for colonizing the region after the fall of the empire of the Ottoman Turks. Arab identity would have been more salient than Palestinian identity among the Muslims who lived in the British Mandate of Palestine after WWI (Litvak, 2009). But neither of these identities was organized as a national movement. The lack of a strong sense of national identity among Palestinian Arabs made them ill-equipped to face the challenge of Jewish settlement. They responded with sporadic resistance (in the form of riots) in the 1920s. In the 1930s the beginnings of national consciousness can be seen, with a more organized revolt/protest that was successful in getting the British to recognize that settlement was a problem.5 However, Palestinian capacity for violence was not well-organized, nor was there coordination between the incipient Arab countries in preparation for war.
By contrast, the Jews improved the organization of their underground defense force, the Haganah, from scattered militia at the start of the British Mandate into a large body encompassing most Jews in outlying settlements, as well as several thousands in each of the cities, capable of providing arms and training for its members. Reinforced by Holocaust survivors, with supply lines to arms manufacturers in Europe, the Israeli Defense Force was ready to battle on behalf of its nation even before Israel declared independence in 1948. Extreme violence, like the massacre of Palestinians at the Arab village of Deir Yassin by Irgun, took place prior to the Israeli declaration of independence and the invasion of the Arab armies (for a Jewish revisionist history see Morris, 1988).
While Khalidi (1997, chapter 7) provides evidence of proto-nationalist feeling among Palestinians prior to 1948, these feelings were not matched by organization. Both pan-Arabism and pan-Islamism have been persistent attractors for identity, and alternative sources of organization in Palestine to nationalism in the early to mid-twentieth century. What unified Palestinians was the trauma of having lost most of their land, with some being rendered homeless and all stateless after they and pan-Arab forces were defeated in 1948. They became a nation by the fruit of bitter historical circumstance, rather than by cultural agency or self-determination. By most accounts, al-Nakbah, or “the catastrophe” (a word signifying disaster stemming from the forces of nature or fate) is the historical event that gave birth to the Palestinian people. For a people to be born out of fear, displacement, resentment, subjugation, and loss is a bitter thing. In Khalidi’s (1997) words, “1948 proved both a great leveller, and a source of universally shared experience” (p. 194). Out of such circumstances, a rejection (Said, 1980), or a refusal to accept the current situation arises more naturally than a creed, or a positive definition of “who we are.” This may be more positively accompanied by nostalgia for a peaceful pastoral past, and the omni-cultural mix of identities that flourished in Palestine during centuries of Ottoman rule (Doumani, 1992).
Palestinian attempts to declare a state in what remained of their territories in 1948 was derailed by Jordan annexing their largest block of land left, the West Bank.6 It was not until 1964 that the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) was established. In its early history, it was a revolutionary movement in exile, working together with Arab states to try to overthrow Israel. But after failures in the theater of war (devastating defeat in 1967 resulting in the loss of all Palestinian territory to military occupation by the Israelis), and in guerrilla warfare (horribly destabilizing for Lebanon, resulting in expulsion of PLO leadership to Tunisia), the PLO finally began to negotiate for peace with the Israelis on the basis of a two-state solution (the original formulation of the UN). The 1993 Oslo Accords marked the end of the first era of Palestinian refusal (at least from the perspective of the PLO): refusal to recognize the right of Israel to exist.
For the Israeli Jews, the 1993 Oslo Accords were less about peace and human rights and more about security. Their defense forces had occupied Palestinian Territories since 1967, but in 1987, the intifada (protests, riots, civil disobedience against Israeli military occupation) erupted, and continued for four years. Thousands of Palestinians, many of them youths, were killed, and hundreds of Israelis as well. It made the peace process relevant for both sides, as damage to Israel’s international reputation was considerable. To get the Israelis to negotiate, the PLO had to accept UN resolution 242, that Israel had the right “to live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force” (thereby renouncing terrorist acts as a means to gain independence), and Israel was supposed to withdraw from “territories occupied in the recent conflict” (i.e., 1967). With few international allies, and much internal unrest, the PLO as a “government in exile” was in a weak negotiating position. So what they actually got was only an interim agreement, a promissory note and a roadmap to UN Resolution 242 rather than a state. Security and border control remained in the hands of the Israelis (Hassan, 2011). This was used to clamp down harder and harder on the Palestinians over the years, as conflict between the two groups continued. Jewish settlement on the West Bank was never halted, becoming a constant source of threat to the Palestinians. On the other side, Hamas never agreed to accept UN resolution 242, and mobilized violence against the Jews. According to Hassan (2011), “Israel’s systematic restrictions on labour flows, trade and movement, very much in excess of what they were prior to 1993, ensured that the pipedream of a Palestinian ‘Singapore of the Middle East’, trumpeted so often following the handshake at the White House, gave way to the reality of a Palestinian ‘Soweto on the Mediterranean’” (p. 71).
Perhaps things would have been different if Israeli Prime Minister Yitzak Rabin had not been assassinated at a peace rally by a right-wing Jew two months after he signed the Accord. But this was never certain. Public opinion among the Jews was divided, with fierce opposition from religious Jewish settlers on Palestinian territory, backed by right-wing political parties. Some Palestinian factions, notably the more religiously oriented Hamas and its supporters, were opposed to the Oslo Accords, and did not foreswear the use of violence as the PLO had. These disagreements, and disappointments with the implementation of Oslo eventually provoked violent conflict between Hamas and Fatah (the most powerful faction in the PLO). This resulted in Hamas taking over governance of Gaza in 2007, and Fatah retaining governance of the West Bank (as the Palestinian Authority established by the Oslo Accords). Violence between Israel and Gaza in the following years has been intense. This has all made for a chaotic process that has never approached a two-state solution, or peace.
Collective Remembering as a Barrier to Peace?
While al-Nakbah is regarded as the defining moment in Palestinian history, it is configured as the emotional center of overlapping narratives of identity sometimes emphasizing secular and sometimes religious nationalism. The PLO and its leading faction Fatah have been associated with a more secular view, and Hamas (the Islamic Resistance Movement) is associated with the more religious view. Irrespective of underlying ideology, the form of Palestinian collective remembering provides a narrative that offers hope to a badly beleaguered people. Birnbaum (2009) describes this as “metahistory – a system of deterministic laws that dictate the course of history, so that single events cannot affect its overall course” (p. 144). According to this narrative (taught in Palestinian schools), history falls into a pattern where the Palestinian Arabs are living in peace; there is foreign invasion and occupation (by the Crusaders, the Tatars/Mongols, by the Jews), a struggle (sometimes described in religious terms as a jihad), and finally liberation.7 There is emphasis on collective remembering of the golden age of Arab culture, including the rise of Islam, the expulsion of the Crusaders, and culture heroes like Saladin. This account forms a competitive mirror image to the narrative adopted by Israeli Jews, with a struggle over “who was here first.”
In the more religious version of this historical narrative, the outcome is determined, as Hamas states in the preamble to its Charter: “Israel will arise and remain erect until Islam eliminates it as it eliminated its predecessors”; and as elaborated by its founder Shaykh Yasin, “this oppressive Zionist entity will disappear with Allah’s help” (Birnbaum, 2009, p. 145). The reason for the rise of religiously inspired political narrative across many Islamic peoples is complex, but some aspect of opposition to domination by the current powers that be is important (Ismail, 2003). The religious narrative subscribed to by Hamas mirrors the religious narratives of Jewish settlers on the West Bank (Hanauer, 1995). There can be no peaceful compromise between these two forms of extremism. Both are absolute mandates originating in divine directives and divine intervention.
Beyond these extreme views, the gulf between Jewish and Palestinian collective remembering is more generally manifest in the absolute separation between the Holocaust as commemorated by the Jews in official sites as Yad Vashem (Israel’s Holocaust Museum) and al-Nakbah in the Palestinian Museum. There is little or no mutuality of recognition for one another’s suffering in these sites of remembrance. As Thomas (2015) remarks of Yad Vashem: “[T]he building is structured so that while the guest can see the light at the end of the tunnel, one must navigate all the twists and turns of the segmented building and view the entire history of the Jewish people in Europe, pre-Holocaust”; however, “What is not clear from this breathtaking view is the echoing silence of the Palestinian narrative, as the erased village of Deir Yassin is visible from the balcony of Yad Vashem.” The website Deir Yassin Remembered, which serves to memorialize the massacre of the Palestinian inhabitants of the village of that name in the 1948 War, features images of the former village as seen from Yad Vashem. “Upon exiting this portion of the museum, a visitor is facing north and looking directly at Deir Yassin. There are no markers, no plaques, no memorials, and no mention from any tour guide. But for those who know what they are looking at, the irony is breathtaking” (Thomas, 2015, p. 203).
This is unfortunate, for collective remembering of the Holocaust is a central feature of Israel that makes contemporary Jewish Israeli identity something other than a mirror image of opposition to Palestinian identity. Klar et al. (2013) argued that the Holocaust, which is central to Jewish collective remembering, provides different distinct voices informing Jewish identity. Two of them are defensive and in-group focused: “Never be a passive victim again” and “Never forsake your brothers,” and linked to a measure of perpetual in-group victimization. But one, “Never be a perpetrator” was linked to a measure of fear of victimizing others, and this orientation toward interpreting the meaning of the Holocaust was less prone to hostility and biased information processing. This voice of collective remembering is at least potentially capable of breaking through the cycle of intractable conflict that has characterized intergroup relations in Israel and Palestine for most of its history.
Identity variability can be seen on the Palestinian side as well. Overlapping with, and sometimes contradicting a religious narrative is a more secular form of Arab nationalism (Khalidi, 1991). The revolutionary and forward-looking ethos of the early PLO in the 1960s to 1970s emphasized activism and struggle above victimhood and exile. It emphasized human and cultural agency rather than divine intervention. In the twentieth century, such secular views were associated with pan-Arab nationalism, where Arab unity is manifested amid a diversity of states, rather than a single Caliphate (as in religious nationalism). Pan-Arabism was famously associated with Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser (ruling from 1954–1970), but declined after Nasser’s crushing defeat in the Six-Day War. It suffered as a viable ideology when his successor Anwar Sadat (ruling from 1970–1981) concluded a separate peace treaty with Israel in 1979 that abandoned the Palestinian cause.8 However, recent opinion polls conducted by the Arab Center for Research and Policy Studies indicate that even today, al-Nakbah is not exclusively a symbol of Palestinian nationhood: rather, 75% of Arabs across fourteen states in the Middle East agree that the Palestinian cause concerns all Arabs and not just the Palestinian people alone.9
After 1967, the PLO became a government in exile, harrying Israel from Jordan and then Lebanon. This caused a lot of damage to these Arab countries in the process, especially to Lebanon when Israel invaded in 1982 to expel the PLO. The secularization of Arab states, and diminishment of Arabs as one people, renders them as a civilization without a core state. This has inflamed radical religious fundamentalist groups like ISIS or Al-Qaeda to challenge this established order in violent ways (for details of the rationale, see Al Zawahiri, 2008).
From 1982 onward, the Palestinians have had to struggle on, with less active support by Arab states, carrying the burden of al-Nakbah in a political agenda that was becoming increasingly difficult to realize. The relocation of the PLO to Tunisia weakened it, as it became distant from the conditions on the ground in Palestine. Attachment to place is core to Palestinian identity and collective remembering, yet most of these places are now in Jewish possession (Sa’di, 2002). This is therefore an identity rooted to grief and displacement. Yet, it appears indestructible: “[A] Palestinian identity has asserted itself and survived against all odds, and in spite of … many failures” (Khalidi, 1997, p. 209).
Yasser Arafat, leader of the PLO from 1969 to 2004, tried to make the best of this history as leader of the Palestinian Authority during the first official commemoration of al-Nakbah in 1998 by saying, “We ask only that the page on the Nakba be turned over forever, that the emigrant return to his homeland, and that we build our Palestinian state on our land” (Webman, 2009, pp. 33–34). However, the problem of right of return for Palestinian exiles is intractable. For Palestinians, right of return is emotionally essential, the core of healing, whereas for Israeli Jews, it is regarded as a demographic time bomb that could render them as a minority in their own state.
Around these problems has emerged a societal ethos of intractable conflict. From the perspective of an Israeli Jew, Bar-Tal (2013) writes that collective memory, ethos of conflict, and collective emotional orientation are all overlapping elements of a national social and psychological system in Israel and Palestine that makes conflict intractable. From a Palestinian perspective, “normalization” of relations with Israel can be seen as a betrayal, because it dampens resistance to ongoing colonization (Albzour, 2019). Moves toward peace-making and reconciliation can be treacherous for the authors of those moves, both in terms of lives and reputation (see Mallek, 2002).


