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ABSTRACT
	
  

The contemporary media landscape invites us to experience a belonging to
various distant places, mourn the victims of faraway disasters, expose ourselves
to foreign cultures and engage in political issues in places far from our local
context of living. In other words, we are invited to become citizens of the
world – cosmopolitans. But are we? And if so, how is such cosmopolitanism
expressed in a given society, under what social conditions, and in relation to
what media practices?
Contemporary social theory depicts a global or cosmopolitan mode of orienting
in the world as paradigmatic of social life in global modernity. To date, little is
known about the structural realities of such orientations. Against this backdrop,
the aim of the present study is to understand the potentially “cosmopolitan”
character of peoples’ outlooks and practices, and the societal conditions in
which they can be identified. On the one hand, the aim of the study is to
contribute to the largely theoretical accounts of the “cosmopolitan” character
of social life in present times, and on the other, to understand the specific role
of various media practices in the process generally described as
“cosmopolitanization”.
Results yielded by a national survey deployed in Sweden (n = 1 025) show that
the distribution of various cosmopolitan dispositions abides by logics of social
stratification. In tandem with previous research, cosmopolitanism – when
studied “from below” – has a tendency to emerge in more privileged spheres of
society. Being “connected” and simply living in a potentially global media
landscape does not nullify this pattern. Contrary to significant parts of popular
and scholarly conviction, the media is no uniform, all-encompassing
environment operating as a force of cosmopolitanization across all social strata.
The results of this study point towards a “mediatized cosmopolitanism” that is
impossible to disentangle from social context and the power dynamics
pertaining to that context.
Key words: cosmopolitan disposition, mediated cosmopolitanism, mediatized
cosmopolitanism, cosmopolitanization, media practice, survey research, media
sociology.

ABSTRACT (SVENSKA)
	
  

Det samtida medielandskapet tillåter oss att känna tillhörigheter till en mängd
olika platser, sörja offer för katastrofer i fjärran länder, exponera oss för
främmande kulturella uttryck och engagera oss i politiska frågor rörande platser
långt bortom vårt lokala sammanhang. Vi tycks med andra ord bli inbjuda att
bli världsmedborgare – kosmopoliter. Men är vi det? Hur uttrycks i sådana fall
kosmopolitismen i ett givet samhälle - under vilka förhållanden och i relation till
vilka mediepraktiker?
Samtida samhällsvetenskaplig teori framställer ett globalt-, eller kosmopolitiskt
förhållningsssätt som paradigmatiskt för det sociala livet i den globala
moderniteten. Dock finns inte tillräckligt underlag för att förstå den strukturella
verkligheten kring sådana förhållningssätt. Mot den bakgrunden är syftet med
föreliggande studie att förstå den potentiellt sett ”kosmopolitiska” karaktären
på människors förhållningssätt och praktiker och de förhållanden i vilka sådana
orienteringar kommer till uttryck. Således är syftet å ena sidan att bidra
empiriskt till teoretiska beskrivningar av vår kosmopolitiska samtid. Å andra
sidan söker studien också förstå den specifika rollen av olika mediepraktiker i
relation till den process som beskrivits som ”kosmopolitaniseringen”.
Resultat från en nationell enkätundersökning i Sverige (n = 1 025) visar på en
social stratifiering av kosmopolitiska orienteringar. I linje med tidigare
forskning påvisar föreliggande studie att kosmopolitism studerad “underifrån”
har en tendens att framförallt komma till uttryck i mer priviligierade
samhällssfärer. Att vara “sammanlänkad” och helt enkelt leva i ett potentiellt
sett globalt medielandskap motverkar inte den tendensen. I motsats till både
populära och akademiska utsagor utgör inte medierna en unison och
allomfattande miljö som sätter igång en process av kosmopolitanisering i alla
samhällets skikt. Studiens resultat pekar istället mot en ”medialiserad
kosmopolitism” som är omöjlig att förstå utan att ta hänsyn till sitt sociala
sammanhang och de maktförhållanden som råder i det sammanhanget.
Nyckelord: kosmopolitisk disposition, medierad kosmopolitism, medialiserad
kosmopolitism, kosmopolitanisering, mediepraktiker, enkätundersökning,
mediesociologi.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction: Media and the Expansion of our “Little Worlds”

Different media practices - ranging from having the radio on while driving to
work to watching the Friday night prime-time entertainment broadcasts, and
from reading the morning paper, or a blog for that matter, to scanning through
myriads of status-updates and reports on social media – all have one thing in
common. In different respects and to different degrees they all have the
capacity to expand our “little worlds”, to use Szerszynski & Urry’s expression
(2006: 116). We almost forget our physical embeddedness in a particular place
at a particular time in a media landscape like ours – in which an
incommensurable array of pictures, sounds, moving images and texts make up
an almost all-embracing symbolic flow that plays a central role in how we
understand and orient in our surroundings. The world is potentially,
symbolically, at our fingertips - the “global other is in our midst” (Beck & Levy,
2013: 14). Space, it seems, to use the phrasing of household name sociologist
Zygmunt Bauman, has “stopped being an obstacle” (1998: 77). While many
media practices are centripetal in character – media, in this sense are
“technologies of the hearth” (Tomlinson, 2008: 68) – this study is interested in
the centrifugal qualities of contemporary media practices (cf. Silverstone, 2007),
that is, their potential to usher concerns, interests, outlooks, and practices
outwards, into spaces previously reached only by means of slow paced physical
transportation. In many ways the contemporary media landscape invites us to
experience multiple belongings, care for distant others and mourn the victims
of faraway tragedies, expose ourselves to foreign cultures and engage in political
issues in places far from our local context of living. In other words, we are
invited to become citizens of the world - cosmopolitans. But are we? and if so,
how is such an “actually existing cosmopolitanism” (Robbins, 1998;
Malcomson, 1998) expressed in a given society, under what social conditions,
and in relation to what media practices?

The Scope of the Study
At the most general level, this study seeks to contribute to the understanding of
an increasingly global social life. Social scientists have described contemporary,
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Western, social life as “disembedded” from local context (Giddens, 1990). An
overarching “rule” here, it seems, is the one of “complex connectivity”
(Tomlinson, 1999) – increasingly, the local and the global intermingle and
overlap in everyday practices. This has led sociologists to point towards a
general “cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006) of everyday life (see also Kendall,
et al., 2009; Delanty, 2009). Allegedly, we are increasingly acting and thinking as
“citizens of the world”. The media, as they are often understood in relation to
such discourses, connect the world into an “organic whole” (McLuhan,
1964/2003: 130). With the introduction of symbolic forms of communication writing, Innis argued that:
Individuals applied their minds to symbols rather than things and went
beyond the world of concrete experience into the world of conceptual
relations created within an enlarged time and space universe. The time world
was extended beyond the range of remembered things and the space
world extended beyond known places. (Innis, 1950/2007: 30. Italics
added)
Such extensions of lived realities by way of sophistication in human
communication are argued to propel the process wherein everyone is becoming
“cosmopolitan by default” (Beck, 2006: 19). By locating predispositions for a
global orientation – henceforth referred to as cosmopolitan dispositions – as integral
to the structure of a given society and various media practices, the aim of this
study is to understand the potentially “cosmopolitan” character of peoples’
outlooks and practices, and the societal conditions under which they can be
identified. This is done by way of a national survey deployed in contemporary
Sweden. The aim is thus to contribute to the largely theoretical accounts
describing the “cosmopolitan” character of social life in present times by
shedding empirical light on the structural realities of contemporary
cosmopolitanism. The study seeks also to understand the specific role of
various media practices in the process generally described as
“cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006). As will be argued throughout this study,
not enough empirical research has been conducted in relation to these
questions.
But what is “cosmopolitanism” and why study it? More than two thousand
years ago, Diogenes the Cynic stood at the walls of a Greek polis (city/political
community) and declared his refusal to abide by any particular, humanly forged
law - for he adhered only to the law of the cosmos. He claimed to be a
kosmopolitês – a citizen of the world. Roughly two thousand years later,
Immanuel Kant, in 1795, argued that the development of civilizations had
reached the point where the “violation of laws in one part of the world is felt
everywhere” (Kant in Nussbaum, 1997: 1) and that for humanity to be able to
exist, hospitality has to be practiced in transcultural interaction and become
institutionalized into world politics. Today, over two hundred years after Kant’s
writings, social scientists deploy the term “cosmopolitanization” to describe a
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transformation of our “inner grammar of cultural and national identifications”
stemming from the increasingly interconnected nature of everyday life (Beck &
Levy, 2013: 21; see Nava, 2002; Beck, 2006; Kendall et al., 2009; Holton, 2002;
2009; Delanty, 2009 for similar arguments). Today, cosmopolitanism is held by
many to be integral to contemporary social life, manifesting itself as an expanded
“social imaginary” (Taylor, 2004) – the general mode in which we understand
our existence, how we relate to others and our surroundings (cf. Nava, 2002;
Beck, 2006; Delanty, 2009). While related “values-oriented” studies (on, for
example, social trust, tolerance, and citizenship) have been far from absent
from social scientific inquiry, cosmopolitanism, this study argues, offer novel
entry points to questions concerning the character of social life in times of
global interconnection and interdependency. Chapter 2 provides an overview of
the various definitions of cosmopolitanism and arrives at a working definition
of the cosmopolitan disposition as a worldly openness across moral, political and
cultural dimensions. The chapter deals with the complexities and nuances
pertaining to cosmopolitanism understood in this sense. For now, it will suffice
to say that when brought down to the level of individual dispositions,
cosmopolitanism involves being endowed with what Merton (1949/1968)
called an “expanded mode of reference”. Such mode of reference is relevant for
concerns in media and communication studies precisely because various media
allow for the expansion of our imaginative horizons. In their discussion on “the
spatial arrangement of the life-world”, Schütz & Luckmann argued that the
spatial scope and structure of everyday life changes when the means through
which we orient in space become more sophisticated and pervasive (1976: 44).
In this context Thompson describes the contemporary media landscape (in this
study understood as a “whole” made up of media texts, technologies of
symbolic communication and media institutions) as increasingly setting in
motion a “mediated worldliness” (Thompson, 1995/2001: 34). In brief, timespace “reordering” media play increasingly central roles in our everyday lives.
The media thus, essentially partake in the construction of what is “near” and
“far”. Modifying this, Hier holds that it is mainly the “material developments in
globally accessible communication channels” that have made
cosmopolitanization emerge as the process fashioning contemporary social life
(Hier, 2008: 33). The many faces of contemporary cosmopolitanism, it seems,
exist in symbiosis with the contemporary, increasingly global, media landscape
and various practices tied to that landscape. This passage reveals, as will be
further shown in the following chapters, that there is a tendency in
contemporary social theory to take for granted the cosmopolitanizing potentials
of various media practices, particularly in the field of “cosmopolitanism
studies”1 . More critical takes on the modus operandi of “the media” have
generally been absent from such discussions. This will be further discussed in
Chapter 4.
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1

