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Introduction: Researching the fransforming
environment of media and communications

Leif Kramp, Nico Carpentier and Andreas Hepp

1  About the book

How do societies and culiures change with the med:a that are used broadly and
intensely by their merrbers? How do individuals, collectivies and organisations
address, meet or cope with chailenges that emerze from these transformations?
How do politicians and podicies regulate, react to or shape media communica-
tions™ And how do mediz, their contents, farms and fimctions change? How do
they stay the same? What rofe dees civif society and the apparently increasing
Oppornities 1o participaie via digital information and commumication tech-
nofogies have in these processes? Communication and media reseasch is at the
forefronz of the scholary attempts to explore how a wide varety of social and
coltural precesses provide an environmeni thet s deeply mterbwined with me-
dia and communications. Changes to the latter challengs political systems and
polictes, but also civii society in iis many dimensions and actor consietlations.
And they concern the changing roles of media production and the andisnces
that are provided with ever more tools and opportunities to shape media com-
municaiions by participatory processes, even if they often are more mimimalist.
This book focuses on the many forms that media communications take whife
interacting with their eavironments.

The chapters ir this edited volume offer a rare, since versatils, view of
thess guestions as they come from a brozd variety of academic caltures that
together form and shape Eurcpean mediz and commanication research. This
bock can be understood as a distillate of a broad commitment to excelfence in
research on media and communication, generated in affilistion with the anmual
European Media and Communication Doctoral Summer School, and organ-
ised, promoted and invigorated by both junior and senior researchers from aff
over Furope and beyond, Nevertheless, the book is much more than a reflec-

Hramp, L. Carpentier, W Hepp, A {2016) “Insroduction: Researching the rapsforming envison-
mezt of mediz end communizations™, pp. %1% ia L. Kramp. Cerpeatier’a. Fepp'B. Kilboma.
HuneliusH., NismwmenT. Oisson'P. Proolmans-Veagerfeldyl. Tomeznié Trivund¥a'S. Tosoni
{Eds.} Politics, Civil Society end Pardcipation: Media and Communicarions In a Transfarming
Ervirgament. Bremen: adition lamiére.




Collectivities in change: The mediatization and
individualization of community building from a
subjective and figurational perspective'

Andreas Hepp and Rownald Hitzler

Abstract

There is an ongoing discussion in media and communication research about
the extent to which mediatization iInvelves shifts in collectivities and com-
menity building. However, if medistization {s taken to refer 1o the changing
relazionship between media and commuonication, and to the shifis of culeure
and society limked to the diffusion of technical means of communication, then
we need to examine how we might conceive shifts in communiey building
as part of this changing relationship: or, indeed, whether this invoives quite
different changes, for individuzlization in particelar In this chapter we will
approach this problem by first considering the way in which the concept of
*‘individualization” at stake here refates to shifts in collectivities, relating this to
conceptions of post-traditional communitizations and communities. We make
at this point the distinciion between communitization as the subjective process
of being affeciively involved in community building and community as the
more stable figuration of those individaals who share with each other such
feelings of *belonging” and a ‘common we’. A conceptual distinction between
‘communitization” and ‘community” offers us 2 framewoerk, theough which we
can then in the following develop a differentiated approach to guestions of
mediatization. In our conclusion we argue for the dissolution of simplistic cor-
trasting conceptions of change in respect of the mediatization of collectivities.

Kewwords: mediatization, individualization. media change, commumty, com-
manitization, collectivities

AHitzler, R (2036} “Collectivities in chengs: The mediatization end individualization of
manmity building frem 2 sohjective and figurational perspeesive’, pp. 133-[30Hin L. Kramg
A. HeppR. KilbemR. KunslivsH, Xieminen T, Qissea?. Praulmann-Veogerleldt:].
23t Trivundfads. Tosoni (Eds.) Politics, Crvil Society and Participation: Media and Commp-
nleations i @ Transiorming Exvirormmens. Bremen: edition lumigre.