From the Treaty of Waitangi to Parihaka: Forging a Historical Charter for New Zealand?
When conflict in one situation appears intractable, it is useful hermeneutically to shift grounds to another situation to look for inspiration. Employing such a juxtaposition is an interpretive device for understanding social representations of history as a dialectic.
The impact of colonization was felt in every corner of the world. New Zealand was one of the last land masses to become inhabited by humans: Polynesians navigated a 3,000+ kilometer journey by stars, winds, and currents in double-hulled waka (“canoes”) 800–1,000 years ago. The structure of the societies they formed during successive waves of settlement to Aotearoa (land of the long white cloud) were organized according to whanau (extended family), hapū (larger ancestral alliances, sometimes rendered as sub-tribes), and iwi (tribe). These structures were knit together through collective remembering in the form of whakapapa (genealogy), knowledge of interconnectedness that is the glue of traditional Māori society (Ballara, 1998; Best, 1925). Europeans did not reach the islands until 1649, and because their first encounter with Māori was violent and hostile, it delayed European colonization until the early 1800s when the British began settlement (for analysis of a critical juncture not taken in 1649, see Liu & Pratto, 2018).
Like the Palestinians, significant elements of Māori construing themselves as a people were formed by the process of colonization. The very word Māori means ordinary, something that became increasingly important in the context of the civilizational encounter with Pākehā (Europeans). Initially, from 1769 on, this involved first trade, and then Christian missionary activity. Intertribal warfare was exacerbated by the introduction of firearms as prized items of trade for Māori chieftains, who used this new technology to settle old scores, rooted in preexisting conflict (Ballara, 2003). This destabilized intergroup relations between the tribes, reworking territorial boundaries and settlement patterns (Wright, 2011). Some Māori chieftains agreed to sign the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840, perhaps with the idea that the British Sovereign might be of assistance in settling intertribal disputes. At the time, Māori outnumbered Europeans forty to one. From a British perspective, however, the Treaty gave the Crown sovereignty over the land, even as it made Māori into subjects of the British Crown. Māori who signed the Treaty, now regarded as the symbolic foundation of New Zealand sovereignty (Orange, 2004), thought they were giving the Crown governorship rights only, while retaining sovereignty for themselves. The different cultural interpretations of the Treaty or Te Tiriti10 ensured that by the mid-1800s, conflict shifted from intertribal warfare to a struggle for sovereignty between Māori tribes (that were not united) and the British (and their Māori allies). Land-hungry settlers were frequently the cause of conflict: By 1860, numbers of the two groups were about equal. During the New Zealand Wars peaking in this decade, Māori resistance was extraordinary, especially given their sparse population and lack of advanced technology.11 Their development of anti-artillery bunkers was world leading. But over the course of the second half of the nineteenth century, this resistance was, through warfare and negotiation, subdued (see Belich, 1986 for an account of the warfare, and Belgrave, 2017 for more on diplomatic maneuvers). The official discourses used by the British colonial government in managing this conquest were associated with master discourses of the European enlightenment: civilizational superiority, benevolent tutelage, and universalism as perfectability under the law (Liu & Robinson, 2016). Accordingly, the greater part of land alienation from Māori was accomplished through unjust complex instruments that held the guise of being lawful.
The Native Land Court was created in 1865 by the colonial government after it had defeated in war the strongest Māori resistance to its sovereignty, the Kingitanga (a Waikato federation of tribes under the Māori King, also allied to other centers of resistance like the Taranaki tribes and Tūhoe). It was designed as a legal instrument to convert Māori landholdings, which were communally owned, into individual titles, to facilitate the sale of land to settlers. Māori were required by law to pay for surveyors to map the boundaries of their land, and to pay costs to have this registered. Delays in registration and the distance from rural landholding to the nearest Land Court office meant they had to pay costs for lodging and food as well, resulting in them having to sell significant parcels of land. Initially, only ten signatories were recognized as owners of blocks of land less than 5,000 acres, thus dispossessing the majority of hapū and causing disputes within families. More land was alienated from Māori through the Native Land Court in the late 1800s than through confiscation by war. There is consensus among historians that the Land Court was an instrument of colonization rather than of justice,12 as it violated the English convention of customary title, as well as Article 2 of the Treaty of Waitangi guaranteeing Māori full and undisturbed possession of their properties. By the 1870s, Māori were outnumbered ten to one by settlers, and by 1920, retained ownership of just 8% of the land in New Zealand. More than a billion dollars of reparations have been made as a part of Waitangi Tribunal judgments against the Crown for these types of colonial era injustices over the last thirty years (Hayward & Wheen, 2016). They are significant, not only for the size of the settlements but the machinery of government that has built up to convey them. But they fall far short of market value for the land that was alienated.13
In keeping with the biases of collective remembering observed elsewhere, the New Zealand Wars for sovereignty over the land are well recalled today (Liu et al., 1999). But the peaceful resistance of Parihaka, highlighting the bureaucratic injustices of the colonial government afterward is less well remembered. However, over time, there has also accumulated a refrain of peaceful but vociferous protests against the injustices of colonization, following from the template first laid out by Parihaka. The most famous and successful among these was Dame Whina Cooper’s Hikoi, or Land March. This started from the top of the North Island with 50 people, but arrived at Parliament with 5,000 protesters after a thousand kilometer march that in 1975 attracted 50,000 signatures of support. This spurred the government to pass the Waitangi Tribunal Act to investigate colonial era injustices and provide the government with advice about reparations (see Orange, 2004). Thus, New Zealand has a historical trajectory that highlights peaceful resistance by a dominated people in response to colonization.
This resistance has involved a hybridization of Māori and European culture. Unlike the situation in Palestine, indigenous people of Aotearoa quickly embraced the colonizers’ religion. Intermarriage between Māori and Europeans has also been common. Assimilation was thus always on offer as a carrot for incorporation into the Empire, whereas war was used as the stick (for a history of NZ acculturation, see Ward & Liu, 2013).
Māori elites recognized that traditional practices like cannibalizing defeated foes (see Wright, 2011) had to be abandoned. Customary practices of utu (balancing the scales) were adaptive in the context of establishing dominance through intertribal warfare, but not in forming pan-tribal alliances against colonization, or in assimilating into colonial society. Christian practices like turning the other cheek (rather than utu) were adopted by the Māori King Tāwhiao after the Kīngitanga’s defeat in the British invasion of the Waikato; he attempted many diplomatic maneuvers (including a trip to England to petition the Queen, see Belgrave, 2013) rather than further violence. This has enabled the kīngitanga to retain some degree of vigor and prestige today, despite confiscation of more than 1.21 million acres of land by the Crown after the war. In order to be able to engage in a diplomacy with the newcomers (and receive aid from idealistic missionaries), some customary practices and religion had to be abandoned. Others were adapted to suit the new context. For example, it is now customary to begin an important occasion in NZ with karakia, or a prayer in Māori, led by an indigenous person. Christianity, sometimes in the official forms of Anglicanism or Catholicism, and other times in millennial forms pioneered by Māori prophets, was adopted by a majority of Māori in the late nineteenth to early twentieth centuries. This element has been an important ingredient of the construction of a shared culture in New Zealand.
For purposes of this chapter, Parihaka is the most important among the millennial forms of Christianity in Aotearoa to introduce, because it evolved tactics for peaceful but determined resistance to colonization. Parihaka was a village in the Taranaki that became a national refuge for Māori displaced by the New Zealand Wars. The Taranaki was one of the two largest sites of conflict, on the West Coast of the North Island, where British individualistic conceptions of land ownership collided violently with Māori collectivist culture. In 1860, a lesser chief and his supporters sold a prized 600-acre block of land to the Crown in spite of the objection of a majority of his tribe.14 The objectors argued that while individual cultivation rights existed, land was common property, and could not be sold without consent of the entire tribe. The colonial government, feeling political pressure from settlers, tried to enforce the contested sale. This began a pattern of fierce but intermittent warfare that would continue off and on for a decade. It resulted in considerable bloodshed on both sides that finally broke the ability of local tribes to resist militarily. Massive land confiscations (1.24 million acres) were then declared as a penalty for resistance by the colonial government.
The government promised to set aside reserves of land in the confiscated territories to allow the natives to subsist, but these promises were not kept. Led by the energy and spirit of two prophets, Tohu Kākahi and Te Whiti-o-Rongomai, the village of Parihaka’s monthly meetings were attended by Māori from many different tribes across New Zealand. People were looking for sanctuary, and for solutions to the crisis facing Māori society. But Parihaka’s issues were rooted in the Taranaki, and its strategy was to adapt Christianity to Māori traditional beliefs to mobilize peaceful resistance as a means to thwart the colonial government from carrying out land confiscations. Māori are traditionally a people who prize qualities displayed in warfare (Ballara, 2003), so the spirit of Christianity fused with Rongomātāne15 was required to allow the imagining of an alternative strategy, after warfare in the 1860s had failed.16 Rather than being traditional tribal leaders, Tohu and Te Whiti elaborated upon the role in Māori society played by tohunga (priests, people of knowledge and skill capable of offering spiritual guidance). They made use of Old Testament–style prophecies and cryptic sayings from the New Testament to mobilize a pan-tribal alliance with civil disobedience as the strategic alternative to warfare to resist land alienation.17
First, in 1879 they confronted the colonial government by ploughing up settler land on the outskirts of the provincial urban center of New Plymouth, to highlight unresolved land claims. The goal was to force a declaration of policy by the government over disputed lands, and force the setting aside of land reserves for Māori in confiscated areas. Te Whiti, who acted as spokesperson for Parihaka, said to his followers: “Go put your hands to the plough. Look not back. If any come with guns and swords, be not afraid. If they smite you, smite not in return. … If evil thoughts fill the minds of the settlers and they flee from their farms to the town, as in the war of old, enter not into their houses, touch not their goods nor their cattle. My eye is over all” (Scott, 1975, p. 57). The discipline instilled by Te Whiti and Tohu on their followers to hold to passive resistance and never allow for an escalation into violence was extraordinary.
The government responded with mass arrests of the ploughmen – some of whom were famous warriors from other tribes. Te Whiti made use of Biblical references to martyrdom and prophesied a triumphant return of prisoners (who were exiled to Wellington and then the South Island, where some died) like the return of the Israelites from Babylon. After 200 men had been arrested (and held indefinitely without trial), the government appointed a royal commission to investigate Taranaki grievances. But this was merely a one-sided “show of justice” (Ward, 1975/1995) that provided little relief to Parihaka, its cause, or the prisoners.
Second, when the government brought in 550 armed constabulary in 1880 to support surveyors and road building to prepare confiscated lands for sale, Parihaka responded initially with gifts of food, then with obstinate refusal to move, and finally by digging up survey pegs and building fences to block the road and thwart surveyors. Parliament rushed through an act to make these acts of civil disobedience illegal, and again there were mass arrests. After most of the able-bodied men had been arrested, old men, young boys, and even children built such fences that a newspaper observed “A cat could have pushed it down. … As a fence their structure was an utter failure although viewed as a simple act of defiance it was perfect” (Scott, 1975, p. 80). In the face of such resistance, and fearing an escalation of arrests, the government retreated. It even released the people it had earlier arrested for civil disobedience.
According to Scott (1975), a government agent came to Parihaka with an offer of land settlement where 20% of the larger 146,000 acre confiscated block would be reserved for Māori, as well as 45% of Parihaka land. Te Whiti refused to negotiate with him or to allow the offer to be heard by his followers. When a more cordial Native Minister came to visit Parihaka, warning of total confiscation to come if Te Whiti did not agree to a deal, the tohunga took the minister’s hat and asked “what is the good of your hat if it is cut in two?” (Scott, 1975, p. 99). He warned his followers to prepare for a worse fight to come, and urged them to have faith in ultimate triumph.
Faced with an opponent of such obdurate and “unreasonable” religious persuasion, on November 5, 1881 the colonial government launched an invasion of Parihaka with overwhelming force. They were faced by women carrying food and children singing. This did not deter government forces. Tohu and Te Whiti were arrested and detained for sixteen months without trial. Under the barrel of a cannon positioned on a hill above the village, the nearly 2,000 people gathered at Parihaka were ordered to depart or else be fired on. They refused to move. They were then forcibly dispersed. Buildings in the village were pulled down, and there were instances of rape perpetrated by the constabulary. But there was no bloodshed. Parihaka was not destroyed, but it was significantly diminished. There was not enough mass media to call the government to account for this, as there was when Gandhi used similar tactics against the British in the twentieth century with greater success.
It took more than 140 years for the Crown to sign a $9 million deed of settlement18 in 2017 with the following apology: “The Crown acknowledges that it failed to recognise or respect the vision of self-determination and partnership that Parihaka represented. The Crown responded to peace with tyranny, to unity with division, and to autonomy with oppression.” There are plans to build a visitor center at Parihaka, with education as its main aim. Parihaka is what I would describe as a hidden symbolic resource that could be mobilized as a source of knowledge about the past, or as a symbol of reconciliation between a colonial past and a more inclusive future. At present, too few resources have been dedicated to making such a collective remembering. But they do not have to be hidden forever.