Following Delanty’s (ed) Routledge Handbook of Cosmopolitanism Studies (2012), this study takes
“cosmopolitanism studies” to designate the interdisciplinary field dedicated to the study of
cosmopolitanism.
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It is in relation to such claims that this study asks to what extent it is actually
the case that social life is “cosmopolitanized” and that media practices facilitate
cosmopolitan cultivation. By placing the outlooks and practices of people at the
center of analytical attention, this study seeks to make the questions regarding
the conditions under which various cosmopolitanisms “from below” (Gilroy,
2004: 74) manifest themselves the topic of empirical inquiry. Gilroy’s (2004)
argument for understanding cosmopolitanism “from below” therefore entails a
focus on various cosmopolitan sentiments as expressed, in various ways, by
people (not institutions, governments and so on). Thus, this study sets out to
understand the extent to which different cosmopolitan dispositions are situated in
society, and the extent to which their cultivation can be attributed to the
affordances pertaining to the contemporary media landscape. This involves
putting recent debates surrounding the possibilities of a “mediated
cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005; Robertson, 2010; Skrbis & Woodward,
2013: ch 6) to the test. Following Silverstone, such an analysis rests on the basic
assumption that, potentially, media offer:
/…/ a window on the world that increasingly is not just a window, but an
invitation to extend our own capacity to act beyond the constraints of the
immediate and the physical. (Silverstone, 1999: 87)
Thus, since media potentially in everyday life include “local, national and global
worlds through the forms of ‘imaginative travel’ that they afford” (Szerszynski
& Urry, 2006: 116), this study inquires about how various cosmopolitan
dispositions relate to different media practices.
Such an effort is not altogether novel as an increasing number of inquiries into
the relationship have cropped up over the last two decades (for an overview of
the emerging field of inquiry, see Ong, 2009). However, in its focus on the
practices and outlooks of people, the present approach diverges from the
paradigmatic norm in the kind of media research oriented to understanding the
relationship between media and cosmopolitanism. While the interdisciplinary
field of cosmopolitanism studies in general pay little direct attention to
questions of media and communication, the surfacing body of research dealing
more explicitly with various modes of global openness, mediated
humanitarianism and cosmopolitan orientations presents itself as divided
between two main positions. On the one hand there is the sociological and
ethnographical understanding of the role of media and communications in
maintaining cosmopolitan identities or dispositions in people (as conducted in
various ways by e.g. Szerszynski & Urry, 2002; Rantanen, 2005; Robertson,
2010; Christensen, 2011; Jansson, 2011) and on the other, there are those
researchers exclusively concerned with the (cosmopolitan) content of the
media. Within the latter strand, focus is put on various mediated
representations, for example, news items (Chouliaraki, 2006; Joye, 2009), debate
programmes (Rogers, 2011), documentaries (Bondebjerg, 2014), mass-mediated
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as well as user-generated humanitarian appeals (Madianou, 2013; Chouliaraki,
2013; Pantti & Tikka, 2014) or contemporary art (Papastergiadis, 2012). The
objective here is to inquire into the extent to which certain messages of the
media, by means of their semiotic-discursive constitution and appeal, foster
cosmopolitan or global imaginations in imagined recipients. Only on rare
occasions do researchers attend to both cosmopolitan outlooks in people and
in the messages of the media (see Robertson, 2010).
The present study, however, locates itself in the former strand and aligns itself
with a “non media-centric” (Morley, 2009; see also Couldry, 2006: 13;
Hesmondhalgh & Toynbee, 2008a) media sociology venturing beyond the
analysis of discourse and text, and beyond the notion that cosmopolitan agency
is located in the messages of the media. Instead, it turns to people and their
uses and appropriations of certain media and technologies of symbolic
communication. For this reason, the present study attempts to discern the
nature of the relationship between cosmopolitan dispositions and the media by
turning to peoples’ actual outlooks and practices as well as their patterns of
media use, media access, and orientations in the media landscape. This means
that the present approach is inspired by Couldry’s call for a “new paradigm” in
media studies, intended to move research beyond previously dominant text or
production biased epistemologies in order to become “more closely integrated
with the wider social sciences” (Tulloch in Couldry, 2004: 122-123). Indeed,
Couldry is not alone in lining up behind this kind of epistemological move. In
1983 James Halloran argued that the adoption of a “sociological perspective” in
media and communication studies “represents the most important development
for communication over the last twenty years” (Halloran, 1983: 275). Why is a
sociological perspective important when understanding media and
communication? Because it insists on moving away from “media qua media”
thinking (Hesmondhalgh & Toynbee, 2008a: 12) and locating media and
communication in a social context. It seems safe to argue that media and
communication scholars’ disregard of social context, induces a reductionism
that renders it impossible to understand the actual implications and roles of
media and communication in society and culture (see Thompson, 1995/2001;
Hesmondhalgh & Toynbee, 2008a).
This study focuses on media practices – what “people do/say/think that are
oriented to media” (Couldry, 2004: 124) in relation to cosmopolitan
dispositions. Despite its anthropological bias (Bräuchler & Postill, 2010) the
term media practice holds great potential in sociological settings as well. This
definition, then, encompasses both patterns of media use and access and what this
study refers to as media orientations. While this latter term bears similarities with
the U&G (Uses and gratifications research) term “gratifications sought” (see
e.g. Palmgreen et al., 1980; Palmgreen & Rayburn, 1982), which describes
audiences’ expectations on moments of consuming a “media object”, the term
“media orientation” is much more encompassing. It designates people “treating
media as a structure of opportunities” (Madianou & Miller, 2012: 174) and thus
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it is not concerned with specific “media objects”. By contrast, it concerns itself
with peoples’ attitudes towards the media landscape in general. At the outset,
including various forms of orientations into an overarching definition of media
practices might seem oxymoronic. Following Couldry’s definition (see above) of
media practices as encompassing what people think about the media (allowing
the analysis of peoples’ predispositions for engaging with the media), the
argument is that it brings much-needed epistemological nuance to simply
studying the relationship between media exposure and various cosmopolitan
subject formations.
While opening up for many different levels of analysis the term “media
orientation”, in the context of this study, is primarily deployed in order to
capture individuals’ predisposition to approach the media landscape as a
platform of potential cosmopolitan socialization. An early example of such a
perspective is found in Merton’s study of the inhabitants of the North
American town Rovere, which pointed to differences in media orientations
amongst “cosmopolitans” and “locals”. For the former, the media (in Merton’s
case newspapers and news radio broadcasting) was appropriated not only as the
“stuff of conversation” but also as a structure of cosmopolitan socialization, as a
“transmission-belt for the diffusion of ‘culture’ from the outside world”
(Merton, 1949/1968: 461).
Henceforth the term “media practices” is used in a broad sense, encompassing
both media use and access, as well as media orientations. The term “media” is then
used in an audience/user perspective (and not, for instance, in the
organizational, institutional or systems perspective). As such it designates
different kinds of technologies of symbolic communication (including both
“mass” and “individual” forms) that people use in everyday life, such as
television, newspapers, radio and podcasts, the Internet and so on (see figure
1). Such a focus rests on the argument that people in todays’ media landscape
can be both media audiences and media users, and sometimes both at the same
time (and, although not investigated directly in this study, people are potentially
also media producers). Since various media practices constitute avenues
through which we orient in, and relate to space (Schütz & Luckmann, 1976; see
also Innis, 1950/2007; 1951/2008; McLuhan, 1964/2003) by allowing various
forms of “imaginative” or “virtual” mobilities (Urry, 2007), they are here
understood as spatial practices involving both “centripetal” and “centrifugal”
modes of engagement (cf. Andersson, 2006; Silverstone, 2007; Jansson, 2014).
Such an understanding of the intimate connection between media,
communication and space fits into a broader “spatial turn” taking place in
media and communication studies and the wider social sciences (Couldry &
McCarthy, 2004; Falkheimer & Jansson, 2006; Adams & Jansson, 2012).
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Media use and access
Patterns of use/consumption and
access to different media (“mass”
and “individual” technologies of
communication)

Media practices as
What “people do/say/think that are
oriented to media” (Couldry, 2004:
124)

Media orientations as
Individual attitudes towards the
contemporary media landscape

Figure 1

Conceptualizing “Media Practices”

But why bother to deploy such a troubled term as cosmopolitanism? Because it
offers the prospect of studying particular “internal” contradictions of social life
in times of global interconnection and interdependency (as argued from various
perspectives by Beck, 2006; Swain, 2009; Hansen, 2010). But, in a time where
the European project is at its knees witnessing the deconstruction of the
welfare state and increased economic inequality and unemployment, and against
tendencies towards political institutionalization of racism and neonationalization across the European continent, cosmopolitanism, at worst,
emerges as a reality-detached, ironic blasphemy. It is, nonetheless, the
contention of this study that the resurgence (or persistence) of parochial and
neo-nationalist tendencies within nations does not render the cosmopolitan
discourse meaningless. On the contrary, such developments emphasize the
importance of understanding cosmopolitanism as “embedded in the structural
conditions defined by citizenship and nation state” (Kendall et al., 2009: 13; see
also Skrbis & Woodward, 2013) and being sensitive to the “internal
contradictions” of cosmopolitanization (Beck, 2006; Beck & Levy, 2013). In a
world of nations and nationalism, teasing out the societal conditions under
which cosmopolitan dispositions exist is an exercise in understanding some
central social dynamics operating within nation-states in times of globalization.
Thus, when sociologically adopted and carefully used, the term captures the
potentially expanded nature of our, historically very narrow, existential spheres
of being as we, or at least some of us, increasingly immerse ourselves in various
media practices that, by virtue of their capacity to disseminate information
between distant places, “re-order” our sense of time and space (Thompson,
1995/2001; cf. Harvey, 1990; Giddens, 1990). For ultimately, cosmopolitanism
brought “down” to the sociological level deals with different forms of
relationships between the individual and the world as a whole (Calhoun, 2008;
Holton, 2009). As such, it pinpoints the potential outcomes of a “mediated
worldliness” (Thompson, 1995/2001) that so far has occupied a rather implicit
and predominantly theoretical position in social theory (see e.g. Giddens, 1990;
1991/1997; Robertson, 1990; Appadurai, 1996). The term thus, points the way
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to understanding a mode of “being-in-the-world” that potentially pertains to
social life in the increasingly ambivalent, interconnected and interdependent 21st
century (cf. Beck, 2011b; Swain, 2009; Hansen, 2010). It is against this
background that this study seeks to make an empirical question out of the
largely theoretical idea that various media practices accrete cosmopolitan
socialization.
Not only is cosmopolitanism a “troubled” term. It also operates on various
analytical levels. When it does not designate Eurocentric macro-political models
of how to “tame” globalization and deal with decreasing autonomy of nation
states in favor of different transnational entities, it usually leads the mind to the
lifestyles of a global elite, or worse, it becomes a self-referential discourse
within elite spheres of society (Brennan, 2002; Calhoun, 2002; Rofe, 2003). In
this sense, cosmopolitans are thought of as those who have a “glamorous lifestyle associated with travel and a mixture of culture” (“Cosmopolitan”, Oxford
Online Dictionaries, 2013) leading the mind to Jules Verne’s eccentric, aroundthe-world-traveller Phileas Fogg.
This study, however, locates itself in the tradition in which cosmopolitanism
has been allowed to migrate from more or less imperialistic accounts
attempting to “order the world” (Beck, 2004: 135) on the one hand, and
“glamorous life-styles” on the other, to theories describing certain distinct traits
of social life in the, increasingly global, 21st century. The idea here then,
following Holton, is “to identify in which social settings and in relation to what
social interests cosmopolitanism emerges or recedes” (2002: 154). Such an
approach is found in Delanty’s seminal The Cosmopolitan Imagination: The Renewal
of Critical Social Theory:
In contrast to the dominant Enlightenment notion of cosmopolitanism as
a transnational republican order, current developments in social theory
suggest a post-universalistic cosmopolitanism that takes as its point of
departure different kinds of modernity and processes of societal
transformation that do not presuppose the separation of the social from
the political or postulate a single world culture. (Delanty, 2009: 52)
In this sense, cosmopolitanism has left “the realm of philosophical castles in
the air and has entered reality” (Beck, 2011a: 17) and to a large extent stopped
being only a “normative desideratum” (Beck & Levy, 2013: 5).
Cosmopolitanism is more and more understood as a “state of mind” (Hannerz,
1990) or, as Vertovec & Cohen put it, as an “attitudinal or dispositional
orientation” (2002: 13). In this line of thinking, cosmopolitanism, in a general
sense, designates a:
/…/ set of outlooks and practices, including a disposition, increasingly
available – yet not guaranteed – to individuals for the purposes of dealing
with cultural diversity, hybridity and otherness. (Kendall et al., 2009: 107)
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From this discussion three general positionings have emerged. Firstly, when the
term cosmopolitan is deployed in this study, it is done so in a “postuniversalistic” (Delanty, 2009) manner that involves an analytical move-away
from Kantian blueprints of world political orders to be imposed from “above”
(see e.g. Kant, 1795/2009; Archibugi et al., 1998; Archibugi, 2008; Held, 2010).
This implies, secondly, that cosmopolitanism is understood and studied “from
below” (Gilroy, 2004) as part of a contemporary, potentially expanding, social
imaginary. Cosmopolitanism understood as dispositions, as manifested and
observable in peoples’ outlooks and practices – as “actually existing”
(Malcomson, 1998; Robbins, 1998) 2 - is here argued to be the most fruitful way
of understanding contemporary cosmopolitanism (see Skrbis et al., 2004;
Roudometof, 2005; Kendall et al., 2009; Nowicka & Rovisco, 2009; Swain,
2009; Rovisco & Nowicka, 2011 for variations of similar arguments). At the
core of a critical, and sociological take on cosmopolitanism, argues Delanty, is
the notion of an ”immanent transcendence” (2009: 251) which is absent in
more instrumental, meta-perspectival takes in globalization theory (see e.g.
Beck, 1997/1998; Held & McGrew, 2002/2003). Swain and Tomlinson clarify:
This critical approach can interpret globalization as exterior to the
individual ordered from the local to the national to the international to
the global, while cosmopolitanism is interior, happens from within and is
based in really-existing relations of interdependence across various
borders, such as transnationality within nation-states. (Swain, 2009: 512)
Our day-to-day experience of locales is certainly structured by forces which
are, ultimately, global. But does this imply that our phenomenal worlds
are global? Well, not necessarily. (Tomlinson, 1994: 153. Italics in original)
Thirdly, and lastly, this suggests that cosmopolitan dispositions manifest
themselves in a number of different ways: there are potentially many different
cosmopolitanisms (as argued by Pollock et al., 2000; Holton, 2002; Kendall et
al., 2009). These discussions are expanded upon in Chapter 2.
In order to understand the role of media practices in an overarching process of
“cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006), we need firstly to find out what kinds of
cosmopolitan dispositions that manifest themselves in the outlooks and
practices of people, and furthermore, to which spheres of society they can be
related. It should be noted that “sphere of society” is here used in a heuristic
manner, designating the sum of various demographical traits that would – or
would not – constitute spaces in which cosmopolitan dispositions are
identified, (from this, a “sphere of society” could, for instance, be highly
educated women, another could be internationally mobile white-collar workers
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2

The term ”actually existing cosmopolitanism” highlights the over-theoretical nature of the field of
cosmopolitanism studies and points out the need for empirical studies of cosmopolitanism as actually
taking place in and amongst agents of the social world (see Malcomson, 1998; Robbins, 1998).
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and so on). Any account that ignores the wider structures in society in which
both the media and potential “cosmopolitans” are embedded is incapable of
teasing out the conditions under which various forms of “actually existing”
cosmopolitanisms manifest themselves. As such, and against what has been
described as the problems of “attribution” and “identification” (Skrbis et al.,
2004; Kendall et al., 2009) in cosmopolitanism studies - the question of what
kinds of cosmopolitan dispositions exist in which spheres of society - are
addressed as empirical questions in this study. In other words, in relation to the
largely divergent theorizing on the topic, an underlying argument pertaining to
this study is that cosmopolitanism is best understood when located and
analyzed in its actual manifestations and embodiments, and not when used as
an all-embracing everything-and-nothing term in order to “hyperventilate on
free-spirited and non-constrained cosmopolitan fantasies” (Skrbis &
Woodward, 2011: 54).
Taken together, the present study argues for the importance of studying
cosmopolitanism in an era of mediatization – defined as an era in which various
time-space reordering media saturate and play increasingly central roles in the
social construction of everyday life (Krotz, 2007; 2009; see also Hjarvard, 2008;
Hepp, 2012; 2013). The adequate way of doing so, a way that opens up for an
understanding of the plethora of ways cosmopolitanism can manifest itself, is
to “sociologize the discourse of cosmopolitanism” (Holton, 2002: 158) and
look for its actual manifestations in people’s outlooks and practices and the
ways in which they relate to various media practices. This study relies on four
research questions that address such concerns on the overarching, general level.
The study asks:
-

RQ1: What types of cosmopolitan dispositions unfold in the outlooks
and practices of people?

In order to identify the conditions under which various cosmopolitan
dispositions exist in society, the study asks:
-

RQ2: In which spheres of society can different manifestations of
cosmopolitan dispositions be identified?

In relating various manifestations of “actually existing” cosmopolitanism to
media practices the study asks firstly about patterns of media use and access:
-

RQ3: In what ways are different patterns of media use and access
relating to different manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?

Finally, in order to discern the extent to which peoples’ orientations to the
media landscape and its affordances in terms of time-space reordering relate to
various cosmopolitan dispositions, the study asks:
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-

RQ4: In what ways are different media orientations relating to various
manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?