This chapter is = sHghtly revised and exiended version of an articls origizalfy pobished as:
Heop A, Hiwler B {301 “Mediatisierung von Vergemeinschafiung sod Gemeinschedt:
Fusemmengehdriakeiten im Wandel’, pp. 35-31 in F. Krowz, €, Despotavie, M. Kruse (Eds )
wediatisierung sozizier Welten. Wizshaden: V5.
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1 Introduction

Changes in media and commanications bring with them changes in commanity
building - this 1s something with which those siudying media and communica-
tions kave long been famiiiar. We are not here thinking.orly of historical works
that, for example, highlight the way in which :deas of “nation™ and “comma-
nity” depend apon the formation of mass media (cf. Anderson, 1983} Noris
gur focas only zpon those maior stzdies that link the emergence of a “global
village™ to the development of new media (MoluhanPowers, 1992, We also
find in smmall-scale siudies a constant emphiasis upon changes o the exper-
ence of commurity: firstly, through discussion of the way that a "aetworked
individualiey™ associated with the iaternet transforms family and friendships
(Rainie/Wetlmar, 2012, pp. 117-70); or, secendiv, when the extemt to which
oniine platforms might reasonably be trezted as communities is discussed {cf.
Deterding, 2008; Eisewicht/Grenz, 20125

Comemon to 2] of these approaches is the guestion of the extent to which
mediatization invelves shifts in collectivities (see CouldrvHepp, 2013, 2016,
pp. 168-189% If mediatization is taken to refer to the changing relationship
beraesn media and communicacion, and to the shifis of calture and society
ficked to the diffusicn of technical means of commanication (Hepp. 2013, pp.
20-33% then we aeed t0 exanting how we might conceive shifts in commanity
building as part of this changing refationskip. or. indeed, whether this involves
guite different changes, for individualization, in particodar (HiteterHones,
1994, Hirzler, 200).

We will approach this problem by first considering the way in which the
concept of “individualization™ at stake here relates to shifis in collectivities,
refating this o concepiions of post-traditional commaunitizations and comma-
nities. We make ai this point the distinction between communitization as the
subjective process of bewng affectively volved n commmanity building and
commeeniiy as the more stable figuration of those individnals who share with
each other such feelings of ‘belonging” and a “common we'. Even if this an-
ticipates some idess that will be considered in their relation to mediatization,
sotne mengral remarks are necessary here in order tor establbish the sociclogi-
cal framework for a concepiual distinction between “communitization”™ and
“communiey”, heace developing a differentiated approach to some questions
of mediatizaticn. In car conciusion we argue for the dissolution of simplistic
contrasting concepticns of change with respect to the mediatezation of collec-
tivities,

We consequently seek to develop and clarify the conceptaalizaion of
communzl change and iis connection to mediztization. Althosgh we refer 1o
the wosk and argnments of others that have beenr cinzcial to our thinking, we
comnsider the existing conceptual hasis to be inadeguate. Our ovwn work on the

iy
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mediatization of subjective communitization (Hepp et al., 2014a, Hepp et al.,
20114b}Y, in connzsciion with the DFG programime on “Mediatized Worlds™ and
ou the experience of commanitization in online poker {Hitzler/Mall, 2012}
should contribute to the clarificstion of the phenomenon at issue here. Clarifv-
ing the related terreinolozy, we go back to classics of this field of investigation.
mainiy Ferdinand Toennies and Max Weber. The reason for this is that their
basic distincticns have been an implicit model of orentation up to row {cf.
for exampie, Wittel, 2008). In respact to this we wan? to relocate such orizinal
arguments @ the discosston about mediatization.