Conclusion
New Zealand, in marked contrast with Israel and Palestine, is today a low-threat society that has not experienced war on its land for 150 years. It also has two major historical narratives about itself, neither of which is fully compelling for all its citizens. As a Commonwealth of Great Britain, its history has been (and is) taught as that of a colony of empire. This is a narrative of liberal democratic progress (Liu, 2005), where the ignorance and conflict characteristic of the past has been left behind in the process of diverse people becoming one nation. That story has appeal, especially for NZ Europeans (Sibley & Liu, 2013). Anzac Day, commemorating the sacrifice of Australian and New Zealand Armed Forces19 at Gallipoli in WWI, mobilizes that past, with thousands of kiwis making a pilgrimage to Turkey every year. But the imperial part of this narrative began weakening after Britain joined the European Economic Community in the 1970s, and denied New Zealanders rights to hold a British passport. New Zealanders were effectively told by their mother country to grow up. Waitangi Day, commemorating the signing of the Treaty between Māori and the British Crown in 1840, anchors an alternative reading of the past, one where Parihaka and colonization are more salient. In this narrative, Māori stand as Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o Waitangi partners to the Crown, who have a historically anchored right to refuse assimilation.
There are still tensions between the descendants of the colonizers and the descendants of the colonized, as the inequality and injustice wrought by colonization lives on in today’s postcolonial state. Māori form 16% of the total population of NZ, but 51% of the prison population; their lifespans are seven years shorter on average than other NZers. But history has also bequeathed to this nation a formula that inscribes how Māori and Pākehā are to behave in their conflicts. First, in the hindsight of knowing that many practices of the colonial past were regrettable, and morally wrong; second, with cultural habits formed thereafter that consider protest, including civil disobedience by the dispossessed, to be an acceptable form of political participation. Such pluralistic rather than monolithic cultural habits and beliefs are an important asset in the political culture of a democracy today, where the fragmentation of public opinion is commonplace (Sibley & Liu, 2013), and in a neoliberal economy where the poor are in need of additional platforms to give voice to their plight (Kelsey, 1997/2015).
Israel may be even more ethnically diverse than New Zealand, with 20% of Israeli citizens being of Palestinian ancestry. The Jewish population is evenly split between Ashkenazi (from Europe or the USA, more prevalent at the founding of Israel) and Mizrahi (from the Middle East or North Africa, later arrivals), with Mizrahi more religious, less advantaged socioeconomically, and seeking inclusion by taking a harder stance on Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Lewin-Epstein & Cohen, 2018). Developing more pluralistic habits for managing communications and conflict among its citizens (including Palestinian citizens) could be of service here, just as they have been in NZ, given that the objective threat to the Israel today is not what it was during inception.
Historical representations in New Zealand have made different grounds for intergroup relations compared to those for Israel and Palestine. Conflicts about the past do not take the form of mirror images between two competing groups making similar claims. Rather, in-group favoritism takes a form where NZ Europeans admit they were in the wrong for misdeeds of the colonial past, but deny the relevance of the past to the present. The concept of historical negation (Sibley et al., 2008) mediates prejudice in this national context, where NZ Europeans acknowledge historical injustices, but claim that bygones should be bygones, that “we are all individuals and one nation now”; as a result, affirmative action in favor of Māori would constitute a new injustice. In this way, colonial era practices can be acknowledged as unjust, without concurrent movement toward shifting resources away from the dominant group (the former colonizers) toward the colonized. Expressions of racial superiority, by contrast, are not normative. They are no longer required to maintain the social order. This consists of the symbolic inclusion, but resource-based marginalization of Māori (Liu, 2005). Using an implicit associations test, Sibley and Liu (2007) found that Māori were both implicitly and explicitly considered as national in-group members, as much as NZ Europeans and more so than Asians. Symbolically, there are few barriers to full participation in NZ society for Māori. But in terms of the realistic distribution of resources, the colonial legacy lives on. The land that was confiscated has not been returned, and the group-based social hierarchy based on colonization has not been erased (see Sidanius & Pratto, 2001).
However, this pattern of symbolic inclusion and resource-based marginalization is not nothing. It is the product of symbolic resources rooted in history, brought back to life by Māori activism. It is a contemporary manifestation of the promise of biculturalism implicit in Te Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi signed in 1840. The treaty was torn by conflict, and obscured by colonialism, but was reborn in the Māori cultural renaissance of the 1970s to provide the nation with a historical charter warranting a new and more inclusive form of national identity: biculturalism, tentatively and fitfully coming into being.
This inclusiveness contrasts sharply with other postcolonial settler societies like the USA and Australia, where implicitly, American=white (Devos & Banaji, 2005) and Australian=white (Sibley & Barlow, 2009). It forms the basis of a more hopeful future in terms of intergroup relations. Whereas both Palestinians and Israeli Jews harken to the past to define their identity, and this past precludes many possibilities for the future, many NZ Europeans orient themselves toward the present and future, away from a social identity that is legitimized by the past. Such an arrangement works to reduce intergroup tensions. There is no ethos of intractable conflict (Bar-Tal, 2013) involving a web of associations linking institutional systems to beliefs rooted in past conflict that makes any movement toward a more peaceful or harmonious future difficult. From examining case studies for Germany and New Zealand, it seems that acknowledging a negative history can have advantages, as a people can learn from the lessons of the past to open up possibilities for a better future.
In Israel and Palestine, an orientation toward the past works to maintain a colonial system in an era of decolonization worldwide. Population density, the presence of hostile neighbors, a recent history of fierce conflict, religious fundamentalism: all these might prevent the invention of something as imaginative as Parihaka in the Middle East. In my mind, however, a modern-day Parihaka on the West Bank might be one of the few things that could offer a way forward from intractable conflict in the occupied territories. If the violent uprising of the intifada was instrumental in bringing Israel to the bargaining table in the 1990s, how much more persuasive might a campaign of peaceful resistance waged through mass media be? Just the daily inconvenience, uncertainty, and humiliation of border controls, barriers, and checkpoints that Khalidi (1997) opens his account of Palestinian identity with could be very effectively dramatized for its injustice, through peaceful protest.
According to recent polling, currently 37% of Arabs across fourteen countries in the Middle East view Israel as the greatest threat to Arab countries, followed by the USA at 29%; 80% view Israel as a threat, and 65% view the USA as a threat, compared to 31% for Russia and 16% for China. Almost 90% disapprove of diplomatic recognition of Israel by their home countries. The primary reason for this opposition is Israel’s colonial and expansionist policies as well as its racism toward the Palestinians and persistence in expropriating Palestinian land (for annual opinion poll results, see the Arab Opinion Index20). The deadly cycle of threat, violence, and more threat leading to lack of trust, lack of security, and refusal to implement a two-state solution can only be defused by a something out of the ordinary, a form of resistance that does not involve threat and triggering the cycle of violence and retaliation so characteristic of intergroup relations in Israel and Palestine today. For this observer, something Parihaka-like could lead to a better future than other, more violent futures that are easier to foresee.