In order to address these questions, and begin to tease out the conditions under
which various forms of cosmopolitanisms manifest themselves, a survey
questionnaire was distributed to 2 500 people living in Sweden. Apart from an
exclusive look at cosmopolitanism in Sweden, comparative cases are introduced
from former East Germany, Great Britain, and Finland. Not only does this
particular study design suggest that important qualitative work should follow on
the more general “mapping” of structural tendencies of “actually existing”
cosmopolitanisms conducted here, the particular framing of the study also
involves a distinct bias in terms of its position in time and place. Following
Orgad and her positioning of her analysis of the capacity of media
representations to create a “global imagination” (2012), it is important to note
that the terms “today” and “contemporary” designate, in the context of this
study, a time of “high media visibility that has been significantly transformed
since the rise of the Internet and networked technologies” (ibid: 10).
The media landscape in the context of concern to this study – the relatively
speaking “strong welfare state” of Sweden – is characterized by a highly
developed communication infrastructure and high media consumption (in 2011,
Swedes spent on average five hours on some media during a day, mobile
devices excluded) (Hadenius et al., 2011: 17). In 2011, two thirds of Swedish
households owned more than one computer, 75 % of households owned a
laptop and over half owned at least one smartphone (Internetbarometern,
2011). This widely dispersed pattern is reproduced when it comes to news
consumption, as it is generally high across various spheres of the Swedish
society (Hallin & Mancini, 2004; Shehata & Strömbäck, 2011). In comparative
media research, the “media system” of Sweden falls into the “Democratic
Corporatist Model”, which is characterized by:
/…/ historical coexistence of commercial media and media tied to
organized social and political groups, and by a relatively active but legally
limited role of the state. (Hallin & Mancini, 2004: 11, ch 6)
On top of this, Swedes continually display a high level of trust in the media,
especially in public service broadcasting and news media (with the exception of
the tabloid press) (Weibull, 2013a). Taken together with generally high levels of
international mobility (Weibull, 2013b), these traits make Sweden a relatively
unique case for the study of the conditions under which cosmopolitanisms
exist.
In extension, this implies that the “we” in this study refers to people living in
mediatized and “relatively stable societies” (Orgad, 2012: 9). It refers to the
“us” who enjoy basic welfare and the luxury of having the time and material
ability to expand our “little worlds”. The “we” of this study belong to the
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“global North”, what Bauman described as the world of the globally mobile, for
whom “space has lost its constraining quality and is easily traversed in both its
‘real’ and ‘virtual’ renditions” (Bauman, 1998: 88). But, the power geometry of timespace compression, as Massey (1991: 25) put it, is not only located on a continuum
ranging from “developing” and “developed” countries. Rather, the notion that
such “reordering” of lived time and space is asymmetrically distributed is not
only of crucial relevance from the perspective of between societies, it also has an
important sociological bearing within societies (cf. Stevenson, 2002). Thus, the
general question becomes the extent to which we cultivate the possibilities
inherent in the time-space reordering – the extent to which the limits of our
own power asymmetries come to interplay with the affordances of the
contemporary media landscape to form a dialectical interplay setting the
conditions for an overarching process of “cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006).

Contributions of the Study
Szerszynski & Urry (2002: 464) have argued that the increasingly global media
landscape is well scrutinized by the social sciences in terms of ownership,
consumption and programming but less so regarding the questions this
landscape poses to people’s mode of “being-in-the-world” (Swain, 2009; see
also Tomlinson, 1994; 1999; Bude & Dürrschmidt, 2010). To put it differently,
researchers have not sufficiently attended questions regarding the potentially
expanded social imaginaries – or what Beck refers to as the globalization of our
“inner grammars” (Beck & Levy, 2013) – in relation to various media practices.
On a general level, this study seeks to contribute to the understanding of one of
the many workings of the contemporary media landscape – their potential
expanding of our mode of reference and distinct fashioning of late modern
social life. Going into detail, the study seeks to address gaps in regard to two
distinct but related fields of research. In its aim to discern the conditions under
which various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms can be identified,
the study addresses specific gaps in relation to the interdisciplinary field of
cosmopolitanism studies. The study addresses the question of the general
make-up, or constitution, of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms (the
“problem of attribution”) and the question of to which spheres of society
various manifestations of cosmopolitanism pertain (the “problem of
identification”) (Skrbis et al., 2004; Kendall et al., 2009).
Furthermore, the study addresses three specific gaps in relation to the growing
field of “media and cosmopolitanism” or “media and morality”. The first issue
concerns the general lack of empirical research on the relationship between various
“actually existing” cosmopolitanisms and media practices (as noted by for
example Norris & Inglehart, 2009; Ong, 2009; Kyriakidou, 2009; Robertson,
2010; Scott, 2013). As will be explored in Chapter 3, the argument is that
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research in the field of cosmopolitanism studies must focus more explicitly on
questions regarding media practices and their so-called cosmopolitanizing
potentials. In itself, locating different manifestations of cosmopolitanism “from
below”, and understanding them in relation to different spheres of society
reveals valuable insights into the wider theoretical discussions on contemporary
cosmopolitanism. Adding a particular eye to the role of media practices allows
not only to inquire further about the conditions under which different
cosmopolitanisms exist, but also to assess the credibility pertaining to the
generally optimistic narrative (as explored in Chapter 3) regarding the media
forwarded by leading scholars in the field of cosmopolitanism studies.
A second concern addresses the tendency of media and cultural studies to
engage with the notion of cosmopolitanism from the paradigm of “mediation
of distant suffering” (as the following researchers do in their respective ways;
Chouliaraki, 2006, 2013; Kyriakidou, 2008a; 2008b; 2009; 2011; Pantti & Tikka,
2014). Generally speaking, this paradigm centers on the (in)capacity of the
media to deliver to Western audiences images of “distant sufferers” in such a
way that it “cultivates the cosmopolitan spectator” (Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013).
The problem with such a focus is that it risks disregarding the nuances, multidirectionalities and socio-cultural contexts pertaining to media practices.
Furthermore, as with, for example, Chouliaraki (2006; 2008; 2013; see also Joye,
2009; Orgad, 2012; Pantti & Tikka, 2014), there exists in this paradigm a risk of
inducing a media-centric understanding as analytical focus is solely put on the
semiotic-discursive structure of texts (Ong, 2009; Lindell, 2012a). Since the
ultimate concern is whether or not certain messages of the media possess the
capacity to evoke transnational moral concerns (Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013) or
inspire a “global imagination” (Orgad, 2012) analytical focus needs to be shifted
to the level of peoples’ dispositions. Simply put: “A text should /…/ not be
considered in isolation from the historical conditions of its production and
consumption” (Morley, 1980: 171; cf. Lewis, 1991). Placing this problem in
relation to the field of media and cosmopolitanism, Ong argues that:
When one deduces the effects of A to B from a close reading of A rather
than a dialogue with B, one commits what John Thompson (1990) once
called a ‘fallacy of internalism’. (Ong, 2009: 451)
And Tester importantly asserted that:
/…/ if any research is going to be carried out around this very tricky but
immensely important issue of the relationship between the media and
morality, then attention will also have to be paid to considerably broader
social and cultural relationships. It will have to look beyond the media in
isolation. (Tester, 1994: 104)
A third problem emerges as the byproduct of this specific media-centered
focus. Immanent in the paradigm of “mediation of distant suffering” (as
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observed in, for example, Tester, 2001; 2004; Höijer, 2004; Chouliaraki, 2006;
Kyriakidou, 2008a; 2008b; 2011; Ong, 2008; Scott, 2013; Pantti & Tikka, 2014)
is a definitional reductionism that strips the cosmopolitan disposition of its
manifold and interrelated expressions and treats it simply as an “electronic
empathy”, to use Hannerz (1996: 121) expression. This is problematic for two
reasons. First, as will be discussed in Chapter 2, cosmopolitanism as a social
imaginary pertaining to contemporary social life does not allow itself to be
reduced to mere compassion – it houses more elements than that. Thus, for
anyone interested in cosmopolitanism, it is not enough to treat it as a set of
cognitive-moral responses to a certain genre of mediated content. Ultimately,
cosmopolitanism is about an individuals’ relation to the world as a whole – it
captures a potential expansion of our mode of references that encompasses
more than transnational solidarity and compassion (cf. Calhoun, 2008; Holton,
2009). Secondly, the tendency to analyze the relationship between media and
cosmopolitanism as “mediation of distant suffering” has the built-in
assumption that cosmopolitanism arises out of either someone else’s mediated
misery, which is to induce a media-centrism incapable of understanding
cosmopolitanism as anything other than a reaction or response to certain media
texts.
This study is concerned with the relationship between media and
cosmopolitanism, and the conditions under which cosmopolitan dispositions
come to be manifested in actual people. The contention is that starting out such
an inquiry from two distinct but related “fields” (cosmopolitanism studies on
the one hand and media studies on the other) constitue a unique approach to
the problem at hand. On the one hand, it makes a much needed empirical case
out of a largely theoretically driven discussion regarding the media in this
context, and on the other hand, it emphasizes the societal situatedness of both
media practices and cosmopolitan dispositions.

Outline
This study is divided into two main parts. The first and following part accounts
for the premises of the study in terms of theory and previous research in relation
to media and cosmopolitanism. This builds up to the second part, the study, in
which the methodological rationale is presented and the research questions are
addressed and discussed. The next chapter, Chapter 2, theorizes
cosmopolitanism as a post-universalistic, sociologically grounded category
whose virtue lies in its multidimensional take on peoples’ dispositions in an
increasingly global world. The chapter starts by mapping the origin and the
history of cosmopolitanism, and ends with a description of its migration to
social and cultural theory in which it is understood as a disposition manifested
in peoples’ outlooks and practices. Chapter 3 turns to the relationship between
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media and cosmopolitanism. The chapter starts by tracing the general tendency
within cosmopolitanism studies to sideline questions of media from analytical
attention, yet ascribing a great deal of power to their role in a general
“cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006). The chapter then turns to the important
but scarce amount of empirical research carried out explicitly to understand
different relations between media practices and cosmopolitanism. Chapter 4
addresses the generally one-sided, optimistic theorizing of the relationship at
hand. As such it provides three paradigms, or structures of thinking, around
issues related to media and cosmopolitanism nuancing the present theoretical
landscape.
Part II begins with Chapter 5, which revisits the purpose and research questions
and accounts for the methodological rationale and study design. Chapters 6
through 8 address the research questions respectively. In addressing the first
research question, Chapter 6 sets out to map different cosmopolitan dispositions
in the Swedish population. Chapter 7, in turn, relates these manifestations of
“actually existing cosmopolitanisms” (Malcomson, 1998) to different spheres of
society and as such, it addresses the second research question. Chapter 8 makes
an explicit turn to the relationship between media practices and various
manifestations of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms and thus addresses
research questions three and four. Here, the cosmopolitan dispositions are
related to different patterns of media use and media access as well as different
media orientations. The concluding chapter, Chapter 9, aggregates findings and
provides a general discussion regarding the nature of contemporary
cosmopolitanisms. It concludes by discussing the contributions of the study, as
well as limitations and ways forward.
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Part I

Premises
Chapter 2: From Provocation to Perpetual Peace to “Actually Existing”:
Cosmopolitanism as Disposition
Chapter 3: Mapping the Field of Media and Cosmopolitanism
Chapter 4: Theorizing the Relationship Between Media and
Cosmopolitanism: Three Paradigms
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CHAPTER 2
From Provocation, to Perpetual Peace, to “Actually Existing”:
Cosmopolitanism as Disposition

This chapter lays the theoretical ground for conceptualizing cosmopolitanism as
an analytical, post-universalist, sociologically grounded tool that, as has been
argued, can shed light on “internal developmental processes within the social
world” (Delanty, 2009: 53) in an era of globalization and mediatization (Krotz,
2007). As such, the chapter sets out to define cosmopolitanism as indicative of
potentially expanded social imaginaries – a central aspect of “the human
prospect today” (Hansen, 2010: 151). The chapter starts off by mapping the
origin of cosmopolitanism in Cynic and Stoic philosophy, then traces it to its
Enlightenment mile stone embodiment in the political writings of Immanuel
Kant, and ends with a discussion of its migration into cultural theory and
sociology where it has been translated into the operational language of
empirical research on people’s outlooks and practices. By and large, so goes the
“standard narration” (Inglis, 2012) of the historical trajectory of the idea of
cosmopolitanism. While there are dangers of simplification when painting with
such broad strokes, one should keep in mind that the purpose of it is to
contextualize and emphasize the major influences on contemporary expressions
and ideas of cosmopolitanism. Given its multidimensionality, its “conceptual
disarray” (Phillips & Smith, 2008: 349) and its claim of being “actually existing”
(Malcomson, 1998) or “real” (Beck, 2004; 2006), contemporary
cosmopolitanism needs to be carefully scrutinized. As such, this chapter
develops a theoretical matrix capturing the major demands put on the
constituents of a cosmopolitan disposition. This allows for an open-ended
empirical endeavor geared towards revealing actual manifestations and
contradictions in contemporary cosmopolitanisms.