2 Individualization: The return of a vearming for the past and
for a sense of community

Ulrich Beck's conception of individuzlization {1992, 19943 lavs emphasis not
oil & framework Jor aotios, but on a form of behaviour 1a the ransition {0 & new
modemnity: men and women are set free from inberited identify-Tonning struc-
tures that secure the exiskence of classes and straa, kinship relations and nuce-
ar famikies, neighbourhoods, political and reiigious groops, ethnic and national
allegizrces and so forth. It is hard 10 igacre the way 10 which, while traditional
and direct distributional struggles lose force, all kinds of other more indirect
and anregutated disiributicnal struggles emerge arcund material goods, con-
ceptions of the world, collective ideatities, ways of Hving and guality of &ie,
sooial spaces, time and resources, principles and questions of deiail. These de
nat any loager sasily it into established analyvtical frameworks regarding left
and righ?, progressive and conservative, revoiutionary and rsactioaasy. There
is & new fragmentation in which ever newer, localized and specific coniticts
Over meaning srupt; new, unstable interpretative coalitions successively form
and reform, since the options open to cae and all for individial, even idiosyn-
cratic ways of shaping one’s life have increased, and continue to do so.
Expressed in the theoreticat langnage of the conception of “reflexive mod-
ernization” {Beck et af., 19%94; Beck/Bond, 2001; Beck/Lan, 2004£), the eman-
cipation of the individual from dependency and tutelage, & central project of
modernity that &s supposed to make possible the shared existence of free and
equal men and woemen, has given rise to an increzsing number of unforaseen
conseguences. In reaciion, rather then seeking ever greater liberty, many years
for that which this developmentat process had originally scught to negate: for
the security of a common exisience that rests on trust and acceptance. The
essential humanity of “warm”” commuanality is increasingly contrasted with
a “coid” and dissociated sociability {Gebhasdt, 19997 The liberty of meking
one’s own chelces corresponds with the real aged to choose for oneseff. Peo-
ple rendered “homeless™ by this development vearn for a sense of belenging,
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while at the same time rejecting the claims that such belonging rright tmecse,
As a conseguence, the typical conternporary comrunal form destred today is
cne that offers the individuat a maximal prospect of self-realization linked to
the least possible degree of dependence and oblization. We call this new form
of community “post-traditional” {Hitzler, 1998; Hitzler et al., 2008}, However,
we have to bz careful bere acot to deseribe “post-traditional communities™ in
ar: un-critical manner: While being lifted-cat of fradifions. they nevertheless
remain marked by confitcts, inequalities, exchusion and gender differences.

We consider the decisive difference betwesn what could be called forms
of community “suited o7 individaalization, on the one band, and esiablished
collective forms o the other. This difference involves the fact that partici-
pation in the former does not involve those ties and obligations associated
with traditicnal commurities. Ooe s mof born or socialized into these new
commLniiiss that suit individualization; instezd, onz seeks them out oweself on
the basis of some interest, 2nd so feels more or less “at home™ in one of thes,
or in several; at feast for a tme. What has been [abebled as 2 post-traditional
form of commanity is based on a shared sense of belonging. the coincidence of
inciinations, preferences, and passions, together with what is regarded as the
“nroper” behavicur of those iaveived. Consequently, the ties binding a com-
munity of this kind together are struciurally wmstabie - if not iz every case, at
least as a genaral rufe.

And so the post-traditional form of comunitization follews from the fact
thas the participating individheal does not assume obligations, but can ondy be
diverted by involverrent of whatever kind {Hitzler, 1999}, Ore principal 2le-
ment of sach diversion appears 1o be the creation of a feeling of collectivity
with other people that zoes bevond the feeling of belonging; other people whoe
expect one to be pleasant or acceptable {s0 a3 arule like-minded ar with & come-
mon backeround). Among these, the post-traditional perscn seeking a sense
of community finds his or her own sense of “cosiness”, at least situstionally.

From the anzlvtical standpoini, cur attention therefore increasingky shifts
not arly to new or newly-recognized forms of community and communitiza-
- tion, but to associated effects of diffusion and embedment of modes of behav-
four in other medizl representations. Thetr possible transformations likewise
come 10 oy attention as imporian: aspects of a process of change. This raises
the guestion of how the individual elements of & changing communal fife can
ke linked to changes 1n media and conmrmunication.