1 Jews, who constitute about 0.2% of the world’s population, have been awarded 22% of the Nobel Prizes as of 2011 according to www.jinfo.org.

2 For a theory on hierarchical social order, see Sidanius & Pratto, 2001.

3 Jews are unusually both an ethnicity and a religion, as a consequence of their exclusion from medieval Christian society.

4 The terror bombing of the King David Hotel in 1946 by Irgun, a faction of Jewish separatists including future Prime Minister of Israel Menachem Begin, shook the British badly, and facilitated their decision to abandon Palestine.

5 But also exposed factionalism among Palestinians, with internecine violence, see Birnbaum, 2009, pp. 152–153; Khalidi (1997) takes the even stronger position that the ultimate failure of the 1936–1939 revolt left Palestinian society “headless … without even the semblance of unified leadership” (p. 190).

6 This was Jordan’s plan all along, but it was also the only Arab state that gave Palestinians citizenship, see Sela, 2014, p. 274; under the Ottomans, Jordan and Palestine were one administrative unit.

7 This account sounds a lot like the schematic narrative template Wertsch (2002) outlined for the Russians!

8 Sadat was assassinated by Islamic fundamentalists in 1981, two years after he made peace with Israel (and won the Nobel Peace Prize with Menachem Begin).

9 http://arabcenterdc.org/survey/the-2019-2020-arab-opinion-index-main-results-in-brief/#section6, downloaded April 6, 2021.

10 Underpinned by different translations in English and Māori.

11 Pre-European contact Māori culture did not have iron, steel, missile weapons, or pottery.

12 For a short summary, see “150 years of the Māori Land Court.” Māori Land Court | Te Kooti Whenua, Māori Ministry of Justice | Te Tāhū o te Ture. www.maorilandcourt.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/MLC-150-years-of-the-Maori-Land-Court.pdf, accessed April 3, 2021.

13 Against this accounting, it must be acknowledged that much of this land was not at the time being cultivated.

14 Apparently to settle an old score over a woman.

15 The Māori god of peace.

16 Parihaka had refrained from getting involved in the warfare of the 1860s, though it did provide safe haven for those accused of sedition by the Crown.

17 For a Catholic account of Parihaka, with teaching materials for children, see https://caritas.org.nz/parihaka-teaching-resource, downloaded April 6, 2021.

18 Much larger settlements were made to several Taranaki iwi around Parihaka.

19 Including a valiant Māori Contingent at Gallipoli. But they truly came into their own by the daring deeds and bloody sacrifice of the Māori Battalion in WWII on behalf of the British Empire. Their opponent, Field Marshall Rommel said, “Give me a battalion of Māori soldiers and I will conquer the world.”

