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Abstract

Debates on the relationship between media and menawe recently focused on the
potential of globally mediated events to expandective memory beyond national borders,
to what Levy and Sznaider (2006, 2010) have desdréds "cosmopolitan memory". This
article critically engages with the concept of copalitan memory and provides an empirical
contribution to the relevant debate drawing upstuay of focus group discussions with
Greek audiences remembering global disasters. iickeaargues that the memories of these
events place audience members within a global camtynof viewers simultaneously
witnessing the same events. However, they do mmgsarily challenge the primacy of the
nation as a moral community, therefore lackingrtiegal dimension implicit in the concept
of cosmopolitan memory.
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Remembering global disastersand the construction of cosmopolitan memory

Discussions on the relationship between media asmany have recently infiltrated
broader debates on globalization and the potemitile media to create global publics. The
media have been widely recognized as significargmmonic devices, linking members of a
community to historical experience (Sturken, 1984ljzer, 1992, 1998). At the same time,
their global reach poses the question of whetheyr dan form the basis of globally shared
memories and, therefore, contribute to the constmiof a postnational and cosmopolitan
memory. Such discussions are concerned with thenpiat transformation of collective
memory through global media, in a way that mighgasd the boundaries of imagined
communities beyond the level of the nation andtergbobal publics (Edmunds & Turner,
2005; Levy & Sznaider, 2002; Volkmer, 2006).

These discussions can be contextualised withimoader moral turn in the field of
media and communications over the last decadee&#gff on the relationship between
media and globalization, a number of theoreticguarents and empirical studies have
guestioned the potential of the media to act dslaadly shared public space and enhance a
global cosmopolitan culture (Silverstone, 2007Y). Eevy and Sznaider (2002, 2006, 2010),
the possibility of such a mediated cosmopolitaiurel partly lies with the globally shared
experience of traumatic events, which form thes#si moral debate and discussions about
human rights on a global scale, as well as what ¢thé "cosmopolitan memory". Studies on
the mediation of distant suffering have illustrakenv globally broadcast media images of
suffering and trauma differently engage viewera moral relationship with distant others
and can potentially expand moral imagination (Clawaki, 2006; Hoijer, 2004; Scott, 2014).
As these studies have largely focused on the regaof specific media stories and images,
Levy and Sznaider's claim that the cumulative shasgerience of these stories can enhance

cosmopolitan memory remains largely unexploredmpieical terms.
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It is this question of cosmopolitan memory tha pinesent article addresses. It does
so through an empirical study of television audesnin Greece, who, in discussing news
stories of disasters draw upon a variety of traigretents, remembered in diverse ways and
in different moral tones. In this context, the engail contribution of the article is twofold. In
the first place, it empirically illustrates the cplaxity of the theoretical concept of
cosmopolitan memory and the challenges of a geragamopolitan outlook. At the same
time, the article contributes to debates on theiatieth of distant suffering, illustrating not
only how audiences engage with different disadiatsalso how these events are
(re)constructed in audience memory and, therefme, audiences make sense of them
beyond the point of audience reception.

The first section of the article unpacks the cohoégosmopolitan memory and
situates it within a broader cosmopolitan reseagdgnda. The second section discusses the
concept of global media events, which Levy and &laraapproach as instrumental to the
construction of cosmopolitan memory. The remairaleéhe article empirically explores the
relationship between disasters as global mediatew the possible construction of
cosmopolitan memory. The discussion illustrates eek audiences remember global
disasters. The article argues that experiencingratic events through the media induces a
feeling of belonging to a global community of viewsimultaneously witnessing the same
events. However, it is only rarely that this expeode also expresses a challenging of the
nation as the primary moral community and leadsatton-transcending identifications with
distant others.

Cosmopolitan Memory and Postnational Solidarity

The concept of "cosmopolitan memory" has been eyepltoy Levy and Sznaider

(2002, 2006, 2010) to describe the new form ofemive memory, which emerges due to

processes of globalization. This kind of cosmopalinemory, the authors argue, is shaped
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on the basis of globally shared historical expersthat have given rise to "shared
understandings of and responsibilities for theifigance of the past" for the concerns of the
global community, and goes hand-in-hand with thergmnce of a global human rights
discourse (2010, p. 4). In that respect, cosmaoolihemory is not only expressive of a
global common past, mostly understood on the ldsiatastrophes and atrocities, but also
forms the basis for emerging transnational formsabtiarity (Levy & Sznaider, 2002, 2006).
It exists alongside nationally bound memories & &ranscends national and ethnic
boundaries (Levy & Sznaider, 2002, pp. 87-88).

The Holocaust has been theorized as the epitorsechf events that form the basis of
a "transnational memory discourse" (Huyssen, 20@3ylobally shared memories, it is
argued, are central in the construction of a globalal space, where distant others become
part of a common global past and "new cosmopostsibilities and moral-political
obligations" emerge (Levy & Sznaider, 2002, p. 1§85 also Levy & Sznaider, 2006;
Zelizer, 1998). The "memory imperative" of the Hmdast, namely the need for it to be
remembered as the demarcation of absolute evilderdor the global community to
safeguard itself from similar atrocities in theud, has also established a "universalistic
minimum" of substantive norms, such as the sancfityuman life and avoidance of cruelty,
which constitute a "cosmopolitan common sense" yl&¥bznaider, 2011, pp. 200 - 201).

In this context, the concept of cosmopolitan memsyartly an expansion of
Halbwachs's arguments on collective memory (Hallwat992). If, as Halbwachs
describes, memory is created through the interactiationship between individuals and
society and its construction is only possible witehared social frameworks (1992, p.38), as
these frameworks are increasingly shared at a glela, memory cultures are expanding
and collective memory becomes a cosmopolitan ohetelis, however, a further moral

dimension in the concept of cosmopolitan memorgrasthat stems from a group's ability to
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critically evaluate their own past (Misztal, 20p0,35) and presupposes the "conscious and
intended inclusion” of others, their history andittsuffering (Levy & Sznaider, 2011).
Cosmopolitan memory transcends national narratiesugh a process of self-reflection of
the national community and the acknowledgementh@itoral relevance of the history of
distant others.