Besides the empirical complexity arsimg in conascticn with the nvesti-
gation of “change™ and “irertia™ in mediatization, and beoce generally in the
“continwty”™ and “discentimany™ of existing forms of commanity and commu-
nitizasion {see Hepp/Raser, 2014), we also find oursebves faced with a thor-
oughly opaque conceptuat field; for with “community™ and “commuaitization”™
we are dealing with distinct, 2né in some cases barely compatible. phenom-
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ena. This is not an issue confined to changes i media and communication.
This makes it difficult to pinpoint changes in these concepts as registered in 2
number of empirical sindies. Writers as different as Sherry Turkle and Huber
¥noblzuch have peinted o this same problem. The former. for mstance, is
extreniely resistant o the inflation of the concept of “commuanity”™ i connes-
tion with online platforms: “Perhaps community should not have a broader but
a narTower definition. We used to have a name for a group that got together
because its members shared common interests: we called it a clab.™ (Turkle,
2011, p. 238). Huber: Knoblauch justifies his own reservations regarding em-
pirical analysis of online communities with reference to the lack of conceptual
precision in the research that has been done, stating that “[...] the more | have
read, the fess | have been concerned abowt empirical guestions, and the more
about conceptual cues,” (Kacebiaoch, 2008, p 73}

Such references to the aeed for clarity, independent of any coaneciion to
media and communication. can already be found in the writings of Innnanuet
Kant {1598, p. 318} “In our fanguage the word community is ambiguous, for
it car mean bath commumio and commercitm.” Translated into the conceptual
language we wish to use here, Kant's distinction invaolves the need 1o describe
a subject’s perspective (the individual’s experience of communitization) as
well as the collectivity to which this experience refates. For the first of these
we use the expression “communitization”, while for the latter we use the term
“community”. With respect to mediatization, they are related in a manmner we
need to explore, and this zlso reeds to be reflected with regard to the generat
transformation of individuakization.

We start therefore by secking to define the more commonly-encountered
of these two concepis: constitutive of commumities af ary kind are: 2} demar-
cation with respect to those who are “not one of ws”, however defined: bl a
feeling of collectivity, whatever its origins; ¢) the establishment of a shared set
of walues among members of the commuonity, whatever these values might be;
and d} some kind of space that is accessible to members for their interaction
with each cther.

For the same reason, following a logiczl peth, we begin with the media-
tization of commminitization as & subjective experience. so that we retam from
there to the mediatization of comwmumin: as a figuration of collectivizy. The
resulting clarification should render ptausible our presumption that it s neces-
sary to differentiate the varicus perspectives in empirical anafysis more sirictly
thar: has hitherto beenr usaal in the study of mediatization.

2 While Hiszler and Pfadenhancy ¢2005) adhered more strongly 2o Ténsies conception of “corm-
we build heee wpon the cancept of “communilization” skeiched by Max Weber in §9
of Bis “Basic Sociological Concepts™ {1972, pp. 21-23). W ase generally cancerned fo link
processes in which 2 sanse of commenizy is created with the rerm “communitization”, whersas
“cammginity” refates to the resulting (siwational) sznse of coremuaity @0 2 Aguratien of aczars.
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3 The mediatization of communitization as subjectrve
CXperience

Commurnitization is a subjective experience thai the subject presumes to be
reciprocated. Max Weber aliuded to this aspect of the idea when defining
communitization: “A social refationship will be catled 2 “communitization™
{ Fergemeinschafhmg if and to the extent that the orientation of seeial action
resis — in the individual ingtance, or OR average, Of as 4 Pure EVpe — upon a
subjectiveby felr (affecmual or raditional) sastual sense of helonging among
those involvad.™ (Weber, 1972, p. 2§ emphases in original). He explicitiv dis-
tingaishes this concept of communitization from the way in which Toennies
differentiated “commaunity and socieny™, for according to Websr, Toennizs” us-
age was “much more specific” than that of Weber (1972, p. 22}, Toennies being
concerned to show that the inherent bond of a community was, lstorically,
increasingly displaced by the deliberzte amangements of society. The asseciat-
ed, and foreshortenad, canception of transition — loss of comnunity correiated
with the gain of society — is clear, even if Toennies’ conception of community
is more complex than generaily recognized today.