From Perpetual Provocation to Perpetual Peace
“Cosmopolitanism is back” and “Cosmopolitanism is in fashion”, write social
theorists David Harvey (2000: 529) and Craig Calhoun (2008: 106) respectively
of the term that is at the same time firmly rooted in the history of intellectual
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thought and omnipresent in contemporary discourses in the social sciences and
the humanities. Cosmopolitanism at its simplest “joins together two ideas, that
of the cosmos or the world as a whole with polis, or political community”
(Holton, 2009: 2. Italics in original) and in extension it “does signal a
connection between the individual and the world as a whole” (Calhoun, 2008:
109). As it originates in Ancient Greek philosophy, Delanty & He (2008)
suggests that “It would not be inaccurate to speak of a cosmopolitan turn in
social science” (2008: 324) and it is argued that the term has been
“reinvigorated” (Malcomson, 1998: 234) and that there is a “new
cosmopolitanism in the air” (Wilson, 1998: 351). What this “new”
cosmopolitanism is made of and how we should begin to conceptualize it as an
analytical tool deployed to understand contemporary, increasingly mediatized
and globalized, social life are central issues addressed throughout this chapter.
They do, however, call for a brief review of the historical origins of the term
cosmopolitanism and the following positioning of what is not meant with the
term when used for such purposes.
The term cosmopolitan (kosmopolitês) derives from the Cynic school of Greek
philosophy (300 B.C. – 600 A.C) (see Dudley, 1937) in which it was only part of
a wider radical philosophical orientation towards the world and life in Athens.
Once asked where he belonged, the founder of Cynic philosophy, Diogenes of
Sinope famously replied, “I am a citizen of the world” (Sayre, 1938: 12). The
core of the Cynic philosophy (or rather “way of life”) was to live in harmony
with the “law of nature” beyond established societal norms. Thus the Cynics
adhered to an ascetic, hobo-like lifestyle most famously depicted in Diogenes’
“tub-dwelling” (Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: 101). Allegedly, Diogenes found
inspiration for his way of living by observing a mouse running about in the
street, having no particular home and no desire for material things (Sayre, 1938:
1). Indeed, very much like the Brahmins of Ancient India, the Cynics advocated
“apathy, indifference, seeking happiness through extinction of desire” (ibid: 38).
A second corner stone in the Cynic philosophy was the pre-Nietzschean denial
of the validity of any particular socio-cultural convention (Dudley, 1937; Sayre,
1938). Similar to Nietzsche’s call for the creation of “new tables of values”
(Nietzsche, 1885/2003), a central motto for Diogenes was to “deface the
currency” (Stade, 2007: 283; cf. Dudley, 1937), meaning in practice the active
rejection of any prevailing social order and the subsequent “assault on all
established values” (Dudley, 1938: xi-xii; Stade, 2007).
The early Cynics lived by the idea, that laws and customs, since they were made
by men and since they varied in different socio-geographical settings, were
simply not valid enough to be imposed on individual freedom (Dudley, 1937:
27; Sayre, 1938: 17; cf. Nietzsche, 1885/2003). Diogenes most famously put
this philosophy into practice during his meeting with Alexander the Great.
Upon asking Diogenes what he (Alexander) could do for him, Diogenes
allegedly replied that he could step aside so that he would “stand out of his
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sunlight” (Sayre, 1938: 83-84)3. The cosmopolitanism of the Cynics thus, bears
little resemblance to later incarnations of cosmopolitanism as political system.
In fact, cosmopolitanism for the anarchist-laden Cynics had “no trace of an
ideal community amongst men” (Sayre, 1938: 121) as it later would have in
Stoic and Kantian cosmopolitanisms (see e.g. Nussbaum, 1997; Fine & Cohen,
2002). Rather, as indicated above, cosmopolitanism in the Cynic context
materialized only in their refusal of “any adherence to civilized community”
(Sayre, 1938: 13, 121). For the Cynics, cosmopolitanism as an individually
embodied outlook or practice was expressed in that “he ignored distinctions of
race and nationality because he reduced his ties to other men to zero and
consequently to equality” (ibid: 16).
Zeno and especially the later Stoics such as Seneca and Marcus Aurelius
eventually departed from the Cynic predecessors and took cosmopolitanism to
designate something altogether different (Kleingeld, 1999: 507; Sayre, 1938:
126). In essence, the moral philosophy of the Stoics took cosmopolitanism and
developed it more fully (Nussbaum, 1994/2010: 157) and in the process
situated it diametrically opposite to its Cynic origin. The argument was one of
universal morality, the realization of the equal moral worth of every human
being based on the notion that every human “has a portion of the divine
within”, that is, the conviction that all humans are capable of resorting to
reason (Nussbaum, 1997; Fine & Cohen, 2002). The Stoics stressed that human
dwelling is essentially two-fold in character: firstly we dwell in the geographical
locale into which we are born by chance, secondly and more importantly, we
dwell in the “community of human argument and aspiration” (Nussbaum,
1997: 6):
If reason is common, so too is law; and if this is common, then we are
fellow citizens. If this is so, we share in a kind of organized polity. And if
that is so, the world is as it were a city-state. (Marcus, IV. 4 in Nussbaum,
1997: 7)
It was such a moral contention that fed into the political dimension of the Stoic
cosmopolitanism: that government (politeia) should embrace the entire world
(oikkoumene) (Inglis, 2012: 13). A cosmopolitanism that consists of a universal
morality, however, is not exclusive to the philosophers of Ancient Greece
(Hansen, 2010). As emphasized by Delanty & He (2008), Chinese philosopher
Mo Tzu “promoted a cosmopolitan or universal love” that was geared towards
the benefit of others (2008: 334) and, as pointed out by Sugimoto (2012), the
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Here one should note the controversies over Diogenes’ meeting with Alexander the Great. Sayre
holds that objections to that their meeting ever took place is grounded in the fact some
commentators concur that the meeting happened in Athens which Alexander never visited and that
the stories describe Alexander as a “conqueror” before he set out to war. Not all stories depicting
their meeting, however, suffer from these inconsistences (Sayre, 1938: 83). Real or not, the story
serves to illustrate Cynic indifference to social convention and authority that was foundational to their
cosmopolitanism.
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Japanese word kyosei (“living together”) embodies another non-European
discourse of cosmopolitanism.
The Stoic conception of moral affiliation, however, is most illustratively
appropriated by Seneca, who pictured morality as consisting of concentric
circles surrounding the individual. Closest is the circle representing the moral
concern for the self, and then come family and friends and later neighbors and
fellow countrymen and finally the “human community” (Nussbaum, 1997;
Brown, 2010). Seneca advocated a “work on the self” by attempting to “draw
the circles somehow closer to the center” (Nussbaum, 1997: 9).
When Kant later refers to the emergence of a “world republic” and advocates
universal egalitarianism, it is first and foremost in the Stoics he finds inspiration
(Nussbaum, 1997: 13; see also Brown, 2010).4 Of course, one should note,
Kant’s take on cosmopolitanism is not the only form of cosmopolitanism
resurging in the Enlightenment and pre-modern era, as Kleingeld (1999)
pointed out. Critical voices are heard from Marx & Engels, who famously
argued that: “The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market
given a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every
country.” (Marx & Engels, 1848/1998: 54). The later Nietzsche, commonly
recognized as of one of the antagonists of Kant, saw and conceptualized
cosmopolitanism as an implicit but annoying feature of early modernity:
/…/ the abundance of disparate impressions [are] greater than ever:
cosmopolitanism in foods, literatures, newspapers, forms, tastes, even
landscapes. The temp of this influx presitissimo; the impressions erase
each other; one instinctively resists taking in anything, taking anything
deeply, to “digest” anything; a weakening of the power to digest results
from this. A kind of adaptation to this flood of impressions takes place:
men unlearn spontaneous action, they merely react to stimuli from
outside. (Nietzsche, 1888/1968: 47)
Although there is no doubt that there were other contemporary
cosmopolitanisms in the late eighteenth century Germany and onwards – such
as moral, legal, economic, romantic and cultural cosmopolitanism (Kleingeld,
1999: 506; see also Hansen, 2010), it is mainly the Kantian approach, as noted
above, that plays the main role in inspiring contemporary debates on
international regulation and policy (Fine & Cohen, 2002; Leung, 2009; cf.
Nussbaum, 1997; Held, 1995; 2010; Fine, 2007; Beck, 2010). For Cheah (1998)
Kant’s cosmopolitanism: “/…/ signifies a turning point where moral politics or
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Whereas Kant has been described as the ”one of the greatest cosmopolitan thinkers in the last
millennium” (Skrbis & Woodward, 2007: 731), there is also a dark side to his “Könnigsbergian
insularity” (ibid) surfaced only in his less known writings. Harvey (2000: 532) reminds us of the
“intellectual and political embarrassment” that is Kant’s Geography in which he argued that
“Humanity achieves its greatest perfection with the white race” (2000: 533) and that “All inhabitants
of hot lands are exceptionally lazy” (ibid). In short then, in such instances, “Kant’s view on race would
not discomfort the average Nazi” (Fine & Cohen, 2002: 145).
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political morality needs to be formulated beyond the polis or state form, the
point at which ‘the political’ becomes, by moral necessity, ‘cosmopolitical’”
(Cheah, 1998: 23). In short, while various forms of cosmopolitanism are
present in contemporary intellectual discourse (such as Nobel Prize winner
Amartya Sen’s economic cosmopolitanism as a critique of neoliberalism
[Hansen, 2010]) Kant’s influence on contemporary cosmopolitanism is
“impossible to ignore” (Harvey, 2000: 532).
For Kant then, in his seminal essays Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan
Purpose (1784/2010) and Perpetual Peace (1795/2009) the essential problem that
humanity is facing is that of an increased globalization:
The peoples of the earth have thus entered in varying degrees into a
universal community, and it has developed to the point where a violation
of laws in one part of the world is felt everywhere. The idea of a
cosmopolitan law is therefore not fantastic and overstrained; it is a
necessary complement to the unwritten code of political and international
law, transforming it into a universal law of humanity. (Kant in Nussbaum,
1997: 1)
Kant emphasized the basic spatial constraint of human existence – the fact that
human communities cannot scatter themselves and remain isolated across space
ad infinitum – but must rather learn to cope and tolerate one another (Kant,
1795/2009: 69-70). Accordingly, cosmopolitanism embodied in, on the one
hand, the political institution of a world republic, and on the other, as the right
to and practice of transnational hospitality emerge as necessary tools in
ensuring the continuity and welfare of human social organization (Kant,
1795/2009). In fact, Kant went as far as to hold that it lies in the highest
purpose of humanity to develop the perfect political institution: war, conflict
and other evils that pertain to the nature of the human being are for Kant, in a
teleological sense, merely stepping stones to the realization of a universal
cosmopolitan existence (Kant, 1784/2010):
/…/ finally, after many devastations, upheavals and even complete inner
exhaustion of their powers, [humans are able to] take the step which
reason could have suggested to them even without so many sad
experiences – that of abandoning a lawless state of savagery and entering
a federation of peoples which every state, even the smallest, could expect
to derive its security and rights not from its own power or its own legal
judgment, but solely from this great federation, from a united power and
the law-governed decision of a united will. (Kant, 1784/2010: 22)
With Kant, one has thus ventured far from the origin of cosmopolitanism as
part of the radical way of living in harmony with the “law of nature”, in
opposition to social order as held by Diogenes and the Cynics. The Kantian
notions of the cosmopolitan world republic or institutionalized hospitality
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directed towards “the other” are for the Cynics grave invasions on individual
freedom since they impose “man made structures” on the individual, thus
hindering the individual from living life “in harmony with nature”. Here, then,
one reaches the point in the evolution of the philosophy of cosmopolitanism
where the core of the term is fundamentally altered and cosmopolitanism shifts
from being a non-conformist “perpetual provocation” (Leung, 2009) to a more
macro-political pursuit of “perpetual peace” (Kant, 1795/2009). Contemporary
commentators on “cosmopolitics” (Cheah & Robbins, 1998) tend, thus, to
agree with the Kantian premise that the increased transnational and global
nature across the spectrum of human affairs begs for a cosmopolitan solution.
While not sharing Kant’s relentless teleology that “Perpetual peace is
guaranteed by no less than the great artist Nature herself” (Kant, 1784/2010:
50), much of contemporary debates on cosmopolitanism discuss the term as a
political framework to be utilized to tame the “runaway world” of globalization,
to use Giddens’ terminology (2002).
In this manner, Beck (2010) argues that the globe is “undergoing radical
change” and that cosmopolitanism emerges as the adequate political solution in
the sense that it can solve the institutional, economical and political crises of
Europe (Beck & Grande, 2007). Likewise, the echo of Kant is evident when
Held (2010) proclaims that:
The bottom line is that we can no longer ignore our common problems
and destiny. We need a frame-work of political and moral interaction in
order to coexist and cooperate in the resolution of our shared (and
pressing) problems. (Held, 2010: 19)
Cosmopolitanism here, entails an ethical and political entity which “sets the
terms of reference for the recognition of people’s equal moral worth, their
active agency and what is required for their autonomy and development” (Held,
2010: 49). As such, cosmopolitan democracy is “a political project which aims
to engender greater public accountability in the leading processes and
alterations of the contemporary world” (Archibugi et al., 1998: 4). The theme of
risk, Beck (2010) holds, unites the globe and poses the question of a
cosmopolitan democracy – at the same time a realistic and utopian ideal (2010:
220). Beck continues to argue that the human community “must unite to create
an effective cosmopolitan world politics” (2002a: 41), a contention he has later
referred to as “Kantian” because its attempt to “order the world” (Beck, 2004:
135). In essence, Held (2006) shares the early premises of Beck, and holds that
the crux of our present, global world is that the “the collective issues we must
grapple with are of growing extensiveness and intensity and yet the means for
addressing these are weak and incomplete” (Held, 2006: 157). Accordingly, the
neo-Kantian stream, which appears as a dominant one in contemporary
thinking around the concept of cosmopolitanism, attempts to address the
“current situation” by developing an architecture (Archibugi, 2008) or a set of
principles (Held, 1995; 2004; 2010) as adequate solutions from “above”, in the
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form of global legislation (cf. Bauböck, 2002).
The problem in these endeavors is that they generally tend to ignore, or worse,
take for granted the existence of an “actually existing cosmopolitanism”