It is the conflation of these two dimensions irtte toncept of cosmopolitan memory,
namely the expansion of the social frameworks déctive memory to the level of the
global, on the one hand, and the dialogical imagnahat makes possible the inclusion of
the other as part of the collective narrative,lmdther hand, that | wish to problematize
here. These two aspects are not always compatibEmopolitan dialogical imagination
presupposes the questioning of the primacy of #tiemal as the locus of moral community,
whereas the expansion of historical memory to thbaj does not necessarily undermine the
primacy of the local. The possible tensions betwbertwo dimensions have been partly
addressed by Levy and Sznaider (2002) in their @eledgment of the primacy of the local
context in framing the identification with and ioslon of the Other in local narratives (pp.
91-92). In that respect, the Holocaust as pati@icbsmopolitan memory is not a totalising
signifier but rather its construction as such idelsi both nation-specific and localized
interpretations of it, as well as nation-transcagdiommonalities (2002, p. 92).

Empirical research has illustrated such tensioignanational memories resist or
contradict the construction of a global narratiMesztal (2010) describes how the concept of
cosmopolitan citizenship relies on two often caostiray projects, one highlighting the
importance of memory of different groups in safeduay plurality and richness of traditions
of a global community, the other arguing for thg@artance of forgetting past atrocities and
conflicts in ensuring global cooperation and hargndn a similar vein, Ashuri (2007)

illustrates how the tensions between the nationdlthe global appear impossible to discount
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using the example of a co-produced documentaryhemtab-Israeli war, the production of
which was turned into a battle over competing measaand interpretations of the events.
This body of research not only illustrates the claxipy of cosmopolitan memory as both
localized and nation-transcending but also the siocal incompatibility of these often
competing frameworks.

Such concerns over the transformation of memoryces beyond the local are part
of a broader cosmopolitan research agenda, whechsstrom the assumption that processes
of globalization have profoundly altered the natofrenodern societies, in what has been
described as "internal globalization" within theioa-state (Beck, 2002, p. 17) or the
internalization of difference within society (Be@Q04, p. 438). This understanding of
cosmopolitanism differs from a normative one, afogs not oppose the national but
presupposes it, while at the same time positi@edfias a sociological reality rather than a
philosophical idea. Beck and Levy (2013) describ&ntopolitanization as "a constitutive
feature for the reconfiguration of nationhood" %p. through processes that are both banal,
such as transnational movements or the consumetiglobal goods, and coercive, as in the
case of the recognition of common global risksl(p. In that sense, "instead of an idea of
detachment” from the national community, Robbir@9@) has argued, "actually existing
cosmopolitanism is a reality of (re)attachment, tipld attachment or attachment at a
distance" (p. 3). Whether these multiple attachsyémawever, have the moral gravitas of the
kind that Levy and Sznaider attribute to cosmopalitnemory is open to empirical
investigation.

Global media disasters and the global public

Levy and Sznaider (2011) place global media ah#eet of the cosmopolitanization

of memory, as "their immediate speed and imageryilitie a shared consciousness and

cosmopolitan memories that span territorial anguistic borders" (p. 206). In a way, this
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argument parallels Anderson's (1989) ideas on maktionagined communities. If the print
press became the basis of a sense of shared spghdberefore, a feeling of belonging in a
national community, modern media and communicatiglubal in their reach, can promote
similar imagined affiliations at the global lev@lgck & Levy, 2013).

Central to this construction of postnational imagiraffiliations, according to Levy
and Sznaider (2011), are media events broadcadamndd at a global level, expanding local
imaginaries and rendering distant others part efyday life. Media events are defined as the
television genre of the broadcast of ceremoniahesyavhich interrupt the routines of daily
media flow and attract large numbers of audiencesdht together by the simultaneous
viewing activity (Dayan & Katz, 1992). Examplessafch events include the Olympic Games
or the Eurovision Song Contest, the moon landintherfuneral of Princess Diana and JFK.
They are all pre-planned events that are transiiitte and are of high dramatic and ritual
significance, ultimately celebrating and reprodgdine social order (Dayan & Katz, 1992).
The narrow focus of the concept on ceremonial getiges has been expanded by later
critiques to include unplanned, sudden and evemtatic events such as disasters and
disruptive episodes (Cottle, 2006; Katz & LiebeB)?Z, Liebes, 1998). It is the experience of
common and simultaneous viewing of these eventdtiteg audiences around the world
together "into the compass of a global communigilverstone, 2006, p. 83). At the same
time, these shared experiences create, accordingvioand Sznaider (2011) the repository
of a postnational, cosmopolitan memory.

Volkmer and her colleagues (2006) have illustrdted such repositories of
postnational memory are shared by what they@hbal Media Generationdn a
comparative global study, the researchers havededdhe ways media-related memories
can formulate a common ground for perceiving théldvd@ he authors argue that formative

news memories, such as the Vietham War, the mowting, or the death of Princess Diana,
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provide a framework for people's current perceptibthe world, which is generation-
specific. In the same vein, and following Mannhei997) argument on how the
experience of historical events holds generatiogsther, Edmunds and Turner (2005) have
argued that traumatic events, globally experiertbeasligh new media technologies form the
basis for the emergence of global generational@onsness.