Toennies had stasted from a “community of blood™ that could form from
the methes-child relationship, from famiby and kin, vpon which basis there
could then develop a “community of place”™ and a “community of sping”™. But
even the “community of blood™ is not itself treated as identical with biologi-
cat kinship relationships, but arises from the human “sense of bond™ — an an-
thropoiogicaibyv-inflected sense of “sympathy™ ansing typically among “blood
relatives™. He thought that community arose from the supposedly universal
human characteristic of a wisk to bond with other hurans on the basis of
“nositive”™ emational, sthnic and consanguinity ties. What Toennies refesred to
as “communities of fate™ {2004, p. 18], communities that one did net choose
for oneself but nta which one was born — into a parent child relattonship, as
2 hunter-gatherer, kinship networks. tribes, localities — were m fact MHER
products like any other human society: constifmted, stablized and reconstitut-

 ad through ritual ’ In idezal typical terms, this apparently quesi-natural “hviag
[blood] community” might be contrasted with the highly-artificial, cosmotog-
ically inflected “community of meaning”. a pure “community of the spirit”
detzched from the pragmatic demands of evervday life — here we follow the
differentiation made by Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmanr in their essay
on “Modemity, Pluralism and the Crisis of Meaning™ {1996). However, empir-
iczlly all forms of compmetity, whether considered diachronicaliy or synchron-
ically, are placed on a continuum between these two extremes “community of

[3995)
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place™ znd “community of spisit™; just as are the six forms of commaenity that
Max Weber distinguished (1972, pp. 212 et seqq.) — house community, local
community, tribe, ethnic, religious and political commuaities.

Community and communitization have come and gane on the social
sciences, but they are fixtures all the sama {in place of many examples, see
Glgses, 2007; Bickelmanw/Morgenroid, 2008; Rosa et al., 2010), Nonetheless,
it seems to us worthwhile fo begin with Max Weber's defintzion. There are twa
reascns for this. In the first place, his definstion is saffictently open to encom-
pass very different eommunitizations. The examples that he takes - reaching
from small groug o nation - make clear that from the subjective point of view
“collectivity'” and the feciing of being “ome of us™ are central to communitiza-
tion, and that this can be appited to quite disferent socizl relationships. Second-
1x, Weber does not link his defirition of communitization 1o specific traditional
cotlectivities (such as famiby or village), big emphasizes thal the felt sense of
belonging can also have other origins.’

Above ail, it is Weber’s subject-centred approach o the problem of com-
munisization wpon whick we here draw: the extent to which, or whether at afl.
a collectiviey is experienced from an individual’s pomt of vieve as 2 communi-
tization depends on the degree to whick a subject (an individual acting mean-
ingfully) feels hat it has something on commeon with others, whatever fhat
may he and however the subject understands it. Consequenthy, a family is, for
example, pol a communitization per se, nor is 2 workgroup in a firm. Both of
these con be experiznced by a participating subject 25 commuanitization, given
the existence of the relevant sense of identification.

In this subjective experience of communitization two aspects can be
distinguished: first, that of situational expenence in which the feeling that
someone s “one of us” arises, in which one “feels” 2 sense of betonging; and
secondly, that of the horizon of meaning. As proposed by Alfred Schiitz and
Thomas Euckmann €1973, pp. 31-33), it can be be said that everything that
we experience. suifer and do is always in the context of a particutar sabjective
horizonr of meaning. Hence, besides talking of the experisnce of communttiza-
fion we can alse talk of 2 subjective korizon of commmumitization. This means
that for the subiect a general horizon of communitizations arises bevond the
situational experiznce of communitization, withia which the subrect can re-
cognize aad position itself. The horizon of commaunitization is the “backdrop™
against which the situational experience of commanitization occurs. On the
other hand, it is also the “point of departure” from which situations of cormma-
nitization can be evoked as experiences.