(Malcomson, 1998) embodied in individuals. Archibugi, for instance, assumes
that: “From the sociological point of view, we are all more or less, directly or
indirectly, willy nilly, citizens of the world.” (Archibugi, 2010: 327). This
assumption is echoed in Beck’s (2006) notion of ”cosmopolitanization” which
is a force stemming from increasing global interconnectedness working from
“within the nation-state” rendering citizens cosmopolitan “whether they like it
or not” (2006: 19: cf. Kendall et al., 2009: 31; cf. Mazlish, 2005: 106).
Cosmopolitanization thus, entails:
/.../ that the key questions of a way of life, such as nourishment,
production, identity, fear, memory, pleasure, fate, can no longer be
located nationally or locally, but only globally or glocally – whether in the
shape of globally shared collective futures, capital flows, impending
ecological or economic catastrophes, global foodstuff chains or the
international ‘Esperanto’ of pop music. And the key question now will be
to what extent the transnational sphere of experience, which is opening
up, will dissolve or overlap the national sphere of experience. (Beck,
2002a: 29-30)
This process ”transforms everyday consciousness and identities significantly.
Issues of global concern are becoming part of ‘moral life-worlds’ of people”
(2002a: 17). This understanding is also apparent in Delanty’s (2009) conviction
that cosmopolitanism is “integral to the overall movement of modernity”
(2009: 29) and Kendall et al’s argument that “we are now at a historical moment
where cosmopolitanism is not a choice, but is forced upon us” (Kendall et al.,
2009: 31) or in Paul Rabinow’s conviction that “we are all cosmopolitans now”
(Rabinow in Lutz, 2004: 49). The problem, as formulated by Saito (2011) is that
these accounts at certain points propose “a causal relationship between the
environmental change – whether it is called globalization or
cosmopolitanization – and the subjective orientation of openness to foreign
others and cultures” (Saito, 2011: 127).
The problem in many contemporary accounts of cosmopolitanism then is the
epistemological conflation of cosmopolitanism (as orientations to the world as
a whole) and globalization (as the increasingly interconnected nature of social
life) (for further critique see Holton, 2009). This crux finds a peculiar
embodiment in Albert Einstein’s invitation to Sigmund Freud to discuss the
question of how to put an end to war between civilizations. For Einstein, the
basic political structure (the basic structure and theory of the UN) ensuring
Kant’s “perpetual peace” was simple:
/…/ the states establish a legislative and judicial apparatus for the
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enclosure of all conflicts occurring between them. They pledge to submit
to the laws created by this authority, and to remit themselves to the
tribunal in all contentions /…/. (Einstein & Freud, 2003: 17. Author’s
translation)
In his letter answering Einstein’s inquiry, Freud importantly pointed to the
crucial importance of the existence of transnational emotional bonds and
identification between different peoples. This kind of cosmopolitanism “from
below” must be in place, in order for anything like a cosmopolitical structure to
persist (ibid: 27, 39).
Indeed, ”Globalised we all may be but this doesn’t make us cosmopolitans”
(Skrbis & Woodward, 2007: 731). Here, Tomlinson (1999) notes that the
“phenomenology of globalization”, that is, how globalization is understood and
is made meaningful by individuals, particularly in the “mediated form in which
it mostly appears to us” is significant not only for the “reconstitution of the
cultural meanings and identities” but also “crucial to the possibility of a
cosmopolitan politics” (Tomlinson, 1999: 30-31). In concert with such a
statement, Gilroy has argued for a cosmopolitanism as hope springing from
below and up, and not as being imposed “downward from on high” (Gilroy,
2004: 74). This is to say, then, that discussions on contemporary
cosmopolitanism should not be geared towards solving a puzzle on how to
globally impose a specific, often Western oriented, ethical and political
framework upon the world, but rather to provide a detailed scrutiny of how
cosmopolitanism can be understood and studied “from below”.
Following Gilroy (2004), Nedvereen Pieterse (2006) and Jansson & Andersson
(2011) then, a basic assumption of this study is that “Cosmopolitanism from
above is empty without cosmopolitanism for below” (Nedvereen Pieterse,
2006: 1255) and that cosmopolitanism is not shaped by “world-wide state
systems” but rather via the “internalization of ‘world openness’” (Jansson &
Andersson, 2011: 4). Indeed, an expanded social imaginary, or more specifically,
an “actually existing” cosmopolitanism, in many cases “underpins the
structural-institutional obstacles to the achievement of a progressive democratic
cosmopolitanism” (Tomlinson, 2002: 243; see also Tomlinson, 1999).
Luckily, as argued in the beginning of this chapter, the social sciences have
experienced a “cosmopolitan turn”, and the term has come to connote more
than radical lifestyles of perpetual provocation or world-ordering frameworks
(cf. Delanty & He, 2008; Holton, 2009). As will be shown in the next section,
this turn towards a sociologically grounded, post-universalistic take on
cosmopolitanism is able to shed new light on contemporary social life (Delanty,
2009).
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Towards an “Actually Existing” Cosmopolitanism
The academic resurgence of cosmopolitanism has in, Malcomson’s (1998)
words tended to “neglect actually existing cosmopolitanisms” (1998: 238). In
this sense, Held can be seen as representing neo-Kantian scholars of
“cosmopolitics” who in grand endeavors try to create a working democracy
appropriate to the global era without resorting to the pressing issue of the
extent to which various modes of cosmopolitanism exist in the grassroots
(Held, 1995; Held, 2010). Beck (2002a; 2006), in turn, can be seen as a relentless
structuralist in the sense that the cosmopolitan condition itself is taken for
granted: globalization is simply the structural platform that normalizes
cosmopolitanism as the socio-cultural condition (Beck, 2002a; 2006; cf. Holton,
2009; Saito, 2011; for an in-depth discussion see Hier, 2008). However, the full
picture of the content of their oeuvres is not quite that simplistic. Held (2002;
2010), for instance, is aware of the “the cultural side” of cosmopolitanism,
which for him includes an awareness of the interconnectedness of different
political communities, a recognition of “collectives fortunes” which require
collective solutions and a “celebration of difference” (2010: 112). For Held,
then, this cultural cosmopolitanism constitutes an “institutional requirement”
for the wider realization of a cosmopolitan polity (2010: 103). But what is
largely left out as an issue of empirical concern is how and where this
cosmopolitanism is cultivated – Held is certain, however, that it has been
“given an enormous impetus by the sheer scale, intensity, speed and volume of
global cultural communication” (2010: 111; see also Held, 2002).
With Beck and his associates, the complexities and nuances in their theory of
cosmopolitanism become evident in efforts to “unpack cosmopolitanism for
the social sciences” (Beck & Sznaider, 2006). Whereas the main task here is to
establish a “methodological cosmopolitanism”, that is, a social science that is
not imprisoned by its tradition to limit itself to the study of the nation-state,
which in todays’ global setting would mean doing “zombie-sociology” (Beck,
2002a: 24; see also Beck & Sznaider, 2006), it is the tension between
cosmopolitanism and “cosmopolitanization” that is most interesting.5 For Beck
(2002a; 2006) the former refers to “a set of normative principles”, a philosophy,
whereas the latter is “really existing” in the everyday lives of people in
globalized societies (Beck & Sznaider, 2006: 7; Beck, 2006: 19).
Cosmopolitanization, it is argued, is a process stemming from the increased
global connectivity and interdependency of everyday life and thus it “unfolds
beneath the surface of persisting national spaces” (Beck & Levy, 2013: 6) as a
banal and coercive process that transforms our “inner grammar of cultural and
national identifications” (ibid: 21) and makes us cosmopolitan “whether we like
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Beck’s notion of “methodological cosmopolitanism” and its inherent claim that sociology has had a
tradition of turning exclusively to the nation-state as the point of reference in any analysis of “the
social” has received critique from various directions. Turner (2006) and Kendall et al (2009) for
instance, hold that “classical sociology involved an attempt to define ‘the social’ (regardless of scale)
rather than “national society” (Turner, 2006: 135).
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it or not” (Beck, 2006: 19). In quite a different direction, another publication
makes it clear that we should not “deceive anyone into believing that we are all
going to become cosmopolitans” (Beck, 2002a: 29).
One of the contentions of this study is that questions regarding the extent to
which cosmopolitanism has been naturalized as an integrated part of
contemporary mediatized and globalized social life should be posed in empirical
ways. What this discussion points at is the tensions in the interdisciplinary field
of cosmopolitanism studies between cosmopolitan philosophy and
cosmopolitan “realism” (Nowicka & Rovisco, 2009; Beck, 2004; 2006).
Thus, it is high time to bring to the surface the basic discrepancy underlying
this chapter and the study in its general outlook, namely, the discrepancy
between a “formal cosmopolitanism” (Leung, 2009: 373) that deals with various
forms of cosmopolitan democracy from “above”, and a post-universalistic,
analytical category – what Featherstone (2002), Skribs et al (2004), Kendall et al
(2009) and Skrbis & Woodward (2013) have called a cosmopolitan disposition. Here,
“disposition” refers to “predisposition, tendency, propensity or inclination”
(Bourdieu in Kendall et al., 2009: 22) guiding both outlooks or “states of mind”
(Hannerz, 1990) and practices, or “structure[s] of willingness” (Christensen &
Jansson, 2014). Here, Delanty (2009) has made the important differentiation
between the “dominant Enlightenment notion of cosmopolitanism” and a
“post-universalistic” critical cosmopolitanism that emphasizes the location of
cosmopolitanism in the social world, as a form of “world disclosure” taking
place internally, in and between individuals (2009: 52-53). Skrbis & Woodward
hold:
In order to see cosmopolitanism as a useful analytical tool we suggested
that it needs to be seen as a set of practices and dispositions grounded in
social structures, and observable in commonplace folk settings and
practices. (Skrbis & Woodward, 2007: 734)
In the task of rendering cosmopolitanism bearable in an attempt to understand
central aspects of contemporary mediatized and globalized social life, this study
follows Malcomson (1998), Vertovec & Cohen (2002), Skrbis et al (2004),
Skrbis & Woodward (2007) Phillips & Smith (2008), Nowicka & Rovisco
(2009), Swain (2009) Kendall et al (2009) and Skrbis & Woodward (2013) argue
that the most fruitful way of capturing and making sense of such an individually
embodied disposition is to look for its manifestations in peoples’ outlooks (e.g.
attitudes and orientations) and practices (actions or a “structure of
willingness”). Here, it is necessary to be open to the notion that various
cosmopolitan dispositions can manifest themselves according to various
“strengths”, ranging from banal or “spectral” to reflexive or “immersive”
(Kendall et al., 2009: 114-123; cf. Skrbis & Woodward, 2007; 2013). While such
distinctions are important by virtue of their opening up and widening the
theoretical preconceptions of what is to be expected of the expressions of a
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cosmopolitan disposition the issue remains, nonetheless, an empirical one.
But going back to the central question: what constitute these outlooks and
practices? How has the journey of cosmopolitanism from moral ideal and
political project to cultural theory and sociology been expressed in terms of
changing connotations of the concept? Fine & Cohen (2002) holds that up until
the Second World War Diogenes’ definition of the cosmopolitan as a “citizen
of the world” remained the official, dictionary definition of the term. After “the
gulag and the holocaust” the term “cosmopolitan” had come to designate Jews,
political reactionaries and other “traitors” of their countries (Fine & Cohen,
2002: 146; see also Miller & Ury, 2012) or as Delanty put it, the term came to
signify the “outsider within” (2009: 46). Hitler, for instance, proclaimed: “I
have ceased to be a weak-kneed cosmopolitan and become an Anti-Semite”
(Hitler in Miller & Ury, 2012: 555). In the Post-Cold war era and within
contemporary debates, cosmopolitanism has shifted its meaning back to
Diogenes’s notion of the “citizen of the world”, a virtue to be cherished, as
opposed to being a racist, discriminatory label to be imposed on political
scapegoats (Harvey, 2000: 529).
In focusing on cosmopolitanism as an individually embodied disposition,
history and different conceptual points of departures imply that being
cosmopolitan can designate feeling a sense of belonging to the society beyond
one’s immediate locale (Merton, 1949/1968) or, as shown in the previous
section, in its most literal sense in the feeling of being a kosmopolitês (citizen of
the world) as in the Stoic sensation of owing moral responsibility to humanity
as a whole and draw the geography of morality “closer to the self” (Nussbaum,
1997) or the Cynic way of life in opposition to a particularistic socio-cultural
convention, in ascetic harmony with the law of nature (Dudley, 1937; Sayre,
1938). It can also designate an outlook opposed to the “self-centered narcissism
of the national outlook” (Beck, 2002; 2006), hospitality towards “others” (Kant,
1795/2009; Silverstone, 2007), global responsibility (Van Hooft, 2007), an
aesthetic preference (Hannerz, 1990; Cheyne & Binder, 2010; Meuleman &
Savage, 2013), the capacity of self-problematization and self-transcendence in
moments when the Self, the Other, and the World intermingle (Delanty, 2006;
2009), an openness to “world culture” (Hannerz, 1990; Skrbis et al., 2004;
Skrbis & Woodward, 2007; Holton, 2009), a set of feelings and emotions
towards “distant others” (Boltanski, 1999; Chouliaraki, 2006) or a form of
capital in a globalized era (e.g. Weenink, 2008; Kennedy, 2009; Jansson, 2011;
Bühlmann et al., 2013; Igarashi & Saito, 2014).
Against these conceptualizations, which is only a handful out of the plethora of
existing ones, it is tempting to agree when Holton (2009) holds that
cosmopolitanism is at a “frustrating stage” as the “study of cosmopolitanism
threatens to be overburdened with so many disparate elements and implications
that it will become incoherent chaos” (2009: 3) in such a way that it would only
engender “intellectual cacophony and obscurity” (Hansen, 2010: 151). Others,
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who have endeavored going through with the conduct of empirical research
into the category of the “cosmopolitan” tend to agree (see e.g. Skrbis et al,.
2004; Roudometof, 2005; Phillips & Smith, 2008). But in the midst of this
proliferation of connotations, however, a rare consensus seems to be built
around the basic idea that the cosmopolitan is expected to display a
“transcultural openness to diversity” (Holton, 2009: 117). Building around the
seminal paper Cosmopolitan and Locals in World Culture (1990), in which Hannerz
contended that one should expect the cosmopolitan to display a “willingness to
become involved with the Other” (1990: 240) contemporary commentators, as
argued by Skrbis et al (2004) seem to “concur that cosmopolitanism – as a
subjective outlook, attitude or practice – is associated with a conscious
openness to the world and to cultural differences” (Skrbis et al., 2004: 117; cf.
Skrbis & Woodward, 2011; 2013). It is here that cosmopolitanism starts to
emerge as an analytical category allowing novel understandings of
contemporary, globalized and mediatized social lives.