It is such traumatic events that this article ergagith by exploring how audiences
in Greece remember distant disasters that havediekally reported. As such, the events
addressed here can be described in terms simianab Cottle (2006) identifies as "media
disasters", namely "disasters that are publiclpaligd by different media as major, often
traumatic and, on occasion, historically momentoaspenings, [which] also frequently
exhibit high media performativity, circulate poteyimbols, and invoke and/or mobilize
solidarities” (p. 421). In exploring how audien@e$reece discursively construct the
category of "global disasters" and their memoriethem, | wish to illustrate the
cosmopolitanization of memory on the basis of tkgeeience of globally broadcast traumatic
events. Such cosmopolitanization, the discussitowbiustrates, takes place through a
double process, which on the one hand positionsereas members of a global audience,
and, on the other hand, localizes the meaning @gmifisance of global events.

At the same time, however, | wish to problemattmse ¢onceptualisation of
cosmopolitan memory as both a process of transoegmdgitionally-bound collective memory,
through the mediated experience of global mediatsyevhich is largely unintended - and
often not reflected upon -, and a self-reflectagtjve inclusion of the history of others as
part of collective memory in a way that "cause®kebin, and then willingness to act on,
universal values" (Levy & Sznaider, 2002, p. 92)clsan approach to the formation of
cosmopolitan memory on the basis of global medents/seems to reproduce the

functionalist assumptions of the media events thashich have been at the centre of the
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criticisms the concept has raised since its inoepiCottle, 2006; Couldry, 2003; Scannell,
1995). Dayan and Katz's (1992) initial account @dia events assumes a rather
straightforward relationship between media coveagaudience endorsement, obscuring
the ideological construction of social order aslhaslthe challenges implicit in media events.
These challenges are even more pronounced in tiiext®f a globally mediated public
space (Hepp & Couldry, 2010). This space is fragestand undermined both by nationally-
bound forms of citizenship and solidarity (Frag€lQ7) as well as communication practices
and infrastructures contained within national frarf@ouldry, 2014) and characterised by
national and cultural stereotypes (Volkmer, 1989}his context, globally broadcast events
serve to bring into existence a "transnational jgublaginary”, where the nation still plays a
prominent role (Mules, 1998).

The collective "we" formulated on the basis of tj@bally shared experience of
media events is, therefore, a construction opamtpirical investigation and not to be taken
for granted. It can refer to the imagined communityhe global audience, more often a
Western audience, but does not necessarily inchalether, whose suffering the audience
witnesses on the screen. This is not to say tl@dit swments of simultaneous experience of a
global disaster might not lead to genuine momeht®smopolitan solidarity with the distant
sufferer and the construction of reflective cosmib@o memories. Taking this link for
granted, however, would be a mistake.

Theresearch project

The discussion that follows draws upon a researgjeqt designed to explore the
ways audiences in Greece engage with news stdrdistant suffering. The study explored
the way Greek viewers construct their moral agensya-vis human suffering they witness
through television news and was empirically basefbous group discussions. As the

research focus was on the mediation of distanesguff, participants were questioned on
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their impressions of and engagement with diffetiedsters and their possible contributions
to humanitarian campaigns.

Focus group discussions were employed to explateeace discourses on the
premise that in the interaction of the discussigneater diversity of views is being
expressed and common sense assumptions are beitenged and negotiated (Billig, 2002,
p. 16). At the same time, the active constructibmeanings among discussants places the
focus on viewers as participants in the processatdiation. Twelve focus groups were
conducted amounting to forty-seven participant®tal. The participants were selected on
the basis of purposeful sampling, in order to mazénliversity of opinions, and were
recruited through the snowballing method. Theyedhrin terms gender, socioeconomic status
and age, with the younger cohort comprising of peoptheir 20s and the older of people in
their 40s and 50s. These criteria reflect theaaktissumptions stemming from the relevant
literature that have discussed age (Skrbis, Keddsloodward, 2004; Volkmer, 2006),
gender (Gilligan, 1993; Hoijer, 2004) and educatod status (Hannerz, 1990) as factors
associated with different cosmopolitan dispositiand types of engagement with distant
others. The groups were mostly homogeneous andstedi®f peers, on the assumption that
their existence beyond the research setting canédoto their discussions being more
illustrative of their everyday nature (Sasson, 19920). The discussions, as illustrated
below, did not show considerable differences antbegyroups with regard to how mediated
disasters were remembered.

Discussions were triggered by questions on thrgermdasasters, namely the Asian
Tsunami of 2004, Hurricane Katrina and the Kasleaithquake in 2005. In discussing these
disasters, participants drew upon a variety of rogvents they found similar. At a later point
in the discussions, participants were asked to imewther global disasters they could

remember. Some of these events were remembereliywand discussed in detail, whereas
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others had faded in viewers' memory. Although pgodints were not directly asked where
they drew their memories from, television imagesenaften part of their narratives. What |
am interested in here is how the category of "dl¢i&dia) disasters" was constructed by
participants in conversation. In particular, thecdission focuses on the events participants
described as global disasters but also on the th&ysconstructed their memories of these
events. In doing so, | will also illustrate how buglobal memories might differ from
cosmopolitan memory.

Global media disasters

The 2004 Tsunami, and the two big disasters of 2B0%ricane Katrina and the
Kashmir earthquake, were chosen as triggers fodigwission due to their relative recent
occurrence to the time of the focus group discussidespite their differences in terms of
nature, aftermath, recovery plans and mode of tegpMhe tree events were discussed in
greatly divergent ways. The tsunami, albeit lesgemg was remembered in great detail,
whereas the hurricane and the earthquake had niaddg in audience memory. This was
not attributed to a view of the two more recenasdisrs as irrelevant but mostly to their
perceived ordinariness as natural disasters teacpupy the media, in contrast to the
extraordinary and unprecedented nature of the Tsyra a phenomenon never witnessed
before.