£

Alihoogh we are perhaps over-sensitized o the wdea, but in thess € ions we zlready sse
treces of the idea sheicked above of “post-tradisional communitization” (HazerPiadenha
F0L0, farms of commznitization thet are sumenily becoming mose imponast, in which
sensz of Beloneine derives from individual cheicss in 2 copsumes society with many opdons

{as im Oross, 1994, hing, 2EIF.
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One aspect of a subject’s horizon of communitization could be that a gen-
zral sense of beloaging is experienced within a famiby or 2 group of friends
(Hitzler, 2008; HitzierMNiederbacher, 2010} This sense doss, however, depend
on its consiant actualization in conciete experiences, in the zbsence of which
the sense of belonging fades into the background. A sabject will participate
in familv and other events to experence communitization as z feeling of be-
lenging on a continaing basis. Participants expect that they will draw from
such events special experiences bevond the everyday, reinforcing the sense of
cominnitization shared with like-mnded others. The attraction of such events,
int face, derives to a great extent from this promise that some kind of commron
experience wiit resudt. There is also here the promise that one will witness
and participaie in something quite special, experienced not as an individuzl
but as part of 4 collectivity (the event community), and in so doing attract the
attentian of others 1o oneseif { Hepp/Krdnert, 2010, HitzlerPfadenhaner, 1998:
Forschungskonsostivm WEH, 2007; Hitzler et al., 2033a)

On the basis of our own empirical research’, we claim that mediatiza-
t:on on a fiest level refates to this conception of suljective corumunitization,
both in regard to the sitzational experience and the horizon of meaning. i 13
act difficuit to establish that in today’s mediatized social world the sitnationat
experience takes place in and through media. A rave s a techno event that i3
inconceivable without media; media are significant comporents both in the
organisaticn of events and in the commanication of particular experiential ex-
pectations of the events, while also providing options for experiences duriag
the events [Hitzler Pladenhauer, 2002; Hitzler et al., 2011} The symptomatic
sense of collactivity is inseparably correlated with dancing together and the
associated synchronization of physical movement {Hitzler et al, 2013b). Ju-

-eniie communitizations are ioday fypicaliy mediatized, their existence bound
up with the continual creation and asceriaiament of commen intersests on the
part of their members using communication technoiogies mare of less acces-
sible to all.” This does not only mean that more media and different tyvpes of
media are used, but that these are subject fo constant eiaboration and upgrad-
ing, attracting ever more attention (Krotz, 2003; Leichner/Steiger, 2009). The
internet stands out fram all other gpes of mass media because of its capacity
for bidirectional fow, providiag users with a cheap means for creating. sharing
and participating; as such, it is a significant driver for mediz development (Ab-

th

For example, o commeznitization with respect to diasporas (Hepp ¢ 2l 201 2}, on the Teckno
20087, on Workd Yousk Day, 2005 i0 Cologns {se2 among other others Hizles!
: o ¥rdner, 20100, on the City of Colises 201G {Hizles, 2013], and o
pokes [MailHimxler, 2013).
The sympromatiz mediom of comraunication for juvenile commenitizations is the fanzinz, in
which insiders can express views on the guality of pizces to meet up and whas has happened at
ifferent events. 2tk about new developments, presenl accessories, tetk abogl lrading person-
L it shoet, satzsPring interest in informeation ebout 2 niche.
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bott, 1998; Albrecht Tilkmann, 2006} Guing oniine is for voung people today
an experience seamlessty integrated into their everyday Hives {Wilsoa, 2006},
both in respect of the reception and use of media and with regard to the exten-
sive behavicural competences the new media demand {Vogelgesang, 20083,
creating in turn virtual communities (Hug, 2006}

There is no doubt that the intemet offers 2 cheap and accessible platform
for juveniles seeking the most diverse kinds of desires; not only beyond the
street, but alse within the traditional media world (Androutsopoales, 2005;
Gross, 2006, KahnKellner, 26803). As ever, voung peopie’s forms of assecia-
tion and interaction are many and varied {Tilmann/Votlbrechs, 2006). Above
all, they tmvolve sguctures, boilding giobal micro-cultures {Hiszler, 2007; Gan-
guin/Sandler, 2007) that are becoming established in the virinal space of the
World Wide Web {Williams, 2066).