The Manifestations of Cosmopolitan Dispositions
Thus far, in the attempt to understand cosmopolitanism as “actually existing”, it
has been argued that cosmopolitanism should first and foremost move away
from its neo-Kantian, “formal”, embodiment and be located, instead, from
“below” in the “real-world” (Beck, 2004) of peoples’ outlooks and practices
(see e.g. Kendall et al, 2009). The previous section ended with the question of
what constitute cosmopolitan outlooks and practices. This problem, referred to
by Skrbis et al (2004) and Kendall et al (2009) as the “problem of attribution”,
haunts the field of cosmopolitanism studies that currently deploys a vast body
of definitions. Turner, for example, has suggested that irony is the core virtue
of the cosmopolitan since the “understanding of other cultures is assisted by an
intellectual distance from one’s own national or local culture” (2002: 57). It was
in this way Merton argued that cosmopolitans (in comparison to “locals”) are
less attached to their local context of living (1949/1968: 449). In this sense,
Roudometof (2005) has proposed an operationalization of cosmopolitanism
based on a cosmopolitan-local continuum where cosmopolitans are less
attached to local context of living, nation and local culture and display a low
degree of economic, cultural and institutional protectionism compared to
“locals” (2005: 125-126; for a critique see Olofsson & Öhman, 2007). Since
Roudometof’s operationalization informs a certain type of “footloose”
cosmopolitanism it opposes the idea that people can be tied to a place and yet
still be cosmopolitan or in Beck’s words to “have roots and wings at the same
time” (Beck, 2002a: 19) and the corresponding notion that cosmopolitanism
can be “built on top of local belonging” (Kendall et al., 2009: 39; see also
Gustafsson, 2009). While various forms of mobilities, and other forms of
societal privileges (such as education) for that matter, might be springboards for
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the cultivation of cosmopolitan dispositions (Szerszysnki & Urry, 2006; Skrbis
& Woodward, 2011,) they should not be assumed as necessary prerequisites for the
development and cultivation of these on the theoretical level. Again, these are
empirical questions. Debates on the possibility of a “mediated
cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005; Robertson, 2010) make the argument that
cosmopolitan dispositions are cultivated in mediation, that is, in instances of
“imaginative” or “virtual” mobility (see also Chouliaraki, 2006; 2012;
Chouliaraki & Blaagaard, 2013).
Other definitional attempts draw on Hanna Arendt’s concept of “worldliness”
as a particular mode of “being in the world” characterized by self-reflexivity, a
heightened care for the world and certain set of skills exhibited in the
engagement with the world (Arendt in Smith, 2007: 44-45; see also Swain,
2009).
While many attempts have been made, it is arguably the work of sociologists
Skrbis et al (2004), Kendall et al (2009), Holton (2009) and Skrbis & Woodward
(2011; 2013) that most clearly paves the way for the investigation of
cosmopolitanism as a disposition characteristic of contemporary social life. For
them a general attitude of openness is what binds various historical
cosmopolitanisms together and constitutes the entry point for defining a
cosmopolitanism from “below” (Kendall et al., 2009: 113; see also Holton,
2002; 2009; Delanty, 2009; Skrbis & Woodward, 2011; 2013; Woodward &
Skrbis, 2012). But understanding cosmopolitanism as a general “attitude of
openness” (Kendall et al., 2009; Skrbis & Woodward, 2011; 2013), an
“intercultural openness on a transnational stage” (Holton, 2009: 117), or a
“reflective openness to the world” (Hansen, 2010: 159) in order to make it an
analytical category risk, as recognized by the authors, being too vague and raise
more questions than it answers. It is here that multiple indicators of such
openness are needed. Openness, it should be noted, is not the “newfound God
of the cosmopolitan ideal” but rather an underlying trait pertaining to different
historical expressions and notions of cosmopolitanism, ranging from Diogenes
to Nussbaum, and as such it is the adequate starting point in pinning down a
working definition of the term (Skrbis & Woodward, 2011: 54; 2013). The
following part of this section seeks to map current theoretical definitions of the
manifestations of a cosmopolitan disposition that sets the premises for the
translation into the operational language of empirical research.
While there exists numerous check-lists of the elements that together constitute
a cosmopolitan disposition (Szerszynski & Urry, 2002; Beck, 2006; Delanty,
2009), cosmopolitanization (Beck, 2002b) or the tenets of cosmopolitaness
(Kendall et al., 2009; cf. Vertovec & Cohen, 2002), this study is exclusively
interested in the central demands that theory puts on the character of the
expressions of a cosmopolitan disposition. These can, as will be shown, broadly
be categorized from Delanty’s (2009) argument that the shift from a “classical”
to a “contemporary” cosmopolitanism has left cosmopolitanism as a moral,
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political and cultural phenomenon (2009: 54-68; see also Skrbis & Woodward,
2013). These three dimensions are often immanent to contemporary theoretical
definitions and operationalizations of the manifestations the cosmopolitan
individual is expected to embody in outlooks and practices. In essence, using
“openness” as a key to unlocking the sociological potential of cosmopolitanism
found in Kendall et al (2009), Holton (2009) Skrbis & Woodward (2011; 2013)
and Hansen (2010) in combination with the broader framework of
“contemporary cosmopolitanism”, as presented by Delanty (2009; see also
Hansen, 2010), makes for an adequate starting point in theoretically pinning
down a working definition of the expressions of cosmopolitan dispositions. At
this point then, the ideal type of the cosmopolitan would display a worldly
openness across moral, political, and cultural dimensions in outlooks and practices.
For Saito (2011) the three dimensions of cosmopolitanism applied to the
individual level, breaks down into the elements of “cultural omnivorousness,
ethnic tolerance, and cosmopolitics” (Saito, 2011: 129). And for Held (2010), as
previously outlined, a cosmopolitanism understood from the perspective of the
individual level (for him “cultural cosmopolitanism”) is made up of an
awareness of the interconnectedness of different political communities, the
recognition of “collectives fortunes” that require collective solutions and the
“celebration of difference” (2010: 112). Going into detail and setting the
premises for operationalization, how has the various tenets of a
cosmopolitanism from “below” been theorized in opinion-leading accounts in
the field of cosmopolitanism studies?
Beginning with the moral dimension of cosmopolitanism that in essence seeks
to reinvent the Stoic ideal community amongst men as “it pivots around
conceptions of justice, equality, and virtue” (Hansen, 2010: 154). Here,
Nussbaum (1994) appear as the main proponent with the concept of
“cosmopolitan education”. Nussbaum recognizes the unfeasible nature of a
doctrine that suggests that an individual should display the exact same moral
affiliations and responsibilities to all human beings, regardless of their
relationship to that individual. In following the Stoic emphasis that in order to
be a “world citizen” “one does not need to give up local identifications and
affiliations” (Nussbaum, 1997: 9) Nussbaum argues that a person can “/…/
continue to regard herself as in part defined by her particular loves”
(Nussbaum, 1994: x). But through the institutionalization of “cosmopolitan
education” the person “must also, and centrally, learn to recognize humanity
wherever she encounters it, undeterred by traits that are strange to her, and be
eager to understand humanity in its “strange” guises” (ibid). To this
characteristic belongs Kant’s call for universal hospitality (1795/2009; see also
Silverstone, 2007), Delanty’s expectation that the cosmopolitan should have the
capacity of “positive recognition of the Other” (2009: 86) and Beck’s demand
for “cosmopolitan empathy” as part of the wider cosmopolitan outlook (2006:
7). Likewise, Chouliaraki (2006; 2008) argues that the cosmopolitan individual is
cultivated in specific moments of mediation, created in interstices of television
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viewing through the capacity of certain outlets to set in motion a moral concern
and emotion directed to the “distant sufferer” (cf. Boltanski, 1999; Chouliaraki,
2006; Kyriakidou, 2008a; 2008b; 2009). In deploying cosmopolitanism on a
more general level, as indicative of a potentially expanded social imaginary
pertaining to social life in increasingly globalized and mediatized life
environments, one cannot reduce cosmopolitanism to one specific instance in
one specific dimension.
As such, it is also necessary to define the tenets of a political cosmopolitan
disposition. Usually, political cosmopolitanism refers more or less directly to
the kind of formal, “from above” and neo-Kantian cosmopolitanism to be
found in Held (1995; 2010) and Archibugi (2008). Vertovec & Cohen (2002)
distinguishes between two forms of political cosmopolitanism: on the one hand
as a political project to build transnational institutions such as the UN (United
Nations) and on the other the political recognition and encouragement of
multiple identities and belongings (2002: 11-13). More important for the
individual level, however, is the demand that the cosmopolitan should be in
favor of macro political integration as “an attempt to establish a wider
community” (Pichler, 2008: 1122; see also Hansen, 2010) or, put in Hannerz’
words to display an “engagement in cosmopolis” (1999: 380. Author’s
translation). As such, cosmopolitans display an awareness of “global risk
society” (Beck, 2006) and of “interconnectedness of different political
communities” (Held, 2010). From such an awareness, cosmopolitans must have
the capacity to “create a shared normative culture” (Delanty, 2009: 86) and
from this realization he or she should recognize humanity’s collective fortunes
and their adequate collective solutions (Held, 2010). Thus, the attempt at
making “cosmopolis” a reality by, for example, working for international
human rights or attempting to impede global poverty constitute important
tenets of the ideal-typical cosmopolitan disposition (Smith, 2007; Van Hooft,
2007). All of this, ultimately, boil down to what Giddens called “connections
between personal activity and planetary problems” (1991: 221). In empirical
research these indicators have been operationalized by defining political
cosmopolitans as those people who display high levels of trust in supranational
political forms of governance and those who recognize that there exist
problems in the world that can only be resolved by a global political entity (Mau
et al., 2008; Norris & Inglehart, 2009; Mau, 2010; Saito, 2011; Lindell, 2011;
Lindell, 2012a).
Cultural cosmopolitanism emphasizes “intercultural borrowing, exchange, and
fusion” (Hansen, 2010: 154) or a kind of cultural literacy for a globalized world
(Johnson, 2013). This tenet of cosmopolitanism can be divided into three
separate but interrelated realms. Firstly, there is the most evident tenet of
displaying a “willingness to engage with the Other” (Hannerz, 1990: 236; cf.
Waldron, 1992). To “world culture”, Hannerz argues, there are two ways of
relating: “For one thing, there are cosmopolitans, and there are locals”
(Hannerz, 1990: 237):
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/…/ cosmopolitanism in a stricter sense includes a stance toward
diversity itself, toward the coexistence of cultures in the individual
experience. A more genuine cosmopolitanism is first of all an orientation,
a willingness to engage with the Other. (Hannerz, 1990: 239)
To this first notion of cultural cosmopolitanism belong Szerszynski & Urrys’
(2002) curiosity, appreciation, and openness to many places, peoples, and
cultures, and the willingness to take “risks by virtue of encountering the other”
(ibid) and Gilroy’s (2004) demotic cosmopolitanism displayed by those who find
“civic and ethical value in the process of exposure to otherness” (2004: 75).
Beck also stresses that the cosmopolitan should display a “curiosity of the
culturally different” (2006: 7) and Held, as noted above, stresses a “celebration
of difference” (2010: 112).
Secondly, to the cultural sphere of cosmopolitanism belong also certain aspects
of cultural reflexivity, irony, and knowledge. Merton (1949/1968) stressed the
sensation of belonging to “Greater society” and Pichler (2012), in turn,
emphasizes identification with the category of “citizen of the world”. Brennan
(1997), in turn, talks about feeling “at home in the world”. Delanty holds that
the capacity to relativize one’s own culture (Delanty, 2009) and to mutually
evaluate different cultures is a core dynamic in the cosmopolitan disposition,
whilst Turner (2002) and Smith (2007) put emphasis on irony and distance to
one’s local culture. Here, Gilroy (2004) talks about the ability to feel an
estrangement from one’s own culture and history (2004: 75; see also
Chouliaraki, 2013: 199-203). In this sense, Szerszynski & Urry (2002) emphasize
the ability to map one’s on society and its culture in a geographical and
historical setting and similarly Beck puts emphasis on the awareness that “all
local ethnic religious and cosmopolitan cultures and traditions interpenetrate”
(2006: 7). Here, the capacity of “cultural code-switching” (Kendall et al., 2009:
111) or, to put it in Ignatieff’s words, to make a “positive ethics out of cultural
borrowing” (Ignateiff in Morely, 2000: 230) have also been highlighted as a
cosmopolitan trait.
Thirdly, one must remember that forms of what Beck has called “deformed
cosmopolitanism” (Beck in Germann Molz, 2011: 49) is often constituted by
“banal, often commercially exploited, processes” (Jansson & Andersson, 2011:
4; cf. Moeller, 1999) or even a non-reflexive habitus and modes of consumption
(Schein, 1999; Holton, 2009; Germann Molz, 2011). “Banal cosmopolitanism”
(Beck, 2002b; 2004) or “banal globalism” (Szerzszynski & Urry, 2002) entails
the non-reflexive, everyday consumption of global or transnational
commodities. Szerszysnki & Urry (2002) include the consumption of many
places and cultures (Szerszynski & Urry, 2002) as part of their cosmopolitan
predispositions and practices (for a critique see Halsall, 2006). Holton, in turn,
emphasizes the possibility of a cosmopolitan openness as a taken for granted
feature of everyday life fostered by globalization and other latent structures
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enabling “cosmopolitan conversation” (2009: 32).
This theoretical exposé of the main tenets of the different dimensions of a
cosmopolitanism embodied in the outlooks and practices of individuals – as
theorized by leading scholars - form a matrix summing up the essential
demands on the ideal typical cosmopolitan disposition (see Table 1). Leaning
on Dower’s (2003) components of a global citizenship we can discern how each
dimension corresponds to three individual claims. The moral dimension of
cosmopolitanism corresponds with the normative claim that we, as human beings,
have certain duties that extend across humanity as a whole (Dower, 2003: 7; cf.
Nussbaum, 1997). The cultural dimension in turn, corresponds with the
existential claim that we in different ways feel and express a belonging to the
human community, and finally the political dimension of a cosmopolitanism
“from below” has an aspirational claim that actively seeks to realize legal and
institutional frameworks for the better of humanity (Dower, 2003: 7). What
they have in common is the claim of an expanded social imaginary – a
predisposition of worldly openness. Another crucial aspect that is shared by
these tenets is that they almost exclusively derive from theoretical argument. To
date, little empirical work has been conducted in order to unravel the internal
contradictions of such dispositions, and their structural realities. Starting in
these theoretical tenets, it is up to research to discern the ways in which they
surface in empirical reality and come to manifest peoples’ cosmopolitan
dispositions. The subsequent question, of course, concerns the conditions
under which these dispositions manifest themselves in mediatized society.
These issues are addressed in the empirical chapters ahead.