During the discussions participants kept makingnezices to two other traumatic
events, actively expanding and constructing thegmaty of "global disasters" according to
their own understandings; these were Septembend the Izmit earthquake, which took
place in north-western Turkey in 1999, claiming likkes of 17,000 victims. The two events
were remembered as significant global disastessudsed in different ways. September 11
was mentioned alongside the 2004 Tsunami as twatgextraordinary in character, and

remembered in visual detail as witnessed throughrédia, especially amateur footage,
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which provided the media coverage a sense of imawgdiThe I1zmit earthquake, on the other
hand, as will be further illustrated below, wastcdissed in relation to the humanitarian
support provided by the Greek population, as a ®ymbovercoming national hostilities
between Greece and Turkey in the face of human pain

In addition to these two events that were discugsedrtually every focus group,
participants were asked to mention other "globshstiers” they could recall. The question led
to the collective construction of a list of eveptsticipants considered fitting with the
discursive category of "global disasters". Evestsligerse as the Chernobyl accident in 1986
(groups 1, 7, 10, 11, 12) and the Gulf War of 1880ups 2, 6) fell under this label in
audience discussions. The events ranged from male;msach as the terrorist attack of the
Madrid train bombings in 2004 (Groups 10 and 12)dtural disasters, such as a volcano
eruption in the Philippines in 1991 (Group 11) &muin old disasters, such as the bombing of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 (Groups 7, 10, tblgpntemporary to the focus group
events, such as the 2006 war in Lebanon (Groups4,5, 6). Interestingly, in a great
number of groups there was a discussion of clirdbéage and its concomitant
environmental risks as a kind of "manmade" glolsdster (Groups 1, 2, 4, 6, 12),
confirming the emergence of an environmental dissas integral to the experience and
construction of the global (Beck & Sznaider, 2006).

Typically, discussants would collectively constrtied category of "global disasters™
through interruptions and interventions and oftetheut drawing connections between the
different events, as is evident here:

What other global disasters come into mind?

Sofia: Hiroshima and Nagasaki!

Gerasimos: But Hiroshima was not a natural dishiteras caused by the

nuclear bomb!
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Sofia: OK, and all the wars, of course...

Gerasimos: Chernobyil...

Sofia: Huh...the wildfires...that were huge — of coyrsars were not smaller

either but...

Gerasimos: In the US?

Sofia: In Los Angeles, around there. Wildfires bogmillions of acres...|

remember this vividly.

(Mixed, in their 50s, middle-class, FG11)
The conversation seems to fluctuate among events, the bombing of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, to the nuclear accident of ChernobyBi@6lto the wildfires in California in 2005.
The environment seems to be the link for the assioa of these three disasters with each
other, although all three of them are rememberediféerent grounds: the bombings of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki are landmark historical tsseat experienced by participants but
part of global history, the ecological disasteCoiernobyl is an event that affected Greece
among others, and the California wildfires are rernered in terms of their media images.
Interestingly, although the national framework @& prevalent here, it is still at play and
indicated by the deictic "ours", referring to thedfires that occur in Greece every summer.

Connecting to the global audience

There are different meanings attributed to disadteat construct them as global.
Some of the participants discussed the categotglobal” as affecting populations around
the world. This was the case, for example, withiremmental disasters such as the ones
mentioned above, where the global community is ttaoted as a "community of fate". For
others, it was their worldwide broadcasting thatkeyed some events global. This interplay
of attributes is evident in the extract below, whicdicates how patrticipants are again

collectively constructing their memories of gloigdasters:
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What other global disasters come into mind?

llias: The earthquake in Turkey?

Thanos: The bombing of Serbia, Yugoslavia. The Whose bombings.

Dimos: The war in Iraq, in Kuwait.

Pavlos: Look, the word "disaster”, now...for exampbe,me, in the broader

sense of disaster, | do think that it was a disagkten an entire submarine was

lost then in Russia, with all the people insidel #re way this happengdr

when, let's say, the spacecraft perished in tfe &lthen, let's say, you have for

entire days a submarine with people inside slowingl and you feel like you

cannot help, you can't do anything, and then &@lnends...

llias: Yes, true...

Pavlos: Also the environment! The environment.dtifisaster of a much bigger

scale...It depends on how one sees it. What you densy be a disaster.

(Male, in their 40s and 50s, middle-class, FG6)

Wars was a category of events conspicuous in shefliglobal disasters as
constructed by participants and it comes up irdikeussion here both in terms of a
geographically proximate (Serbia) and a distamty)invar. What is mostly interesting,
however, is the distinction between disasters él'ttoader sense" such as the loss of Kursk
submarine and the Challenger space shuttle expl@sid disasters such as environmental
ones. The latter are described as global, singeatesof a "much bigger scale". What renders
the loss of the Russian submarine a global disasterever, as described here by the
participant, is the fact that, through its globaddxlcasting, it places viewers around the world
into the position of witnesses. This sense of glljuunmediated witnessing is expressed
through temporal and spatial deixis ("you haveeiatire days a submarine with people inside

slowly dying", "...and then it finally ends."), as well as the seoSkelplessness created by
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the spectacle of death ("you feel like you canmedp hyou can't do anything"). What
constructs this event as a global disaster isWidnethis happened”, namely that it took place
in front of the viewers' eyes, it was witnessedjmpal audiences.

This global reach of the events through their médteadcasting was an aspect of the
global disasters that was extensively discussetidojocus groups. In some ways, what is
really global in these events is their reachingudiences around the world through their
broadcasting and media reporting. In this way, glalisasters were constructed as moments
of "mechanical solidarity” among viewers around gl@be, as described by Dayan and Katz
(1992, p. 196), based on the fact that "all thogkimreach of a television set are
simultaneously and equally exposed, and they gsharknowledge that everybody else is
too" (p. 197). In the extract below, one of thetiggrants describes how he believes that
during disasters such as the Tsunami people arinendorld might feel for their fellow
human beings:

Dimitris: And | am not saying this just for myselfbelieve that then, during

such disasters, let's say like the Tsunami, isig all the nations of the world

were united.