20 See https://arabindex.dohainstitute.org/EN/Pages/Tool.aspx for a decade of opinion polls.




Chapter 10 The COVID-19 Pandemic and the Reciprocal Relationship between Past, Present, and Future

COVID-19 is a respiratory illness that has infected more than 217 million and taken the lives of 4.5 million people around the world.1 It spread from a wet market in Wuhan China, starting in December 2019. It may have originated from a bat. Without doubt it is the most notorious pandemic ever to be regarded as a collective memory. Disease, even when it reaches epidemic proportions, is typically forgotten in collective memory: of seventy-eight events listed in the top ten across twenty-four societies in Liu et al. (2005, 2009), only the HIV epidemic was free recalled (in one society) among the most important events in world history. The Bubonic plague that devastated Europe in the fourteenth century is not salient in the collective memory of our times, but neither is anything else from that time. More noteworthy is the collective forgetting of the “Spanish”2 flu pandemic of 1918–1919 (Johnson, 2006). It began spreading toward the end of WWI, and killed more people (between 50 and 100 million) than the war. WWI is among the most free-recalled events in world history these days, whereas the 1918 Flu Pandemic did not appear in any country’s top ten. Examination of epidemics in general and COVID-19 in particular, opens up new avenues for theorizing about top-down and bottom-up processes of the collective remembering of health issues in making political culture. The final chapter of this book ends by looking forward while also looking back.
Viruses are microscopic parasites that are among the oldest and smallest organisms on earth. Because they require a host to reproduce, the most successful viruses are almost never the deadliest. COVID-19 is caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus, and it has taken far more lives than Ebola, precisely because Ebola is quicker to show symptoms, is much deadlier, and therefore easier to quarantine. SARS-CoV-2 is one of a family of coronaviruses (including SARS and MERS) that cause respiratory illness presenting symptoms similar to influenza (the flu). It is deadlier than the flu, with one-third of patients admitted to Intensive Care Units from COVID-19 dying (Abate et al., 2020). At the same time, 20% of people contracting COVID-19 are asymptomatic (Buitrago-Garcia et al., 2020), so it appears to be tremendously variable in whom and how it affects.
Influenza and other cold-like forms of respiratory virus are part of human evolution. They appear to be illnesses of little consequence, as we have all had dozens of colds. Paradoxically, they also can kill (Johnson, 2006). Influenzas and other viruses are important in human evolution because they cull the species, typically killing the young, the old, and the vulnerable. Over time, viral sequences have become deeply embedded in the human genome, where endogenous retroviral sequences now form 45% of our DNA (Griffiths, 2001). Some of these were inserted into our genome by interactions between viruses and our ancestors.
Dealing with viruses is typical of human experience through the ages. It is not, however, typically the subject of commemoration. Wilson et al. (2017) reported that there were 941 monuments in New Zealand (NZ) commemorating the world wars (including massive national monuments and a central museum in Auckland), and just seven commemorating the 1918 Flu Pandemic (mostly just plaques and cenotaphs). They also reported failing to find any other studies of 1918 pandemic memorials in other countries. Clearly, fighting disease is not something that states are used to commemorating. People who lost their lives from the 1918 Flu Pandemic were considered victims of a natural cause and therefore, less worthy of collective remembering compared to people who sacrificed their lives heroically in war.
But beyond this, scientific advances are not celebrated in mass media the way far less trivial events are celebrated. For instance, is there one scientist you can name who contributed to the amazing feat of getting safe and effective vaccines ready, just one year after the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic? I can’t. Somehow, the efforts of these hardworking and ingenious individuals appear to not be heroic or newsworthy. Writers can’t seem to dramatize people doing medical science, the way they can dramatize a fight or other forms of “human interest stories.” Only the vaccines themselves, named according to the corporations producing them, have entered into public consciousness. This is likely to make the COVID-19 pandemic less memorable than other historical events of comparable magnitude, where heroes and villains embody a narrative that endures through recollection. How the world remembers COVID-19, and what can be done to shape and facilitate this memory is an important question for the future.
The paradoxical nature of COVID-19, being deadly to some but asymptomatic to others, contributed mightily to its spread. Early diagnosis of the dangers posed by COVID-19 was suppressed by local political leaders in Wuhan (in the province of Hubei, China), who feared a disturbance of public peace. Like many others, they thought that fears of the dangers posed by COVID-19 were exaggerated. This slowed quarantining of the disease in China, just as the public officials who underplayed the severity of, or suppressed news of the 1918 Flu Pandemic (in the name of keeping up morale for war efforts) contributed to its spread a hundred years ago (Johnson, 2006).
Initially, the World Health Organization (WHO), the health arm of the United Nations, identified the disease as a novel coronavirus (like SARS, which had earlier caused a lot of trouble, mainly in East Asia) but was unable to advise on whether “the outbreak constituted a public health emergency of international concern (PHEIC).”3 It took about a month from when this viral pneumonia of unknown cause was first identified, and when it was recognized as a PHEIC, on January 30, 2020. At that time, ninety-eight cases had been identified in eighteen countries around the globe, but 99% of cases were still in China. A pandemic was avoidable. But the WHO’s announcement was not accompanied by effective policy recommendations. At the top of its list was the mistaken advice that: “First, there is no reason for measures that unnecessarily interfere with international travel and trade. WHO doesn’t recommend limiting trade and movement.”4 Western governments became furious at the WHO (President Trump even withdrew the USA from the WHO, a move subsequently rescinded by his successor), as it was perceived to have favored Chinese economic interests over global public health. In the absence of effective early advice from the WHO, there was tremendous variability in how seriously different governments and their leaders regarded the disease, and how and if they acted to prevent its spread (Montiel et al., 2021). There was no coordinated global response.
The most effective initial responses were by East Asian societies, perhaps because they had previously been hit by SARS. The most effective actions to prevent the spread of coronaviruses like SARS and COVID-19 are: first, stringent border control; second, rigorous contact tracing; and third, various forms of social distancing, from mask wearing to lockdown. Respiratory disease is communicated by particles of fluid expelled from a host into the air or a surface, where it is contracted by another host, so isolation is the best societal remedy (Liu et al., 2020a). The fourth effective action is to make testing readily available and cheap, and fifth, to have sufficient personal protective equipment and treatment facilities to manage cases if an outbreak occurs. Overarching all of this is successful communication from authorities that it requires cooperation (and sacrifice) from every member of society to follow rules for the good of all to prevent the spread of the disease.
Taiwan has been the most effective society in the world in fighting COVID-19. Despite having 850,000 of its 24 million citizens living in China in 2019, and 2.7 million tourists a year from China (normally), Taiwan as of April 18, 2021 had only 1,072 infections and 11 deaths due to COVID-19, without locking down the economy or closing schools. This was achieved by having a National Health Command Centre to coordinate a national response (Wang et al., 2020). Not only did it serve as a centralized hub to organize efforts from disparate institutions in society, it also offered assistance to local communities and people in self-isolation (Lo et al., 2020a). It was headed by Vice President Chen Chien-jen, who has a doctorate from Johns Hopkins in epidemiology, and was Health Minister when the SARS epidemic erupted out of a wet market in China (infecting 346 and killing 73 Taiwanese in 2003). The camaraderie and mutuality of respect between President Tsai Ing-wen5 and Vice President Chen helped to create a positive spirit for Taiwanese people to come together, like “23.7 million candles of light.”
Because China has blocked Taiwan from membership in international organizations (like the WHO),6 Taiwan has had to follow its own advice and strategy throughout the COVID-19 pandemic. Rapid coordinated response in concert with sensitive public service announcements at every step, have been central to its success. Taiwan began monitoring passengers on flights from infected regions in China for fevers starting December 31, 2019, as soon as the WHO announced the discovery of an unknown new viral pneumonia,7 and quarantining those with signs of infection, like a fever. It put self-quarantining provisions into place for passengers coming from infected regions in China. It stopped direct flights from Wuhan on January 23, stopped Taiwanese tourists from going to China on January 25, and stopped Chinese citizens from Hubei coming to Taiwan on January 26, all while the WHO was still dithering about whether there was person-to-person transmission. The government moved with surgical precision, using targeted measures to reduce risk of incoming passengers from infected regions coming to Taiwan and spreading the disease (e.g., by February 10, five airports in China were still permitted flights to Taiwan: This was necessary given the large numbers of Taiwanese living on the mainland).
In the crucial time of the first quarter of 2020, Taiwan did not rely on the more celebrated, but clumsy method of locking down its entire economy (as was famously employed by China when it canceled travel during its most important holiday of the year, Lunar New Year, and sealed off Wuhan and Hubei; or by NZ, which shut down all nonessential movement in the entire country to enforce social distancing for six weeks in March 2020, see Liu et al., 2020). Rather, after border controls, it put into place a contact-tracing system that connected existing relational databases from sources such as case notifications, laboratory test results, and cell phone Apps (Jian et al., 2020). There was widespread support from civil society for cell-phone triangulation, which was used to not only contract trace, but to monitor and enforce home quarantine. This was used for managing isolation of 350,000 people coming home, especially from mainland China. Among 350,000 people in managed isolation, only 800 had to be fined for violating self-confinement regulations. Furthermore, because of SARS, many people were already wearing masks in crowded places like the subways in Taipei. This became mandated by law on August 5, 2020. With clear and consistent communication from government, there was widespread support from civil society for each government action, creating a virtuous cycle of trust and compliance with public policy for public good. Institutional and public collective remembering for SARS was strong and this, followed by good policy decisions and communications about new requirements, enabled Taiwan to navigate the new pandemic with a deft touch. Taiwan and other East Asian societies (as of December 30, 2020) had infection and mortality rates two orders of magnitude lower than those in Europe and the Americas (Liu, 2021). Taiwan was the only advanced economy in the world whose GDP grew in 2020 (by 4.6% according to the IMF).
Taiwan was vigilant whereas Western societies were unprepared. A European Champions League football match between a Spanish and Italian team played in Northern Italy acted as a super-spreader event on February 19, 2020. 35% of the Spanish team Valencia tested positive for COVID-19 within a few weeks. The death toll from COVID-19 rose from 0 in mid-February to 6,528 in Spain and 10,781 in Italy by the end of March. By the time Western politicians began shutting down their borders, it was mostly too late (except for distant island nations like Australia, NZ, and Iceland). When they began locking down their economies and imposing social distancing, it was usually not for long enough, and public compliance with safety measures was uneven. There were vociferous protests against social distancing as an infringement on personal liberties. Vigilance was contested by concerns about lockdown effects on the economy. There was a rise in conspiracy theories about the pandemic, as people felt threat and loss of control.
A website at George Mason University8 offered the following advice that I believe is a useful summary of the civic education required to judge the quality of incoming information in times of threat:
How do we avoid being misled by baseless conspiracy theories? Conspiracy theories are identified by telltale thought patterns. Learning these patterns is key to inoculating ourselves and society against the corrosive influence of conspiracy theories. The seven traits of conspiratorial thinking are (CONSPIR):
C = Contradictory, O = Overriding suspicion, N = Nefarious intent, S = Something must be wrong, P = Persecuted victim, I = Immune to evidence, R = Reinterpreting randomness

