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From: Modernity at Large (1996) Minneapolis – London: University of Minnesota
Press. 

The central problem of today’s global interactions is the tension between cultural
homogenization and cultural heterogenization. (p. 32) […] For polities of smaller
scale, there is always a fear of cultural absorption by polities of larger scale, especial-

ly those that are nearby. One man’s imagined community is another man’s political prison.
This scalar dynamic, which has wide-

spread global manifestations, is also tied to the
relationship between nations and states, to
which I shall return later. For the moment let
us note that the simplification of these many
forces (and fears) of homogenization can also
be exploited by nation-states in relation to
their own minorities, by posing global com-
moditization (or capitalism, or some other
such external enemy) as more real than the
threat of its own hegemonic strategies. (p. 32)

[…]
The new global cultural economy has

to be seen as a complex, overlapping, disjunc-
tive order that cannot any longer be under-
stood in terms of existing center-periphery
models (even those that might account for
multiple centers and peripheries). Nor is it
susceptible to simple models of push and pull
(in terms of migration theory), or of surplus-
es and deficits (as in traditional models of
balance of trade), or of consumers and pro-
ducers (as in most neo-Marxist theories of
development). 

Even the most complex and flexible
theories of global development that have come out of the Marxist tradition (Amin 1980;
Mandel 1978; Wallerstein 1974; Wolf 1982) are inadequately quirky and have failed to
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come to terms with what Scott Lash and John Urry called disorganized capitalism
(1987). The complexity of the current global economy has to do with certain fundamen-
tal disjunctures between economy, culture, and politics that we have only begun to theo-
rize. (pp. 32-33)

I propose that an elementary framework for exploring such disjunctures is to look at
the relationship among five dimensions of global cultural flows that can be termed (a)
ethnoscapes, (b) mediascapes, (c) technoscapes, (d) financescapes, and (e) ideoscapes. The suffix
–scape allows us to point to the fluid, irregular shapes of these landscapes, shapes that char-
acterize international capital as deeply as they do international clothing styles. These terms
with the common suffix -scape also indicate that these are not objectively given relations
that look the same from every angle of vision but, rather, that they are deeply perspectival
constructs, inflected by the historical, linguistic, and political situatedness of different  sorts
of actors: nation-states, multinationals, diasporic communities, as well as subnational
groupings and movements (whether religious, political, or economic), and even intimate
face-to-face groups, such as villages, neighborhoods, and families. Indeed, the individual
actor is the last locus of this perspectival set of landscapes, for these landscapes are eventu-
ally navigated by agents who both experience and constitute larger formations, in part from
their own sense of what these landscapes offer.

These landscapes thus are the building blocks of what (extending Benedict
Anderson) I would like to call imagined worlds, that is, the multiple worlds that are consti-
tuted by the historically situated imaginations of persons and groups spread around the
globe. An important fact of the world we live in today is that many persons on the globe
live in such imagined worlds (and not just in imagined communities) and thus are able to
contest and sometimes even subvert the imagined worlds of the official mind and of the
entrepreneurial mentality that surround them. (p. 33)

As a result of the differential diaspora of these [landscapes], the political narratives
that govern communication between elites and followers in different parts of the
world involve problems of both a semantic and pragmatic nature: semantic to the

extent that words (and their lexical equivalents) require careful translation from context to
context in their global movements, and pragmatic to the extent that the use of these words
by political actors and their audiences may be subject to very different sets of contextual
conventions that mediate their translation into public politics. Such conventions are not
only matters of the nature of political rhetoric: for example, what does the aging Chinese
leadership mean when it refers to dangers of hooliganism? What does the South Korean
leadership mean when it speaks of discipline as the key to democratic industrial growth?
(p. 36)
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From: Cosmopolitanism. Ethics in a World of Strangers (2006) London: Penguin.

So there are two strands that intertwine in the notion of cosmopolitanism. One is the
idea that we have obligations to others, obligations that stretch beyond those to
whom we are already by the ties of kith and kin, or even the more formal ties of a

shared citizenship. The other is that we take seriously the value not just of human life but
of particular human lives, which means taking an interest in the practices and beliefs that
lend them significance. People are different, the cosmopolitan knows, and there is much to
learn from our differences. Because there are so many human possibilities worth exploring,
we neither expect nor desire that every person of every society should converge on a single
mode of life. Whatever our obligations are to others (or theirs to us) they often have the
right to go their own way. As we’ll see, there will be times when these two ideals—univer-
sal concern and respect for legitimate difference—clash. There’s a sense in which cos-
mopolitanism is the name not of the solution but of the challenge.

A citizen of the world: how far can we take that idea? Are you really supposed to
abjure all local allegiances and partialities in the name of this vast abstraction, humanity?
Some proponents of cosmopolitanism were pleased to think so; and they often made easy
targets of ridicule. “Friend of men, and enemy of almost every man he had to do with,”
Thomas Carlyle memorably said of the eighteenth-century physiocrat the Marquis de
Mirabeau, who wrote the treatise L’Ami des hommes when he wasn’t too busy jailing his
own son. “A lover of his kind, but a hater of his kindred”, Edmund Burke said of Jean-
Jacques Rousseau, who handed each of the five children he fathered to an orphanage.

Yet the impartialist version of the cosmopolitan creed has continued to hold a steely
fascination. Virginia Woolf once exhorted “freedom from unreal loyalties”—to nation, sex,
school, neighbourhood, and on and on. Leo Tolstoy, in the same spirit, inveighed against
the ‘stupidity’ of patriotism. “To destroy war, destroy patriotism”, he wrote in an 1896
essay—a couple of decades before the tsar was swept away by a revolution in the name of
the international working class. Some contemporary philosophers have similarly urged that
the boundaries of nations are morally irrelevant—accidents of history with no rightful
claim on our conscience.

But if there are  friends of cosmopolitanism who make me nervous, I am happy to be
opposed to cosmopolitanism’s noisiest foes. Both Hitler and Stalin—who agreed about lit-
tle else, save that murder was the first instrument of politics—launched regular invectives
against “rootless cosmopolitans”; and while, for both, anti-cosmopolitanism was often just
a euphemism for anti-Semitism, they were right to see cosmopolitanism as their enemy.
For they both required a kind of loyalty to one portion of humanity—a nation, a class—
that ruled out loyalty to all of humanity. And the one thought that cosmopolitans share is
that no local loyalty can ever justify forgetting that each human being has responsibilities
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to every other. Fortunately, we need take sides neither with the nationalist who abandons
all foreigners nor with the hard-core cosmopolitan who regards her friends and fellow cit-
izens with icy impartiality. The position worth defending might be called (in both senses)
a partial cosmopolitanism. (pp. XIII-XIV)
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