But there are, of course, many other forms of mediatized situational com-
munitization experiences; n today’s mediatized sccial world there are aft kinds
of situational reception communitizations. Here, the experizace of communi-
tization in the family or with friends might be samed through, for instance,
wetching television together — whether a serial, a footbalt game, or another for-
meat. Another and quite different exampie would be the experience of computer
gaming, whether with face-to-face gronps gathering aronnd a monitor ar with a
large-scale EAN party. This was especially true of the first decade of the twea-
ty-first century (Vogelgesang, 2003; Ackermann, 2011}, and is now especially
apparent in isolated participaton m live streaming (Kirschnes, 2012, 2013},

The forizor of commurniiization is, however, alse a phenomenon that s
comprehensively mediatized (Hepp, 2013, pp. 121-120). Neot only do the most
diverse forms of communitizaizon involve sitnational experiences that are ul-
timately media-related, but the entize horizon of meaping &5 samrated with
ideas of commanitization which have, from the subjective siandpoint, arisen
through the sedimentation of the most diverse kinds of media use {Schitte’
Euckmann, 1973, p. 283). To take bat one concrete example: the fact that a lo-
cal fanbase, to which a subject feels that he or she belongs by virue of a sense
of fellow-feeling with other zctors, is ftself part of a global fanbase with a
variety of options for communitization, is spmething that the individual cannat
experisnce personally znd directly. Instead, any such experience of being past
of a global micro-culturs is gained through the media specific to that fanbase.
The situation is analegous when we move from aa individual’s national sense
of ideniity o more complex collective transnaconal representations thet cenld
be part of the horizon of communiilzation.
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4 The mediatization of community as a collectivity

Long ago Max Weber placed emphasis not only on subjeciive experience. but
alseupan its cotrelate, the representetion of 2 collectivity that was experienced
as such. In deing se he broight anotker concept centre-stage: “Tt is oalv when
on the basis of this feeling [of communitization] that their behaviour is in some
way mutuaify orfenied that a secial relation is foreed among them, not endy a
relation between each of them and their environment; and it is only when this
social refationship is registered as such that & “community™ can be said fo have
formed.” (Weber, 1972 p. 22} Weber thus distingaishes between the feeling
of communitization {something which must always be firmly linked to sub-
Jjective experience} and the enduring community ihat these reciprocal exisifng
feelings create through their action being oriented by them. And so for us i is
act only a question of the mediation of subjective experience, but rather the
mediatization of a social ageregate, a collectivity. At this poiat we discuss the
whole figuration this coliectvity builds, a figuration which is nowadays desply
med:atized {cf. Couldry/Hepp, 2016, pp. 163-89%

TFhis is the point raised by Hubert Kroblaach in the comment cited above.
He makes use of Simmel's concept of form, and characterizes communities
as “seeial forms™ {Knoblauch, 2008, p. 77) characterized, first, by a structure
compased for the mest part of traditional and affective behaviours (or prac-
tices); second. by a shared sense of belonging among its members; and third,
through the distinction of members from non-members of any kind.

Knoblauch is generally referring Fke others (for a survev see Hepp, 2013,
pp. E02-108) to a transformation of communities qua mediatization, In thase
times when there was no ongoing diffusion of technical means of communi-
cation, commutities wese mors or less exchusively “communisies of place™ in
Toennies” sense, based eo direct commaunication. An example of this wouid be
a communigy of hbebievers. After the emergence of communication media that
enabled the mainterance of communication ard social relationships in muiti-
ple places, the commuanity shed its nead to be directly experienced at 2 local
level {for instance, the church). This development has been addressed with a
anmber of ditferent concepis. We can here, again drawing upon Toennies, talk
of “commanities of mind”.

Benedict Andersen’s canception of “imagined commuanities™ {1933, p.
5-7} has a stronger relationship to madia and is explicitly related to alf com-
maztties that are Jarger than the vitlage with its face-to-face contacts. Herz the
rztion &5 only ane, territorially defined, imagined community, although an ob-
vious one. Knoblzuch (2008} shifted emphasis in making = distinction between
“kneowledge communities™ and “communication communities™ the first heing
based ca direct communication, members having common eXperiences and

—
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so having access to common knowiedge; while in the second case, structure,
sense of cotlectiviey and distinetion are created through a mediatized comma-
nication process that transcends specific locations.