Tasos: Exactly!

Dimitris: | mean that everyone united felt for tietims...

Tasos: You realize your emotions as a human being!

Dimitris: Not just me! | mean, even a murderer tmght have committed a

murder the previous night will...will sit down and teh this thing for a couple

of hours! Not just me! Everyone!

(Male, in their 20s, middle-class, FG8)

There is a sense that the "whole world is watchswgh globally mediated events, both in

terms of nations ("all the nations of the world evenited") as well as individual spectators
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("everyone!"). The viewer here positions himself anly in relation to the suffering
witnessed but also to the "imagined community” (&rsdn, 1989) of fellow viewers around
the world. This imagined community is even elabaatlescribed as the "global village™ in
another discussion:

Menelaos: When disasters like these take placesahle of which is much

bigger and they surpass the borders of a courdrgxXample the Tsunami or

Hurricane Katrina, of such a scale, they cannog pntoccupy the country

itself. At this moment, that big, that global vilathat we refer to as the mass

media and communications is being activated!

(Male, 26, middle-class, FG12)

In narrating their experiences of global disasteisyers simultaneously position
themselves in relation to a community of viewesuad the world, connected to each other
through the practice of simultaneously viewing $hene events, witnessing the same
instances of distant suffering. This does not neardly assume a functionalist role of media
memory in creating and sustaining a "global commnytitiepp & Couldry, 2010, p. 5).
Rather, what is emphasized here is that in remanmberents of a global scale viewers
position themselves not only in terms of their athg constituted national community but
also as members of a global audience. In that c&sgewers also participate in the
construction of a global collective memory. Whilkeing categorised as global, however, the
same events were simultaneously contextualisedalficgpants within local frameworks of
reference. This process of particularizing andliecey media disasters was prominent in the
way participants reconstructed their memories effrth

L ocalising the global
The category of global disasters as constructgahbycipants included both events

remote in time and space and events that took jacese proximity to the discussants'
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locale. The 1999 earthquake in Turkey was the mashinent of these proximate events;
other examples included the Serbian bombings 09,188ich were described as taking place
in the participants' "neighbourhood" (Groups 1 @hcand, most notably, the Chernobyl
nuclear accident of 1986, which albeit distantettd participants in their everyday lives.
Chernobyl was especially mentioned by the grouth@fyounger age cohort. Given that the
participants in these groups were about five oysers old when the disaster took place, it
was an event implicated with childhood memoriegsavident in the extract below:

Menelaos: Chernobyl comes to mind.

Stathis: Oh, that's a good onel!

Menelaos: Nuclear disasters, not only Chernobw ttials that France

conducted in Mururoa, what was their name... Ande.ghvironment, in

general, whatever can affect a lot of people. Theeemany events like that.

Interviewer: You mean these events affect you d&we

Kostas: Not me, not at all.

Stathis: | remember Chernobyl, | was running inrdaa, when | was little. And

my parents were shouting "come, get the umbrella!".

Kostas: Yes, more those with nuclear stuff andoties that are in our

neighbourhood, like this, they affect us as a agunt

(Male, in their 20s, middle-class, FG12)

The Chernobyl disaster is initially constructedast of a broader category of
environmental disasters affecting the globe. Adistiee speaker positions himself as one of
the "lot[s] of people” that can be affected by saebnts. Later on in the discussion, however,
Chernobyl becomes a disaster implicated in autobjggcal memory, as well as national and
local life. By localising in this way the memory Ghernobyl, participants embed global

disasters into national and local frameworks. Thhothe use of spatial deixis ("in our
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neighbourhood") and the use of metonymy ("us asuatty") to describe themselves as
members of their national community, discussarghlight the fact that events become
significant as long as they are implicated in tleseryday lifeworld. In this case, the
adoption of local and national frameworks in memalaces the viewers in a limited world
of everyday affairs.

Notably, local frameworks were also employed ircdssions of events that had not
had an effect on the local or national communityisTinterplay between the global and the
local or national is best exemplified in the quioédow, where the two are intertwined. The
discussion is initially focused on the Tsunami,alié®ed as "the greatest ever global
disaster", only to turn to the issue of nationabdiers.

Giota: I'm telling you, the Tsunami hit there ah@mmediately found itself

elsewhere, so many kilometres afar, at the oth@éoéthe world. And usually

these things take place in the Pacific! That'tithe Pacific Ocean. So don't

think that they will ever happen to us. Don't exgacs!

Mary: If it ever happened, that would be it for €ce!

Giota: It's only earthquakes that happen herehfagkes and wildfires. And

floods!

Vicky: Oooh, | can't stand it with the fires now!

Giota: Look, it was on the news again yesterdayttieice is melting and

Africa is beginning to slowly connect with CyprusdaCrete. They are starting

to raise slowly-slowly, the plates.

Vicky: We're gonna sink all of us.

Giota: Yes, in some years! | hope it doesn't catechvith our children!

Vicky: | do believe this...that it will happen.

Giota: Yes! It was on the news yesterday!

18
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Vicky: | was so sad now with [the wildfires in] Hiadliki!

Giota: Oh, yes! Everything was completely burnt'dAhwas so nice there!

(Female, in their 20s, working-class, FG7)

In the course of the discussion the focus turns filwe global (the tsunami "in the
Pacific Ocean" or the "ice...melting") to the locabahe national (the wildfires in Halkidiki
or Africa slowly connecting with Cyprus and Cret)ile the participants retain their
national collective frameworks positioning themsshas Greeks throughout the discussion
("they will ever happen to us", "we're gonna sinl&gcording to Beck and Levy (2013),
"cosmopolitan nations are reimagined through thiigation of endangered futures” (p. 6).
The acknowledgement of global risks has becomerjraeated in the way participants think
of their future as members of the national comnwitiis, however, the national that is
reflectively prioritized rather than the commonlggbfuture.