For the first time on record, it was countries high on the Human Development Index (HDI – high in education, per capita income, and lifespan, like those in Europe and North America) that performed worse in the face of a major challenge to society compared to less developed societies, like those in Africa, in Asia, the Middle East, and the South Pacific. The correlation between the HDI and cases of COVID-19 and fatalities due to the disease per capita was moderately high (r = 0.53, 0.46 respectively, Liu, 2021). Individual freedom, a signal of achievement for Western democracies, was not helpful in many ways, as observed by Liu (2021): “It is startling that Sweden, by all previous measures one of the most developed countries in the world, has had a high infection (M = 39,215) and fatality (M = 820 per million) rate, in part due to its containment strategy, where the government offered rules in an advisory manner and trusted people to voluntarily maintain social distancing … rather than strictly enforcing public safety rules.”
As I write in April 2021, while the pandemic is still raging, but vaccines are being rolled out, I think that narrating how human societies will form collective memories of this scourge is important for the future. First, because of the collective forgetting of the 1918 Flu Pandemic, we should recognize that the COVID-19 Pandemic is breaking new grounds for collective remembering. It is an almost entirely new kind of salient event entering into the open system of global narratives. Unlike most events remembered in world history, the pandemic has touched almost everyone in a personal manner. It has had immense mass media directed toward it – and hence, it has a good chance to be remembered, at least for a few decades. Fundamentally, the pandemic is not a political event, but an issue of public health. It was shaped by political choices, but the disease moves according to a viral logic that predates humanity. Dealing with impersonal forces like a virus will provide lessons relevant to the even more formidable impersonal threat facing humanity in the twenty-first century, climate change. As a theorist of critical junctures, my reading of the global response to COVID-19 is that it was an opportunity missed for the world to come together as a unified whole to prevent the pandemic. But sometimes, a crisis is required for changes to come into being on a large scale. Others will tell different stories about the course of COVID-19 pandemic, because humanity is not quite ready to be globally conscious yet (Liu & Macdonald, 2016).

American Nationalist and Anti-globalization Collective Remembering
One salient trend during the pandemic has been a polemical blame game, initiated by the President of USA and resulting in retaliatory moves by China (Zhao, 2021). Nationalism is used to imprint something as impersonal as a virus with the personalization of out-group derogating names that reinscribe group prejudice. This was the case for the 1918 “Spanish” Flu, which accumulated many other out-group derogating names like “the Bolshevik disease” in Poland or “Chinese disease” in Russia (Johnson, 2006, p. 160). There is nothing new about labeling COVID-19 as the “Kung Flu”: This blame game is business as usual for identity entrepreneurs. What remains unwritten is how future generations will view Trump’s legacy. On the one hand, Trump represents a novel structural movement of populist dissatisfaction with neoliberal economics that Lonergan and Blyth (2020) have labeled Angrynomics. These authors take great pains to detail how the dominant emotion of anger at the surface of this movement in the USA is underpinned by a rational response to decades of structural change favoring the privileged 1%. This includes cutting taxes for the rich, freeing up capital to move overseas, and breaking up labor unions. In this sense, Trump’s redirecting the anger of Americans away from American elites and toward China is “business as usual” for populist nationalism. On the other hand, there is significant polarization of public opinion in the USA regarding Trump and his handling of COVID-19, especially regarding his impatience with medical science professionals (Rutledge, 2020). So this narrative is not hegemonic, but contested (Uscinski et al., 2020). This fraying of consensus I have argued is a product of the post 9-11 era.
More broadly, nationalism allied with political liberalism could signal a move away from globalization in the West, and away from global supply chains that have fuelled economic growth for China. Central to this narrative would be to lay blame for the spread of the virus at the feet of the People’s Republic of China: The lesson in this story would be to defend one’s borders, and to defend an open culture of political and economic liberalism against secretive others who do not play according to the same rules. An official statement criticizing a 2021 WHO investigation of the spread of the virus from Wuhan by the USA and a dozen allies stated, “The international expert study on the source of the SARS-CoV-2 virus was significantly delayed and lacked access to complete, original data and samples.”9 After release of the report, the WHO Director General conceded that further investigation might be required: a conclusion strongly resisted by China. One possibility is therefore that internationally, the story of COVID-19 will be configured as one move in a narrative of rising tensions between the USA, its allies, and China, and the retreat of economic globalization. As has been theorized in this book, it is in the configuring of historical events as narrative that political culture is made.

Misinformation and Echo Chambers on the Internet as Contributors to the Pandemic
In the previous century, a huge advantage America had over the Soviet Union in the competition between capitalist democracy and communism was that the USA is an open society, underpinned by human rights, democracy, and freedom of information (Popper, 1945/2020). This last advantage has been compromised by the amount of misinformation freely available and targeted to mislead on the Internet (Mintz, 2002). Social media has accelerated the fragmentation of public opinion in Western societies. Though it has benefits for political communication and participation (Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2012), it is also a breeder of online dissent. Regardless of how marginal or fictitious an opinion or belief, there is some corner of the Internet where its adherents can get together and form a collective (e.g., the rise of flat earthers due to YouTube, Olshansky et al., 2020). As part of the bigger picture, mass media platforms like Twitter (Garimella et al., 2018) and Facebook (Quattrociocchi et al., 2016) base their business models on algorithms designed to build echo chambers of agreement, which then collide against one another as society at large polarizes into opinion groups (Cinelli et al., 2021) that cannot tolerate one another. In one case, this echo chamber produced an extreme and bizarre form of conspiracy theory belief known as QAnon,10 which contributed to an invasion of Washington DC to “rectify” Donald Trump’s 2020 electoral defeat. The greater the amount of wealth, freedom, and leisure time in the society, the greater the chances of some small faction of the disaffected forming a collective around some inane activity like promoting belief in a flat earth, or a more dangerous activity like QAnon’s idea of becoming part of the Storm to overthrow the cabal (Satan-worshipping paedophile liberal elites that rule the world and maintain their vitality through harvesting adrenochrome from terrified children).
All this technology dedicated to maintaining self-serving cliques of marginal beliefs made contact tracing and social distancing, the major strategies to prevent further spread of COVID-19 once border controls have been breached, impossible to implement in many societies. Some people were suspicious about how the government might use information about their locations and activities and refused to carry contact-tracing Apps. Others resisted orders from government to restrict their social, commercial, and leisure activities, or to wear masks, as being a violation of personal freedom and liberty. There also have been active conspiracy theories about the origin of the virus, reasons for lockdown, and the true purpose of vaccination (for an overview, see Bodner et al., 2020). Such details are likely to be forgotten, but they also form part of the reason why Europe and North America, with all their surpluses of wealth, administrative resources, and surplus, did badly in disease prevention relative to the majority world. Institutionally, it is likely that the combination of COVID-19 and the invasion of Washington DC will result in Western societies becoming more vigilant about managing both infectious disease and social media, hopefully through improving civic education (Hermans & Bartels, 2020). Increased surveillance and control, as is already practiced on the Internet in China (Liang & Lu, 2010; Liu & Graham, 2021) may also be a possibility.