There are many examples of this latter form in the literature, ranging from
“naticn” {Anderson, 1983), fan commanities {Jenkins, 1992, 2006}, “post-tra-
ditionat societies™ {Hitzler, 1998; Hiteler et al., 2008) or “asstheiic communi-
ties™ {Baumen, 2001, p. 66), and Inchuding “transnational commaeniziss™ such
s the EL (Risse, 20100, And so bevond the conceptual distinctions being made
here, there is also a great deal to be said for an emphasis upon the impact of
mediatization on the changing manmer in which communities are constituted.”

If we consider the transfonnation of communities from the empirical
perspective, it becomes evident that “communities of place™ with face-to-
face contact, or “knowledge comumunities”, are themselves characterized by
mediatization. That is not something confined to raves. Many writers have
pointed to village of urban communities, and thess too are today created and
mainiined by media-based comununication. There s the parish newsietter, the
Iocal newspaper, and often the local radio or TV station. Social events are
argantsed through social media and web pages, presenting the pazish and its
various activities. Local communities in this way create both connections and
distinctions with respect o other mediated communities, suck as “Furope™.

Our own research shows that the “communities of mind”, “imagined
communities and “communication communities” that transcend place are
based in large part upon lecal groups in whick communitization is experienced
subjectively: the sense of being “one of us™ is evoked on national hofidays
or ameng national football events; the communal experience of fan cultures
oocues through local events, and even the sense of Europe a8 2 community
presupposes that one has tocally-based experiences that promote this sense of
comniezation (Hepp et al., 20H 1)

5 Conclusion: Subjective experience of communitization
between mediatized communities and media-based
COMMUnNities

Given the above, it seerns o us that the usual hinary conceptial distinctions
made im the literature are not adequate for an understanding of material changes
n mediatization. We consider that a basic distinction should be made between

We emphasize the ‘also” here becawse we think it would be miszaken to generally attrit
changes in the manmer in which communities are constituted ta mediatization. There
otizer sources of change: besides the progressive increase in geogrephice! mobility the
Bere 5 also the issue of pliralizetion {BergerLucksana, 1996), individoai
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local commmunires and transfocal commanities, to both of which mediatization
relates, but in different ways (Hepp, 2015, pp. 205-216}% By local we mean
the location of an evervday lived world. Translocal on the othier hand lends
emphasis to the fact than even communities that transcend tocaiity stiit havea
local connection, for they are experienced on a local basis. But as a community
thev relate to a large number of local places. This presumes the existence of
communication that transcends kocatity, and so also mediatizaiion. insofar as
this is ot created through the mobility of its members. Communication madia
are required fo maintain the structure, sease of befonging together, and sense of
distinctiveness of transiocal communities. Hence, communications media are
comstizntive for this kind of community, Commaritizarion can be direct to both.

Bt this does not mean that mediatization is only relevant for translocal
communities. Local communities are ajso characterized by new and increasing
volumes of mediatization. Even the local communications that constitute these
communities are to some degree or other mediated. This makes it seem helpful
to revise the existing conceptual arrmoury, so that we might more precisely
approach the contexts in which we are Interested. We therefore propose ta use
the teem mediatized commumities Tor what resalts from the tediatization of
incal communities; and medio-based communities Tor those communities o
which mediatization processes have only just begun to develop, and which are
therefore constitutive for communications media (cf. Couldry"Hepp, 2016, pp.
F6R-189% Examples for these media-based communities are fan-caltures that
emerge from the inferest in certain media as content or fechnolegy, or online
groups when they are not just a “cleb’ or “gathering” but become a community.
While these coliectivities differ findamentzlly in their character they all shaze
that they cannot exist without media.

This terminological distinction should help to make clear that, in the case
of mediatized cormmunities, processas of comenunitization can always be “con-
trolled™ by direct communication, while this cannot happen with mediatizing
communities, or, at least, not in general, Notwithszanding that, the possibitity
siil] semains of Hnking back this kind of community with dizect, and therefore
igcal, commanication through relevant prospective experiences. Mediatization
is therefore closely dinked to a more sabstantiai change in commanitization
and community than simply the movement from one type to ancther. Tt there-
fare appears that there is ar empirical guestion that still needs to be clarifted:
whether with the advance of mediatization, “imagination”™ and “knowledae™
becarne transformed in focat communitization as well as in communities.

tn
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