Based on a study of public memories of global evanbund the world, Teer-
Tomaselli (2006) argues that the most importarti@rfce on what was remembered by the
audiences in different countries was cultural pmagy (p. 235). Distant events were more
easily recalled when they exhibited a sense ofl ldavance but, even when not related with
the immediate national area, they were often redafl terms of factors associated with the
nation. This way of "localizing" or "particularizii the memories of global events was
prominent in the focus group discussions hereakll also expressive of the significance of
national collective frames in the way focus groaptigipants discussed global disasters. As
members of a national community, viewers reconstheair media memories within the
social frameworks of the national collective mem(albwachs, 1992, p. 38). In this
context, remembering global media disasters becomeggractice of articulating together
mediated and personal, national and global memories

Cosmopolitan memory: incorporating the" Other" in collective memory
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This prevalence of the national element in the tanson of collective memories,
even when these are of globally shared eventstipmoblematic for the concept of
cosmopolitan memory, as envisioned by Levy and 82naOn the contrary, the authors
emphasize the "overriding importance of the locaitext" and the "ethnocentric focus on
events" (2002, p. 92) as a necessary preconduiotné connection between the global and
the local in a common moral universe. The procés$scalization of global disasters, as
discussed above, can be seen as an example otheraithors call "deterritorialization™ of
memory, which they argue "goes hand in hand witeretorialization, which is made
possible partly by awareness of catastrophestihadten all humanity” (Levy & Sznaider,
2006, p. 27).

However, what is missing from the discussion exsrabove is a self-reflective
approach to memory and the conscious and intemabdasion of others, their history and
their suffering (Levy & Sznaider, 2011). This oniggswas observed on two grounds: first,
as global media events, distant disasters sithateiewers within the global community of
fellow audiences around the world, rather than mwithe universe of distant others whose
suffering momentarily becomes an object of conc8atond, and related to that, the
sufferers of these global disasters, when remerdberere discussed as part of a media
narrative and in terms of media visuals, as witeéss1 the screen, rather than as historical
subjects, whose experiences have become part pattieipants' collective memory.

There is one event, however, that was exceptiondle way it was discussed by
participants, as it was illustrative of not onlyiastance where the suffering of the other
becomes a cause of concern but also of self-reflgatamely the earthquake in Izmit in
1999. The disaster was remembered not only dus geographical proximity to Greece but
mostly in terms of its symbolic significance. Thd pledges by the Greek people and rescue

workers sent by the Greek government were discusgdte public and the media as an
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example of how human suffering brings otherwisdilepopulations closer. Less than a
month after the Turkish earthquake, Athens was gtisck by one, which, although of a
much smaller scale and death toll, is the deadb@dghquake in recent history in Greece. The
Turkish response to the disaster was analogoumsetsupport received after the I1zmit
earthquake by Greece, which was celebrated in #aras an instance of "disaster
diplomacy". Despite the simplifications that suctliscussion entails about the actual impact
of the earthquakes on diplomatic relations (Kerdsiay, 2000), it is within this discourse that
the Izmit earthquake was remembered by the resgarticipants.

Dimitra: What has stuck with me from that evensites the Richters and stuff, is

that we were constantly talking about the relatm®etween Greece and Turkey,

that Greece had helped a lot.

(Female, 54, middle-class, FG5)

Unlike the Tsunami and 9/11, the Turkish earthquadie not discussed in terms of
media stories and specific images of suffering. paicipants did not situate themselves as
audiences but rather as members of a national contynin that respect, the Izmit disaster
was embedded in broader national and politicalodisses. At the same time, however, it was
discussed as an exemplary case of the compellingenaf mediated suffering and its
potential to connect people across geographicatahdral borders under the idea of a
common humanity, as evident in the following extrac

Litsa: | sent help to Turkey, after the earthquisk&urkey.

Dina: Of course, it's a neighbouring country!

Litsa: And I'm saying that, because | think it'®enesting...| highlight the fact that it

was in Turkey, because we are Christians, | dowtkwhether you can write this,

they are...

Popi: Muslims!
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Peni: Turks!

Litsa: They were Turks! | mean, another religionl @memies, so to speak. But |

didn't care about that, it didn't affect me...| didrdre at alll Human beings felt for

other human beings without caring about what and thiey [the victims] are...

(Female, in their 40s and 50s, working-class FG2)

What is of interest in the extract above is therplay between national and
universalistic frames of reference. The discussemtstruct the disaster in Turkey as an
instance when national hostilities became irreleuwathe face of human pain. At the same
time, however, they distinctively position them&s\as members of the national community,
when remembering the disaster. As such they idetitdmselves in opposition to the Turkish
victims, who are still defined as the "other", asdther religion", as the "enemy", even in
order to negate the significance of such categmoisawhen judged against the urgency of
human pain. The recognition of boundaries of otegsrgoes hand-in-hand with the
articulation of the discourse of a common humartityyay of illustration of the "both/and"
principle of cosmopolitan experience (Beck, 20067}, within which "there arises a space
of overlapping but incompatible frames of refereand meanings"(Beck, 2002, p. 33).