Lessons from the COVID-19 Pandemic: Empathic Partnerships and Inclusive Communications
It would be a missed opportunity if the lessons drawn from collective remembering of the COVID-19 Pandemic were limited to nationalistic naming and blaming, and social media vigilance and control. I therefore focus attention on the success stories of two societies, NZ and Taiwan, both of whom had women leaders who worked closely in collaboration with a medical scientist to lead their societies to some of the lowest fatality and infection rates in the world.
COVID-19 was notable for exposing the weaknesses of male leaders who relied on bluster and bravado in their talk about the pandemic. Donald Trump, Jair Bolsonaro of Brazil, and Vladimir Putin of Russia all employed confident rhetoric and defiant courage in the face of the pandemic (Montiel et al., 2021); but their projections of verbal strength without accompanying strong policies meant nothing to their microscopic opponents. These three giants had three of the five highest infection totals in the world, and more than a million deaths, led by the USA with almost 600,000, and Brazil with almost 400,000 as of mid-April, 2021. A second wave of infections has brought untold amounts of suffering to India, where its leader Narendra Modi has been known for a hyper-masculine leadership style that is “efficient, dynamic, potent, and capable of removing all policy-roadblocks through sheer force of personality” (Srivastava, 2015, p. 331). Sadly, the sheer force of personality expressed through language that can act as a self-fulfilling prophecy on the behavior of human beings has no such effect on viruses.
New Zealand, like other Western countries, was not prepared for COVID-19 (Mazey & Richardson, 2020). In fact, this nation of 5 million had less than 300 ventilators at the start of the pandemic (compared to 14,000 for Taiwan’s 23.7 million). It did not (and does not) have a dedicated National Health Command Centre like Taiwan to coordinate efforts. What it did have was a gifted communicator in Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern, who was willing to share center stage in crisis management with the Chief Executive of the nation’s Ministry of Health, Dr. Ashley Bloomfield. In view of the limited resources available to the Ardern administration, it chose the correct strategy of “go early, go hard” at the crucial time when spread of disease was still controllable.
Throughout the crisis, the two often appeared side-by-side, with the Prime Minister stating policy, and Chief Executive of the Ministry of Health providing medical details and advice. There was outstanding consistency, transparency, and completeness in their messaging. New Zealand began reporting increases in the numbers of COVID-19 cases, with community spread by mid-March. It took the unprecedented step of closing borders to noncitizens, and locking down the entire economy for six weeks starting March 26, 2020. All nonessential workers were required to stay at home, all nonessential travel was prohibited, and social interaction was largely restricted to within individual households. Only a few essential businesses, like grocery stores, hospitals, and pharmacies stayed open. I recall not getting into a motor vehicle for more than six weeks, from March to June, and being socially isolated from everyone except the members of my immediate family. As noted by Duncan (2020), the legality of enforcing this draconian lockdown was always open to question, but unlike in Britain or the USA, there was no storm of complaints against using such sledgehammer tactics in 2020. For one thing, people could see case numbers and fatalities rising exponentially elsewhere. For another thing, it worked. Community spread was stopped dead in its tracks, with subsequent outbreaks only coming from overseas, and hence containable.11
Ardern (and Bloomfield) were exceptional in communicating regularly, consistently, and with memorable messages such as “go early, go hard,” “be kind to one another,” and declaring NZ a “team of 5 million” in the battle against COVID-19. Rather than making payments to individuals (as was the case in the USA), the government invested huge amounts of money in targeted wage subsidies12 for workers, and support for businesses at risk of closure, to prevent job losses. Through these efforts, the NZ economy only contracted 0.9% in 2020, compared to an IMF estimated global contraction of −3.3%.13 Ardern almost always used “we” rather than “I” in describing policy decisions, and her ability to express empathy together with decisive leadership during difficult times was exemplary.
A large-scale survey by Sibley et al. (2020) using both matched samples and longitudinal data found that “in the early stages of the nationwide lockdown in New Zealand, people reported increased trust in politicians and police, increased satisfaction with the government’s performance, and increased patriotism” (p. 626). Trust in science also increased, and there was no increase in support for conspiracy theories. Increased support for government and national authorities was found despite small concurrent increases in psychological distress; perhaps this was mitigated by felt increases in sense of community (despite going into lockdown).
Trust in authorities is a precious currency that facilitates willingness to follow recommendations by authorities to restrict one’s own freedoms to reduce disease transmission (Bargain & Aminjonov, 2020). In the USA, Kerr et al. (2021) found political conservatives to have “greater trust in government authorities to manage COVID-19, lower trust in scientists and the WHO and lower perceived risk of the virus … these ideological differences are significantly associated with behavior: conservative participants reported fewer protective actions such wearing a mask or handwashing” (p. 6). Similar results were reported by Evans and Hargittai (2020) using a measure of party identification rather than political ideology. Even faced with a raging pandemic requiring unified response, America was polarized by political partisanship. New Zealand rallied around its charismatic young woman leader for a considerable time.
These findings underscore the power of cultural agency, and the ability of different entrepreneurs of identity to produce different attitudinal and behavioral patterns in response to the same pandemic, theoretically requiring the same actions to ensure public safety and health. Clearly, politicians around the world this time failed to come together to construct a “superordinate goal” (Sherif, 1958) of policies that ensure public safety and health. What does this say about our hopes for the future?
NZ and Taiwan were separated by gulf of preparedness (Summers et al., 2020), but both succeeded in different ways. Lacking hospital beds, ventilators, a national coordination center, or comprehensive contact-tracing technologies, NZ chose the only viable strategy available, a sledgehammer approach of locking down the entire country for six weeks to stop community spread, followed by rigorous border control. Because it had drawn appropriate lessons from its experience with SARS, Taiwan’s approach was more surgical and precise, enabling the best results in the world in terms of preventing infections while maintaining economic growth. In both cases, success required carefully crafted and empathetic communication from the country’s leader, who worked hand in glove with leading medical science authorities: to not only execute effective policy, but to explain why these policies, especially where they restricted personal liberties, were necessary. In both cases, there emerged (for a considerable period of time, crucial for saving lives) comprehensive support from the people, united as “a team of 5 million” in NZ, or “23.7 million candles of light” in Taiwan.


Pandemic Conclusions
It has not escaped the attention of scholars and mass media that countries with women leaders seem to have performed better in the face of the pandemic than countries with men as leaders. This intuition is partially supported by quantitative data (Purkayastha et al., 2020), but statistics are qualified by the fact that so few countries (18 of 159) with data available had women leaders. Qualitatively, when you put data on women in leadership together with data on the pandemic showing how collectivistic countries performed better than individualistic ones (Liu, 2021), a narratable pattern emerges.
In broad brushstrokes on the effects of culture on the pandemic, Liu (2021) wrote, “it is not individualism, per se, but individualism directed by politicians to distrust public health regulations; individualism in not laying down a coordinated central response to the pandemic; and individual disregard for scientific advice as being inconsequential compared to one’s own values and beliefs that have been responsible for the poor performance of the United States … and other leading Western democracies.” Similarly, there is no inherent advantage of collectivism: It is advantageous to the extent that it facilitates individual acceptance of restrictions on personal liberties for public good, enables collective vigilance14 on such protective behaviors as mask wearing and contact tracing, and directs people to accept advice from medical scientists on best practices. It is disadvantageous when, as was the case in India, the government decided not to pause a major traditional Hindu festival (Kumbh Mela) involving close contacts between hundreds of thousands in large public gatherings along the Ganges.15 This resulted in a tidal wave of infections.
A classic meta-analysis (aggregating results from 162 studies) by Eagly and Johnson (1990) found that the strongest differences between men and women placed into leadership positions were that women tended to be more democratic and men more autocratic in their leadership styles. The effect size was small but significant. Women leaders allowed and encouraged subordinates to participate in decision-making more than men. The broader and more widely known sex difference, that men tend to be more task-focused and women more relationships-focused was not significant in organizational contexts. This is because the normative requirements of leadership roles in organizations dictate the behavior of individuals socialized into these roles. These situational requirements occlude differences that might accrue from expectations for men and women in society at large. All leaders in organizations must be task-focused, and a lot of leadership positions require good interpersonal skills as well. Eagly and Carli (2003) note that because leadership often requires agency, the incongruity of stereotypes of women being more communal (relationships-oriented) than agentic leads to prejudice against women in leadership positions, especially in male-dominated professions. In Liu et al.’s (2005, 2009) studies, only three women were free-recalled among the eighty-three leaders collectively remembered as among the most important figures in world history across twenty-four countries.
Women must act in agentic ways but can suffer negative evaluations as a consequence unless they communicate the reasons for their decisions better than men leaders. But times may be changing. Eagly et al.’s (2003) subsequent meta-analysis involving forty-five studies showed that prejudice against women leaders could be neutralized, because they tend to be more transformative as leaders than men – establishing themselves as role models, sharing future goals and plans, and then mentoring and empowering subordinates to solve problems and innovate. This contrasts with transactional leaders, who appeal to self-interest through exchange relationships with subordinates, motivated by material reward and punishment. Transformational leadership may be a conducive leadership style for women because according to Eagly and Carli (2003), “it encompasses some behaviors that are consistent with the female gender role’s demand for supportive, considerate behaviors. The transformational repertoire, along with the contingent reward aspect of transactional leadership, may resolve some of the inconsistencies between the demands of leadership roles and the female gender role and therefore allow women to excel as leaders” (p. 825).
Eagly and Carli (2003) situate their explanation of the rise of women in leadership in the context of leadership roles changing, organizational practices changing, and culture change. However, they did not present any theory of culture change. Further, Eagly and Johnson (1990) and Eagly et al. (2003) did not report country of data origin in their meta-analyses. Among the twenty-three studies where I could identify country of data origin from the references in the latter study, twenty of them were from the USA, three were from Europe, and none were from majority world countries. From this, it might be safe to say that Eagly and colleagues’ work is largely based on WEIRD data (Henrich et al., 2010), and their conclusions are best suited to the USA and other Western countries. There may be problems generalizing from this to other parts of the world.
Their analysis can therefore be usefully augmented by the conclusion of Purkayastha et al.’s (2020) global study of female leadership during the pandemic: “Perhaps it is not just the women leaders, but societies that are progressive and open enough to recruit diverse leaders and promote inclusive decision-making have a better chance of fighting the virus as a collective?” In Taiwan, President Tsai praised former Vice President Chen, who stepped down to return to academia after his successes in preventing the spread of COVID-19 as “the hardest working Vice-President in history.” For his part, Chen, won admiration for not only his success in leading the fight against COVID-19, but his decision to step down in order to preserve unity in President Tsai’s Democratic Progressive Party after it had suffered mid-term defeats in 2018.16 In bidding farewell to office, Chen said that Tsai taught him to understand what politics is: not striving for power, but to be of service to the people.17
If anything is to be collectively remembered from the dark days of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, it should be the camaraderie and leadership of a woman president and her second-in-command in the small but beautiful island of Taiwan, and the decisive leadership and persuasive charm of the woman prime minister of NZ who shared center stage with the nation’s chief medical officer in leading a nation to act as team of 5 million. These are lessons in the value of collaboration between politicians and scientists, and the utility of communicating shared responsibility and the agency of communities to the people at large. If there is one lesson I wish for humanity to remember from the pandemic, it would be this, because it is transferable to the more difficult, but equally impersonal challenge of climate change. I would guess that bluster, bravado, denial, and casting doubt on science will work about as effectively in fighting the coming challenges posed by climate change as they have been in fighting the COVID-19 pandemic.
I am not confident the pandemic will be remembered in this way, as the foresight displayed by Taiwan, in being prepared, and how this preparedness prevented the spread of infectious disease has not received attention in English-language mass media. It is more likely that the pandemic will not be easily forgotten, but will be configured by different narratives in different times and places to mobilize different kinds of collective response in the future. If they can be narrated as a comprehensive whole, then perhaps humanity can rise to the challenges coming before it in the twenty-first century that require coordinated global response from cultures with different strengths and weaknesses and cultural habits.