	
  

45	
  

	
  

46	
  

	
  

Banal/Existential

Normative

Moral
cosmopolitanism

Cultural
Cosmopolitanism

Dominant claim
Aspirational

Realm
Political
cosmopolitanism

Indicators
•
”the capacity to create a shared normative culture” (Delanty, 2009: 87)
•
”an awareness of global risks and the global ’community of fate’ (Beck, 2006: 7)
•
”the impossibility of living in a world society without borders” (ibid)
•
Awareness of the interconnectedness of different political communities (Held, 2010: 112)
•
A recognition of ’collective fortunes’ which require collective solutions (ibid)
•
Trust in supranational institutions (Norris & Inglehart, 2009; Mao, 2010)
•
Willingness to expand political community (Pichler, 2008)
•
Low degree of economic, cultural and institutional protectionism (Roudometof, 2005: 126)
•
Desire to make the world more “cosmopolitan”, e.g. campaigning for human rights, to protect against global poverty
(Smith, 2007: 46; Van Hooft, 2007)
•
Learning to recognize humanity wherever it is (Nussbaum, 1994, cf. Stoic cosmopolitanism)
•
Universal hospitality (Kant, 1795/2009; Silverstone, 2007)
•
the capacity of positive recognition of the Other” (Delanty, 2009: 86)
•
”the experience of cosmopolitan empathy” (Beck, 2006: 7)
•
Feeling pity and acting on images of distant suffering (Chouliaraki, 2006; Kyriakidou, 2009)
•
Feeling global responsibility (Nussbaum, 1997; Hannerz, 1999; Van Hooft, 2007)
•
”the capacity of relativization of one’s own culture” (Delanty, 2009: 86; Gilroy, 2004: 75)
•
”the capacity for a mutual evaluation of cultures of identities” (ibid)
•
The consumption of many places and environments (Schein, 1999; Germann Molz, 2011; Szerszynski & Urry, 2002)
•
Curiosity about many places, peoples and cultures. An openness to and the appreciation of other people and cultures
(ibid). A curiosity of the culturally different (Beck, 2006: 7) and “extended frame of reference” (Merton, 1968: 446).
•
A willingness to take risks by virtue of encountering the ’other’ (Szerszynski & Urry, 2002))
•
The ability to ’map’ one’s own society and its culture in terms of a historical geographical knowledge (ibid).
•
All local ethnic religious and cosmopolitan cultures and traditions interpenetrate (Beck, 2006: 7)
•
Transcultural ‘code-switching’ (Kendall et al, 2009: 111)
•
Inclusive valuing of the culturally other (ibid: 112-113)
•
Celebration of difference (Held, 2010: 112)
•
Willingness to engage with the Other (Hannerz, 1990; Norris & Inglehart, 2009)
•
Not attached to local context of living, state or country and low degree of affiliation with local culture (Roudometof, 2005:
126). Feeling at home in the world (Brennan, 1997)
•
Ironic distance to locality, nation, culture (Turner, 2002; Smith, 2007)
•
The sensation of belonging to “Greater society” or “the world” (Merton, 1967; Pichler, 2012)

Table 1 Moral, Cultural and Political Tenets of a Cosmopolitan Disposition

Cosmopolitan Dispositions in Different Spheres of Society
So far, this chapter has theoretically paved the way for an empirical
investigation of various cosmopolitan dispositions. If, at this point, the
“problem of attribution” (that is, the problem of what cosmopolitanism is when
studied “from below”) is solved by creating an open-ended, working definition
allowing empirical exploration, the “problem of identification” – the question
of the social location of various cosmopolitanisms – remains a pressing issue
(Skrbis et al., 2004; Kendall et al., 2009). This section therefore, is dedicated to
provide an overview of the conditions under which different cosmopolitanisms
are suggested to be found. What does theory and research say about in which
spheres of society these outlooks and practices exist?
The cosmopolitan individual has materialized across the whole spectrum of
society. The common stereotype of the social status of the cosmopolitan, as
argued by Vertovec & Cohen, is:
/…/ the privileged bourgeois, politically uncommitted elites /…/ the
wealthy jet setters, corporate managers, intergovernmental bureaucrats,
artists, tax dodgers, academics and intellectuals. (Vertovec & Cohen, 2002:
6)
In theoretical and empirical research within the field of cosmopolitanism
studies, however, the cosmopolitans have emerged as engaged travellers
(Hannerz, 1990; Germann Molz, 2008), networked developmental workers
(Jansson, 2011), global business elites and “frequent flyers” (Bauman, 1998;
Calhoun, 2002), transnational and local working classes (Werbner, 1999;
Lamont & Aksartova, 2002), refugees (Pollock et al., 2000), diaspora
(Christensen, 2011), as media activists advocating democracy and civic action
(Dahlgren, 2012) or the morally engaged audience and user of global media
(Chouliaraki, 2006; Kyriakidou, 2008a; 2008b; 2009). Some hold the usual
cosmopolitan suspects to be “global business elites, refugees and expatriates”
(Kendall et al., 2009: 16), or that the cosmopolitan view tend to be the view
from Brussels (political elites), Davos (the corporate elite), or the university (the
cultural elite) (Calhoun, 2002: 873), while others see “political elites, university
academics, activists, and business men” (Robertson, 2010: 65) as the
archetypical cosmopolitans.
The field of cosmopolitanism studies is thus divided into those who identify a
connection between cosmopolitanism and different forms of societal-material
privileges and those who do not. The former emphasize the importance of
certain assets, or privileges, in order for an individual to be able to cultivate
cosmopolitan dispositions (see for example Weenink, 2008; Kennedy, 2009;
Sugimoto, 2012; Igarashi & Saito, 2014), and the latter argue for a “discrepant”
(Clifford, 1992), “vernacular” (Bhabha, 1996; Nava, 2002; Werbner, 2006), or
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“ordinary” and “demotic” (Lamont & Aksartova, 2002; Gilroy, 2004)
cosmopolitanism, which occur in, sometimes unexpected, moments of what
Delanty has called “world disclosure” (2009).
To this latter strand belongs Pollock et al’s conviction that cosmopolitans are
often the “victims of modernity” (2000: 582), including “refugees, peoples of
the diaspora, and migrants and exiles” (ibid). Here Werbner’s (1999) study of
Sufi and Pakistani labor migrants and Lamont & Aksartova’s (2002) study of
the working classes in the US, France, and North Africa lends empirical rigor to
the otherwise strictly theoretical claims of Pollock et al (2000). Werbner’s
groups of respondents displayed a set of cosmopolitan “moral and cultural
assumptions and sensibilities that transcend particular national boundaries”
(1999: 29) and Lamont & Aksartova observe orientations of moral universalism
and belongingness to the whole of mankind in their samples of the working
class (2002: 17). Furthermore, Robertson’s interviews with Swedish farmers
showed that “a cosmopolitan outlook can thrive even when rooted physically
and discursively in a particular patch of a particular countryside” (2010: 68).
In the other strand it is observed that “Younger people, the better educated,
and people in professional/managerial occupations are more likely to see
themselves as European or world citizens” (Pichler, 2008: 1122; cf. Schueth &
O’Loughlin, 2011; Pichler, 2012) and that “The network of global airline
connections is emblematic of the cosmopolitanism of the modern world”
(Kesselring in Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: 62). Others have observed a middleclass cosmopolitan capital (Kennedy, 2009), and cosmopolitanism becoming a
predisposition to difference emerging as a “key strategy” for social
differentiation amongst transnational elites (Rofe, 2003: 2524; Jansson, 2011).
Others still, note how parents from privileged backgrounds raise their children
to become cosmopolitans to succeed in a globalizing world (Weenink, 2008),
how the cultural elite are more prone to display “cosmopolitan taste” (Prieur &
Savage, 2011; Meuleman & Savage, 2013) and how financial elites “accede to
the most powerful positions” in the business field by way of “cosmopolitan”
resources (Bühlmann et al., 2013: 223). And in discerning differences in the
“cognitive capacities necessary for citizenly modes of being-in-the-world”
between “professionals” and the working class, Szerszysnki & Urry (2006: 126)
furthers the notion that it is difficult to disentangle cosmopolitanism from its
“chain-link” to capital and power, to use Ong’s terminology (Ong, 2009: 457).
More empirically oriented social researchers have argued that more “cultural”
approaches to cosmopolitanism take “precious little notice” of the “structural
realities” in which cosmopolitanism is embedded and without which
cosmopolitanism has “no reality” (Kendall et al., 2009: 21, 35). Tomlinson, in
turn, has expressed a concern that studies ascribing an elite bias to
cosmopolitanism risk reproducing a false notion that elites are “morally
superior” as cosmopolitanism would only pertain to more elite-oriented spheres
of society (1999: 189). Indeed, empirical analyses revealing that “Less educated
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people are more reluctant to see themselves as global citizens” (Pichler, 2012: 29.
Italics added; cf. Rofe, 2003), or that “cosmopolitans are expected to support
policies favoring open labor markets and free trade” (Norris & Inglehart, 2009:
182) does not necessarily get to the core of the nature of a cosmopolitan
disposition as defined in this study.
Here, one unavoidably returns to the crucial question of attribution: what does
it mean when social scientists describe some people as cosmopolitans and
others as not, or, for that matter, what does it mean when certain people
describe themselves as cosmopolitan when others, from less privileged,
backgrounds do not? Critics could easily claim that it confirms that
cosmopolitanism, understood in this sense, would be no more than the “class
consciousness of the frequent travelers” since it “seems hard not to want to be
a “citizen of the world” (Calhoun, 2002: 873; see also Calhoun, 2008) – that
cosmopolitanism is simply “the image intellectuals have of themselves”
(Brennan, 2002: 666). In this sense, then, cosmopolitanism is no more than a
“distinction” rooted in the habitus of the global elite, to use Bourdieu’s
terminology (see Bourdieu, 1979/1984; Rofe, 2003; Igarashi & Saito, 2014).
Distinction, in this sense, derives from Bourdieu’s analysis of cultural taste
(1979/1984) in which taste for certain cultural objects was found to “fulfill a
social function of legitimating social differences” (ibid: 7). The term refers thus
to a “legitimate” stylization of life by way of cultural taste. In this study,
“distinction” is adopted to describe a particular stylization (or representation) of the
self in times of global interconnection and interdependency. Here, Lizardo has
argued that the rise of “multicultural capital” has given rise to “a new kind of
distinction” (2005: 106. Italics in original). Relatedly, Kennedy has shown that
international mobility amongst upper classes is a “project of self-fashioning”
(2010: 466). Thus, when cosmopolitanism is referred to as distinction in this
study, it designates a mode of self-description normally found in more
privileged spheres of society (Calhoun, 2008; for empirical comparative studies
on “cosmopolitan identities” see Pichler, 2008; 2012) that does not necessarily
correspond with a cosmopolitan disposition (that is, actual manifestations of
cosmopolitan sentiments in outlooks and practices). Empirical analysis should
attempt to come to terms with cosmopolitanism both as a “tool of distinction”
deployed by elites in order to “fulfill a social function of legitimating social
differences” and a de facto disposition of worldly openness.
As researchers reproduce different narratives on what cosmopolitanism is, and
where it is socially located, cosmopolitanism risks becoming an empty signifier
and a buzzword designating everything and nothing (Skrbis et al., 2004; Holton,
2009) – its meaning “muddy” (Calhoun, 2008: 107). This is essentially a
methodologically oriented problem located in the fundamental differences in
the process of “descending the ladder of abstraction” between different
researchers, that is, researchers adopt altogether different indicators
communicating with the same theoretical concept (Roudometof, 2012). In
order to avoid feeding into the “conceptual disarray” (Phillips & Smith, 2008:
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379) of creating a false intersubjectivity in the field of cosmopolitanism studies,
which risk piling up diverging and even contradictory conclusions on the nature
of actually existing cosmopolitanisms, and applying cosmopolitanism as an
analytical concept able to understand contemporary social life, a methodology
able to bridge both the problem of “identification” and “attribution” has to
come in place. This means, in practice, employing a method able to define
cosmopolitanism in the intersection of the theoretical and the empirical – that
is, the ability to locate the “actually existing” (Malcomson, 1998) expressions of
a cosmopolitan disposition in “mundane reality” (Kendall et al., 2009: 17) while
at the same time taking careful note of the theoretical complexity inherent in
the concept. Furthermore, it means adopting a method able to properly identify
different forms of cosmopolitan dispositions in their connections to different
spheres of society. By way of filtering out central theoretical tenets of
cosmopolitanism as “actually existing” and manifested in the outlooks and
practices of people, this chapter has paved the way for a methodological design
able to do this. This design and its rationale are described in detail in Chapter 5.
If the question of different demographic traits such as level of mobility and
education, but also age and social class is a pressing issue when it comes to
delineating the conditions under which cosmopolitan dispositions thrive, so is
the question of various media practices – practices that have come to “reorder”
time and space (Thompson, 1995/2001) and allow various forms of
“imaginative” travel (Szerszynski & Urry, 2006). The next chapter sets out to
map how the media is accounted for in the field of cosmopolitanism studies
and how the field of media and communication studies has approached
questions of cosmopolitanism.
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CHAPTER 3
Mapping the Field of Media and Cosmopolitanism

In the previous chapter it was argued that cosmopolitanism should first and
foremost be studied “from below”, as “actually existing” and embodied in
individual’s practices and outlooks of openness across moral, cultural, and
political dimensions (cf. Delanty, 2009; Holton, 2009; Kendall et al, 2009;
Skrbis & Woodward, 2013). This involves studying the “interiority” of
globalization (Swain, 2009). Understood in this manner, the question regarding
the conditions under which such outlooks and practices can be identified
becomes a pressing, yet largely unresolved, issue. By and large, since the TV,
the radio and other media have the capacity to include into everyday life “local,
national and global worlds through the forms of ‘imaginative travel’ that they
afford” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2006: 116) and as such potentially create a “global
imagined community” (Poster, 2008) or an “imagined cosmopolitanism”
(Schein, 1999), they are placed at the center of creating a mediated space
between the individual and the world as a whole. Empirical research on this
relationship is scarce, as noted by Norris & Inglehart (2009) and Robertson
(2010). From this, the purpose of this chapter is two-fold. Firstly, it seeks to
trace the generally optimistic discussion relating to media in the field of
cosmopolitanism studies. Secondly, the chapter seeks to give an account of the
scarce but growing body of important theoretical and empirical endeavors
stemming from accounts that more explicitly orient towards different media
practices in relation to cosmopolitan dispositions.