The national context is used here as the "so@ahéwork of memory"(Halbwachs,
1992, p. 38), within which participants place theimes. However, it is a national framework
reflected upon and re-imagined to include the "@Othe part of the collective memory. In
this context, the Izmit earthquake constitutesraital incident” in collective memory, as it
becomes a moment "by means of which people aitlecigee and negotiate their own
standards of action" (Zelizer, 1992, p. 4). TheKiglr earthquake of 1999 is such a moment,
during which audience members negotiate their mamgahcy vis-a-vis the suffering of
distant others, in this case as members of a redtcmmmunity who are asked to overcome

traditional hostilities in order to feel for theriemy".
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It is, therefore, only when positioning themselassanembers of a national
community that reflexivity becomes part of the eotlve process of remembering, and
cosmopolitan memory, as defined by Levy and Szmaisl@actualised. The Izmit earthquake
was constructed in audience memory as a "landneudtit, being at "the point of
intersection of an increasing number of reflectiqihtalowachs, 1992, p. 61), and
symbolising the morally compelling nature of hunsaiffering in the face of which national
historical hostilities can be overcome. If in rentring other global disasters audiences
transcended the national to connect with the glabdlence and momentarily with the
victims on the screen, in the case of the Izmitheprake, viewers both identified with the
victims and transcended the national by reflectingts limitations as an exclusive moral
community.

Conclusion: cosmopolitan memory or cosmopolitanization of audience experience?

The way Greek audiences discuss and constructrtiegirories of global disasters
provides an illustration of the formation of glomaémories enabled through the media.
Globally broadcast disasters and stories of huméergng are exemplary cases of the kind
of media events Levy and Sznaider (2011) put atémere of their conceptualization of
cosmopolitan memory. They create a space of engaglemth the distant other, whose
suffering is witnessed through the media, and aesehbelonging to a global audience that is
simultaneously sharing the same mediated expesehtmvever, it is mostly the latter
aspect, of globally shared experiences, that imprent in audience memories of distant
disasters. The moral dimension of self-reflectiod é&conscious and intended inclusion of the
suffering of the Others" (Levy and Sznaider, 20d.(193) in local and national narratives is
only realized in the case of the Izmit earthquasssemembered by participants here.

The concept of cosmopolitan memory, therefore, latedg two dimensions that are

not necessarily intertwined, that of the processxplanding memory through shared cultural
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resources beyond the nation, and the moral dedsitTanscend national narratives in order
to include the other. Beck's distinction betweesngopolitanization and what he calls the
"cosmopolitan outlook” is analytically useful inpacking them. Beck (2006) describes
cosmopolitanization as the "latentunconscious., passivecosmopolitanism" (p. 19,
emphasis in the original), which is largely an tended effect of market decisions at the
global level or of the acknowledgement of globaksi, such as climate change or terrorism
(Beck, 2005, p. 249). The cosmopolitan outlooktlenother hand, refers to "the awareness"
of this latent cosmopolitanism, "its self-consciqaditical affirmation, its reflection and
recognition” (Beck, 2006, p. 21). The fact thatlive in largely cosmopolitanized societies,
Beck argues, does not necessarily mean that wenatitally become cosmopolitans. Indeed,
he warns against this "cosmopolitan fallacy” (2q2639), which equates
cosmopolitanization to cosmopolitan consciousnélsat the latter requires islialogical
imaginationin everyday practice", namely "situating and iiglaing one's own form of life
within other horizons of possibility” and seeingéself from the perspective of cultural
others" (Beck, 2006, p. 89). How this transcenddrma cosmopolitanization to reflexive
cosmopolitanism is taking place is, according talBea crucial question open to empirical
investigation (2006, p. 89).

The construction of global memories on the basglabally broadcast events and
shared mediated experiences can be seen as plagtmocess of cosmopolitanization and
unintentional consequence of exposure to mediaesathe conscious inclusion of the
suffering of others in collective memory is an eegwion of the dialogical imagination of the
cosmopolitan outlook, as described by Beck. Incee of the Greek audiences and their
memories of the 1zmit earthquake discussed heeemibve from cosmopolitanization to a
reflexive cosmopolitan outlook presupposes natioe@bgnition, on the basis of which

otherness is recognized and acknowledged but al@ame in the construction of a
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narrative that includes the other as part of a comhistory. This does not in itself defy the
possibility and promise of cosmopolitan memory fpeoihts to the complexity of the concept
and the optimism that underlines the assumptiohitiga direct outcome of globally
mediated events. At the same time, the study harggpto the specificity, national and
cultural, of the construction of global memories. guch, it further highlights the need for

more empirical research in a hitherto largely tleioal debate.



COSMOPOLITAN MEMORY AND GLOBAL DISASTERS 26

References

Anderson, B. (1989)magined communities: Reflections on the origin apcead of
nationalism.London: Verso.

Ashuri, T. (2007). Television tension: nationalsigs cosmopolitan memory in a co-produced
television documentaryedia, Culture & Society,4%), 31-51.

Beck, U. (2002). The cosmopolitan society andmtsneies.Theory, Culture & Society,19-
2), 17-44.

Beck, U. (2004). The truth of Others: a cosmopnlapaproachCommon Knowledge,13),
430-449.

Beck, U. (2005)."Cosmopolitanization — now!" (Intesw to Terhi Rantanenizlobal Media
and Communication,(8), 247-263.

Beck, U. (2006)The cosmopolitan visiolCambridge: Polity Press.

Beck, U. & Levy, D. (2013). Cosmopolitanized nasoRe-imagining collectivity in world
risk society.Theory, Culture & Society, 89), 3-31.

Beck, U. & Sznaider, N. (2006). Unpacking cosmadpolism for the social sciences: A
research agend@he British Journal of Sociology, &3, 1-23.

Billig, M. (2002).Talking of the royal familyLondon: Routledge.

Chouliaraki, L. (2006 he spectatorship of sufferingondon: Sage.

Cottle, S. (2006). Mediatized rituals: Beyond maatfiring consenMedia, Culture &
Society,283), 411-432.

Couldry, N. (2003)Media rituals: A critical approachLondon: Routledge.