General Summary
These might be dark days for leading democratic states, but they also might be a necessary corrective to the hubris that infused these states after the collapse of the Soviet block in the 1990s. I believe the pandemic signals an end to that era of the heedless pursuit of neoliberalism benefitting the 1% over the 99%. Leadership in countries stricken by the pandemic will have to think hard about how to construct a new New Deal to heal the divides of the have’s and have-nots exacerbated by the pandemic. The alternative is a rise of increasingly more virulent forms of populism, just as in the 1930s, the last era when Capitalism failed large numbers of people around the world (Capoccia, 2005; Lonergan & Blyth, 2020).
As the world moves into the third decade of the twenty-first century, it has become apparent that no one culture, and no one civilization, holds all the trump cards in dealing with crises. What they all hold in common is that at this juncture in world history, the nation-state forms the most powerful container for institutional power. In my three case studies to close this book, I first narrated how China, as a great ancient civilization, but a young state, has constructed a layered archaeology of collective remembering. The Communist Party of China has successfully constructed a Leninist system of Communist Party leadership on top of older, Confucian-inspired forms of cultural memory that prescribe ethical conduct in relational hierarchies. This historical substrate of Confucianist cultural collectivism has provided fertile grounds for a hybrid system of state-led capitalism that is working to make China the largest economy in the world. I identified the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) as one pathway on which Western democracies can collaborate with the People’s Republic of China. BRI is aimed at building up trade between China and less-developed economies far away from Western strategic interests. I have observed that differing orientations toward human rights will sometimes constitute a fundamental basis for intergroup conflict between China and the West. I have also noted that cooperation to reduce carbon emissions on infrastructure building along the BRI is probably the single most productive thing the West can do to help guide humanity to a better possible future in facing the challenge of human-induced planetary climate change. Africa is already suffering mightily from this scourge, and decades of Western aid has not helped it to transcend the historical damages of colonization. Why not see what happens in Africa with development China’s way, of building infrastructure in Africa, and letting the Africans decide what they want to do with it? On the BRI, being vigilant for abuses of human rights by Chinese construction companies could be helpful to locals, whereas on Chinese soil, this vigilance should be complemented by respect for China’s sovereignty. In this way, war can be avoided, while fundamental civilizational values, and cultural diversity are protected, and the subjective perception of threat diminished.
Like the Chinese, the Jews are an ancient people. Against probability, they engineered the making of a political culture and state in a land they had been exiled from for 1,800 years, during a tiny critical juncture of possibility, when the Ottoman Empire collapsed. The cultural memory of religion and the common fate of exclusion from full acceptance in Europe enabled disparate populations of Jews to stand together as one, to become Israelis, and gain the acceptance denied them for centuries. A supreme irony is that the making of Israel created a political culture that inflicted a common fate of suffering and dispossession on the Palestinians, a people defined in direct opposition to the Israeli Jews, making identical claims to the same land. Collective remembering contributes to the intractability of this conflict, entrenching the conflicts of 1948 and 1967 into beliefs about the present. There is no rational way out of this conflict that I can see, so I employed the representational technique of juxtaposition. I shifted my narrative to Parihaka, a millennial religious community arising in response to the dispossession of colonization in Aotearoa-New Zealand. I speculated that Parihaka’s tactics of peaceful resistance and protest, in this internet age of social media, could be one way to relieve the suffering and injustice faced by Palestinians that does not lead to a violent end. De-escalation of threat is critical to engaging a positive rather than a negative feedback loop between two groups in a conflictual situation.
Finally, I described how teamwork between a woman leader and a man chief medical scientist led Taiwan and New Zealand to achieve two of the best outcomes in the world for preventing the spread of COVID-19. The democratic and transformational leadership of Tsai Ing-wen and Jacinda Ardern were shining lights in dark days, and they did not do their work alone. They were assisted by science, and they communicated a belief in their medical science officers and their policy recommendations that enabled their societies to thrive under pressure, and act in socially cohesive ways in 2020-2021. It is in an environment where peace is prevalent that transformational leadership thrives: The management of ethnic diversity in New Zealand is far advanced compared to that in Israel, or in China, incalculably stronger societies in terms of military might. But cultural habits of applying brute force to solve difficult problems of intergroup relations will not always succeed. As all three case studies show, in an era where genocide is frowned upon, brute force and oppression cannot destroy a people’s identity but will only make them more determined in opposition. The Chinese will face versions of this situation in Xinjiang and Hong Kong, just the Israelis face this situation magnified in Israel and Palestine. Respect for human rights and authoritarian forms of collectivism will have to able to coexist for these issues to reach a more harmonious state of society.
As a student of collective remembering, I am neither optimistic nor pessimistic about the future. Looking on the past two-and-a-half centuries, incredible scientific and political advances have been accompanied by colonization and two world wars. Humanity today does not collectively remember the undertaking and benefits of science as it remembers the drama of politics and war. Our narratives of how our world came to be are more like folk tales than accurate renditions. In the open system of human science that I profess, this is cause for neither celebration nor lament. For the power of self-fulfilling prophecy has its origins in belief as well as factuality. Our witnessing of the passage of time is mediated by the symbolic resources available to the collectives we are part of: We form narratives, nested and overlapping in their diversity that create a layer of the actual that influences thought and action that comes afterward. I see my social identity as layered, a generational product of enculturated choices made in response to critical junctures in my life and the historical trajectories of the nations I have lived as a part of. I do not see myself as a free agent, but as a cultural agent, capable of influencing others in the small range of powers afforded me by my social role, by my social location, and by my degree of expertise. The interconnectedness of these layers has enabled the writing of these words as a cultural artifact of the early twenty-first century: a time when the preeminence of Western societies is decreasing, and a multipolar world of intersecting cultural agency coming from civilizations with different values is on the rise. It is my hope that some part of the scholarship that I have communicated to you, through the layers of identity in me, serves to create common ground for the future realization of human science: as a process with outcomes that enlighten and are of benefit to the societies and social networks that we touch, and are moved by.


1 As of August 31, 2021

2 I put “Spanish” in quotes because the pandemic almost certainly originated elsewhere, but news of its spread was suppressed in other states as part of their efforts to maintain morale in wartime. Spain was neutral and more forthcoming: I therefore refer to it as the 1918 Flu Pandemic.

3 www.who.int/news/item/29-06-2020-covidtimeline

4 www.who.int/director-general/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-statement-on-ihr-emergency-committee-on-novel-coronavirus-(2019-ncov)

5 Who has a doctorate in Law from the London School of Economics.

6 China considers Taiwan to be a province of China, but it has been de facto independent since 1949 when the Nationalists established a government in exile there after being defeated in a civil war with the Communists.

7 For a timeline, see https://udn.com/newmedia/2020/covid-19-timeline/ (in Chinese).

8 www.climatechangecommunication.org/how-to-spot-covid19-conspiracy-theories/

9 www.wsj.com/articles/countries-call-for-pact-to-improve-response-to-next-pandemic-11617100287, downloaded on April 20, 2021.

10 The best sources on QAnon as I am writing this chapter, ironically, are on social media; see, for example, the QAnon Anonymous podcast on Spotify.

11 Until the omicron variant appeared, and NZ finally surrendered its policy of zero COVID.

12 An additional $52 billion in addition to a $130 billion budget for 2020.

13 April 2021 report downloaded from www.imf.org/external/datamapper/NGDP_RPCH@WEO/OEMDC/ADVEC/WEOWORLD

14 In East Asia, other people will scold you if you don’t wear a mask in the appropriate situations, and you will be embarrassed (instead of self-righteously angry) for not complying.

15 In the context of campaigning for reelection.

16 In part due to their role in legalizing same-sex marriage, an unpopular decision where Chen, a devout Catholic, played a major role.

17 cna.com.tw/news/aipl/202003250404.aspx, downloaded April 23, 2021.
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