Couldry, N. (2014). What and where is the transmeiized public sphere? In K. Nash (Ed.),
Transnationalizing the public sphefgp. 38-48). Cambridge: Polity Press.

Dayan, D. & Katz, E. (1992Media events: The live broadcasting of hista@ambridge,

Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.



COSMOPOLITAN MEMORY AND GLOBAL DISASTERS 27

Edmunds, J. & Turner, B. S. (2005). Global genereti Social change in the twentieth
century.The British Journal of Sociology, &5, 559-577.

Fraser, N. (2007). Transnationalizing the publicesp: On the legitimacy and efficacy of
public opinion in a post-Westphalian worltheory, Culture & Society, 24), 7-30.

Gilligan, C. (1993)In a different voice: Psychological theory and worsedevelopment.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Halbwachs, M. (1992)0n collective memoryChicago and London: University of Chicago
Press.
Hannerz, U. (1990). Cosmopolitans and locals inavoualture. In M. Featherstone, M. (Ed.),
Global culture: Nationalism, globalisation and modiey (pp. 237-252). London: Sage.
Hepp, A. & Couldry, N. (2010). Media events in gitiked media cultures. In N. Couldry, A.
Hepp & F. Krotz (Eds.)Media events in a global agpp. 1-20). New York: Routledge.
Hoijer, B. (2004). The discourse of global compassilrhe audience and the media reporting
of human sufferingMedia, Culture & Societyg6(4), 513-531.

Huyssen, A. (2003Present pasts: Urban palimpsests and the polittam@mory Stanford:
Stanford University Press.

Katz, E. & Liebes, T. (2007)."No more peace!" Howaster, terror and war have upstaged
media eventdnternational Journal of Communication(2), 157-166.

Ker-Lindsay, J. (2000). Greek-Turkish rapprochem&ht impact of disaster diplomacy?.
Cambridge Review of International Affairs,(1% 215 - 232.

Levy, D. & Sznaider, N. (2002). Memory unbound: TH&ocaust and the formation of
cosmopolitan memoryeuropean Journal of Social Theory(1%, 87-106.

Levy, D. & Sznaider, N. (2006).he Holocaust and memory in the global agkiladelphia:

Temple University Press.



COSMOPOLITAN MEMORY AND GLOBAL DISASTERS 28

Levy, D. & Sznaider, N. (2010Human rights and memoryniversity Park, PA.: Penn State
University Press.

Levy, D. & Sznaider, N. (2011). Cosmopolitan memang human rights. In M. Rovisco,
&M. Nowicka (Eds.),The Ashgate research companion to cosmopolita(peml95-210).
Surrey: Ashgate.

Liebes, T. (1998). Television disaster marathongaAger for democratic processes?. In: T.
Liebes & J. Curran (Eds.Media, ritual and identityfpp. 71-85). London and New York:
Routledge.

Mannheim, K. (1952)Essays on the sociology of knowledgendon: Routledge.

Misztal, B. A. (2010). Collective memory in a gldlage: Learning how and what to
rememberCurrent Sociology, 58), 24-44.

Mules, W. (1998). Media publics and the transnatiquublic sphereCritical Arts, 12(1-2),
24-44,

Robbins, B. (1998). Introduction part I: Actuallyigting cosmopolitanism. In P. Cheah & B.
Robbins (Eds.)Cosmopolitics: Thinking and feeling beyond thearafpp. 1-19).
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Sasson, T. (1995Crime talk: How citizens construct a social problddew York: Aldine de
Gruyter.

Scannell, P. (1995). Media eventéedia, Culture & Society, 1T), 151-157.

Scott, M. (2014). The mediation of distant suffgridn empirical contribution beyond
television news textddedia, Culture & Society36(1), 3—19.

Silverstone, R. (2006). Media and communicatioa giobalized world. In C. Barnett, J.
Robinson & G. Rose (EdsA, demanding worldpp. 55-102). Milton Keynes: The Open

University.



COSMOPOLITAN MEMORY AND GLOBAL DISASTERS 29

Silverstone, R. (200Media and morality: On the rise of the mediapoGambridge: Polity
Press.

Skrbis, Z., Kendall, G. & Woodward, 1. (2004). Léicgg cosmopolitanism: Between
humanist ideal and grounded social categbhgory, Culture & Society, 28), 115-136.

Sturken, M. & Cartwright, L. (2001Practices of looking: An introduction to visual tke.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Teer-Tomaselli, T. (2006). Memories and markerdlgcve memory and newsworthiness.
In I. Volkmer (Ed.),News in public memory: An international study ofiraenemories
across generation@p. 225-250)New York: Peter Lang Publishing.

Volkmer, 1. (1999)News in the global sphere: A study of CNN andhifsact on global
communicationLuton: University of Luton Press.

Volkmer, I. (Ed.) (2006)News in public memory: An international study otlmenemories
across generationdNew York: Peter Lang.

Zelizer, B. (1992)Covering the body: The Kennedy assassination, #ttanand the
shaping of collective memaor€hicago: University of Chicago Press.

Zelizer, B. (1998)Remembering to forget: Holocaust memory througlctmera's eye.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.



COSMOPOLITAN MEMORY AND GLOBAL DISASTERS 30

Endnotes

! There were some differences in the way participargre negotiating their emotional
engagement with distant suffering, with youngetipigrants often positioning themselves as
more detached but this discussion is beyond theesobthis article.

% The participant refers here to the loss of thesRussubmarine Kursk, which sank
together with its 118 crew members after an explosin the 19 of August 2000. Rescue
efforts were delayed and for a week it was uncesdiere the submarine was located and
whether there were any survivors.

% The reference here concerns the 1986 Challengeesghuttle, which exploded seconds
after its launch — which was covered live by thalime- resulting in the death of its seven

members of crew.