Peripheral but Potent
Even though cosmopolitanism is migrating from designating different worldpolitical models to social and cultural theory, where it is understood as
individually embodied dispositions (see Chapter 2), there has been
“conspicuously little empirical research” on the relationship between media,
communication and cosmopolitanism, as put by Kyriakidou (2009: 484). There
exist a general lack of empirical studies concerning cosmopolitanism as
“actually existing” (as argued by e.g. Phillips & Smith, 2008; Holton, 2009) and
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a particular lack regarding its relation to media and communication (as argued
by Tester, 1994; Höijer, 2004; Ong, 2009; Robertson, 2010).
Within the central theoretical elaborations on the conditions of cosmopolitan
socialization, the role of different media practices has, at best, been given a
peripheral role. Yet, and this is the central point of this chapter, media have not
lost their imagined potency to augment the process of cosmopolitanization. In
turning to some of the central works in contemporary cosmopolitanism theory,
this first section seeks to provide a panorama over the academic discourse on
the role of different media practices for cosmopolitan socialization. The
purpose of this endeavor is to illustrate the rather one-sided character of
contemporary understandings of the relationship between media and
cosmopolitanism, and as such, the picture painted here brings about a call for
further empirical studies of the relationship at hand.
In their seminal anthology Conceiving Cosmopolitanism: Theory, Context, and Practice
Vertovec & Cohen argue that while material constraints have largely impeded a
cosmopolitanism “from below” to spring up in the past, the “contemporary
world” offers “the capacity to communicate with others and to understand
their cultures” (2002: 5). The media thus “represent obvious sites for
stimulating cosmopolitan awareness and highlighting cosmopolitan practices”
(ibid: 21). As explored in the previous chapter, Held – leading thinker on
notions of the principles of cosmopolitan governance – tends to analytically
sideline, but still take “global cultural communication” to be a very potent
factor in an overarching process of cosmopolitanization. For him, a
cosmopolitanism located in the outlooks and practices of individuals (for him
“cultural cosmopolitanism”) has been “given an enormous impetus by the sheer
scale, intensity, speed and volume of global cultural communication” (2010:
111). Kaldor in turn, holds that the new “global social contract” leading to a
legitimization of cosmopolitan political sovereignty is in part “revised,
reproduced and extended” by “the media” (Kaldor, 2002: 278). And Derrida
holds that “It goes without saying that the development of sciences and
technologies…breaks open the path, for better or worse, for a cosmopolitical
communication” (Derrida in Kendall et al, 2009: 84). Delanty continues to
argue that “peoplehood” is “increasingly being defined in and through global
communication with the result that the ‘we’ is counterposed not only by
reference to a ‘they’ but by the abstract category of the world” (2006: 30).
Ultimately, these are “big names” making big claims as far as media and
cosmopolitanism goes. The argument of this section is that the thinking
represented by these scholars is indicative of the general state of the field
(cosmopolitanism studies) and that more empirical analyses should assess the
validity of such claims.
In the same fashion, Beck and his associates (Beck & Sznaider, 2006, Beck
2011b and Beck & Levy, 2013) emphasize that what is new about
cosmopolitanism in “second modernity” is the mediated awareness of it.
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Against the backdrop of “world risk society” and what Beck and associates see
as the three axes of contemporary world crises (ecological, economic and
terrorist) the “imagined community of cosmopolitanism becomes essential to
survival” (2011b: 1349; cf. Beck & Levy, 2013). These crises thus, become
“extremely dependent on the media”, which turn them into “cosmopolitan events
with a potentially explosive global reach” (ibid. Italics in original). Echoing the
neo-Durkheimian notion that during their “high holidays” the media can create
moments of “mechanical solidarity” on an international scale (Dayan & Katz,
1992) and Anderson’s (1983) argument that the (print) media was an essential
factor in the construction of nationalism, Beck takes the argument one step
further and asserts that the reception of mediated cosmopolitan events “creates
an awareness that strangers in distant places are following the same events with the
same fears and worries as oneself. Strangers become neighbors!” (Beck, 2011b: 1350.
Italics in original; cf. Dayan & Katz, 1992; Couldry et al., 2010). Similarly,
Woodward & Skrbis (2012) hold that “global media events” such as the Live
Aid concert in 1984-1985 was a catalyst for “transnational action and emotional
commitment” (2012: 135) and Germann Molz states that “global media”
enables people to “feel a kind of cosmopolitan connection to the world
community” (Germann Molz, 2011: 41. Italics in original).
Drawing on the concept of “cultural translation”, broadly defined as the
process whereby one culture interprets itself in the light of another culture and
potentially reaches a cosmopolitan “self-transcendence”, Delanty counts the
Internet and other forms of media as contributing to “cultures becom[ing]
more translatable” (2009: 194). This notion resembles Appiah’s notion that
global media help us “learn about life everywhere” (2006: xi). Along with
globalization and increased transnational flows of people such as migration,
Delanty continues to argue that “new information and communication
technologies have changed the nature of communication to a point that cultural
translation has become a central category in all of communication” (2009: 196).
Roudometof in turn, makes the distinction between cosmopolitan outlook
(rooted) and transnational experience (footloose) on the basis that “large
numbers of people around the globe are exposed to other cultures on a daily
basis /…/ simply through the variety of communication media” (2005: 121).
Against this backdrop, Skrbis & Woodward (2007) and Kendall et al. (2009)
have brought forward the media and the global communication they make
possible as a crucial material condition that allow people to “experience forms
of mobility that potentially cultivate cosmopolitan (or anti-cosmopolitan)
outlooks, practices and values” (Skrbis & Woodward, 2007: 733; Kendall et al.,
2009: 110-111). One such instance of the mediation of cosmopolitanism, the
capacity of self-relativization and estrangement, is argued by Gilroy (2004) to
have become a “routine feature” partly because of “the revolution in global
communications” (2004: 75). Furthermore, Hannerz and Delanty respectively
argue that “home is not necessarily a place where cosmopolitanism is in exile”
(Hannerz, 1990: 249) as “the implosive power of the media may now make just
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everybody a little more cosmopolitan” (ibid), and that it is now a fact that
“media of communication and consumption have made everybody
cosmopolitan” (Delanty in Vertovec & Cohen, 2002: 8). In later publications
Hannerz suggests that “world-wide news reporting” might create an “electronic
empathy” as part of a wider cosmopolitan sentiment (2005: 207) and that if
cosmopolitanism is both a political/civic and a cultural ethos then “The media
have a significant impact along both of them” (Hannerz, 2010: 451). For
Holton, the potential resides in the fact that “One can sit still, but nonetheless
engage with the world in a cosmopolitan manner, often /…/ through powerful
communications media.” (Holton, 2009: 116). More than fifteen years earlier,
Hebdige (1990), in a similar spirit, asserted that:
/…/ we’re living in a world where ‘mundane’ cosmopolitanism is part of
‘ordinary’ experience. All cultures, however remote temporally and
geographically, are becoming accessible today as signs and/or
commodities. If we don't choose to go and visit other cultures they come
and visit us as images and information on tv. (Hebdige, 1990: 20)
The potential of the media for both Holton (2009) and Hebdige (1990) resides
in its capacity to create a “rooted cosmopolitanism” (Appiah, 1998) where
people are given “wings” to overcome barriers of time-space and experience
cosmopolitan encounters (cf. Beck, 2002a). Malcomson in turn, counts
entertainment and popular cultural icons such as Bruce Lee, Michael Jackson,
and Madonna to the instances creating an “actually existing cosmopolitanism”
(1998: 239). This notion bears similarities with Beck’s “banal cosmopolitanism”
in which “everyday nationalism is circumvented and undermined and we
experience ourselves integrated into global processes and phenomena” (Beck,
2002a: 28; cf. Beck, 2004; 2006). Here, Beck contends that media play a
significant part in propelling the process of cosmopolitanization since they
imply that “sociability is no longer dependent on geographical proximity /…/
the sphere of experience, in which we inhabit globally networked life-worlds, is
glocal” (2002a: 31. Italics in original). Media practices, Beck holds, promote an
expanded consciousness – the inner cosmopolitanization of life-worlds (2004:
151). The idea that media constitute the symbolic and material underpinnings
of a cosmopolitan society and a cosmopolitan disposition is further elaborated
upon by Skrbis et al (2004):
Our present times, in which many people have a shared sense of a world
as a whole, and experience this through travel, work and exposure to the
media, are thus perfectly suited to the proliferation of the idea of
cosmopolitanism. (Skrbis et al., 2004: 117)
For Skrbis et al (2004) the ethical commitment involved in the cosmopolitan
disposition has become “distinctively pronounced” in an era of “seeming
unstoppable thrust of time-space compression fuelled by information
technologies and the media” (2004: 128). In another context the same authors
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argue that photography and music are examples of how media stipulate
different cosmopolitan sensibilities – a “thinking beyond ourselves”
(Woodward & Skrbis, 2012: 135). Similarly, Mau (2010) explores the
relationship between transnational practice and a political-cosmopolitan
outlook and concludes that:
/…/ given the weak nature of the correlations [between transnational
activity and cosmopolitan attitudes], it seems likely that other factors,
including virtual travel and exposure to media /…/ have more influence
on [cosmopolitan] attitudes than direct involvement in transnational
networks and activities. (Mau, 2010: 102)
This brief panorama shows that while remaining below the surface of analytical
attention in cosmopolitanism studies, media are generally thought of as
“potent” in their capacity to cultivate various forms of “actually existing”
cosmopolitanisms. The key concept that captures the understanding that the
media play important roles in their capacity of enhancing the process of
cosmopolitanization is that of reach. Since media today potentially have a global
reach, they are approached as creating the material and symbolic platform that
“enlarge mentalities” (to use Kant’s term, quoted in Silverstone, 2007: 47). In
this sense it is argued that mediated exposure to “otherness” on an everyday
basis allow people to, consciously or unconsciously, develop and cultivate
different forms of cosmopolitan dispositions. On this theoretical level different
media practices work in tandem with travel, migration, the flow of goods and
services to “bring the world to our doorstep”, to use Devadason’s words (2009:
2945). This shows that not only is it necessary to make such, rather bold, claims
the topic of empirical inquiry, it is equally necessary to nuance the theoretical
landscape in which the relationship between media and cosmopolitanism is
understood. While this latter task is the concern of the next chapter, the
following section looks more closely at the questions posed among those
scholars more explicitly concerning themselves with media and
cosmopolitanism. The subsequent section turns to empirical research dealing
with the relationship at hand.

Media and Cosmopolitanism – Contemporary Questions
In 1994, sociologist Keith Tester criticized media and cultural studies for being
“morally cretinous” (1994: 3). In essence, Tester held that war, disaster and
conflict – stuff wherein questions of morality remains indisputably immanent –
and their relation to media, for example in their representations and reception,
should occupy a central position in the scope of media and cultural studies (see
also Stevenson, 1999). Instead, he argued, these disciplines have been occupied
with popular culture and in analyzing the banalities of commercially driven
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media outputs so as to reduce themselves to being the “bastard child[ren] of the
very media they claim to expose” (Tester, 1994: 3).
Heeding Tester’s call or not, a moral-ethical turn seems to have taken place in
media and cultural studies of recent, as observed by Ong (2009: 449). The field
is witnessing a growing body of literature covering a range of topics, for
example, how media audiences engage morally with distant others (see e.g.
Höijer, 2004; Chouliaraki, 2006; 2008; 2013; Kyriakidou, 2009; Scott, 2013),
how diaspora and expatriates utilize potential cosmopolitan affordances of
different technologies of communication (Christensen, 2011; Jansson, 2011),
and the wider questions of the possibility of an imagined, cosmopolitan
community supported by the symbolic and material infrastructure of the media
and artistic representation (see e.g. Silverstone, 2007; Orgad, 2012;
Papastergiadis, 2012). Notably, media and communication studies (including
the sociology and history of the media) have a tradition of engagingly looking
into related fields of media and globalization (see e.g. Schiller, 1969; Thompson,
1995/2001; Tomlinson, 1999; Nedvereen Pieterse, 2003; Rantanen, 2005).
Here, what is studied is, for instance, the uses of media among transnational
communities and diasporas (see e.g. Karim, 2003; Georgiou, 2006; Aksoy &
Robins, 2009), how technologies of communication create phenomenological
reformations of space and place (see e.g. McLuhan 1964/2003; Meyrowitz,
1985; Scannell, 1996; Moores, 2007; Falkheimer & Jansson, 2006), how
mediated solidarities and belongings arise beyond the immediate locale (see e.g
Dayan & Katz, 1992; Morley, 2001; Couldry et al., 2010), and how the imagined
community and the creation of nationalism are made possible by mediated
communication (see e.g. Habermas, 1962; Eisenstein, 1979; Anderson, 1983).
Historically, questions addressing the role of the media from a more specific
cosmopolitan concern have not been entirely absent either. In 1949, Robert
Merton published his piece Patterns of Influence: Local and Cosmopolitan Influentials
in which it was recognized that media use differed between “cosmopolitans”
who were more oriented to the “Great society” and “locals” who, in contrast,
were more concerned with their local context of living (Merton, 1949/1968).
While contemporary media and communication research has generally been
dwelling in the periphery of more cosmopolitan questions, it has, as stated
above, recently experienced an explicit turn towards these questions. In what
follows (this section and the next) an overview of the central works that pose
the questions and present the empirically informed answers concerning the
relationship between media and cosmopolitanism is provided. This is done to
contextualize this study in the present state of the field.
Starting from the most basic level, Stevenson (2003) seeks to return to the
question whether “media technologies in a global world can enhance a
cosmopolitan mentality” (Stevenson, 2003: 97). While Stevenson takes a
modest approach arguing that one cannot simply take for granted that people
living in an age saturated by potentially globalizing media “will become less
local” (ibid: 103), Jenkins, more boldly, argues for a “pop cosmopolitanism”
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constituted by a “semiotic solidarity” and alternative cultural experiences
afforded by the contemporary media landscape (Jenkins, 2004). For him,
transcultural flows of popular culture can inspire a global consciousness and
new cultural competencies (2004: 117). Here, Poster holds that the “new”
cosmopolitan does not resemble “the cosmopolitan of the past” since the
newer embodiment is “connected to the world immediately, through the fiberoptic cables and communication satellites that cross and envelop the earth”
(2008: 700). Vertovec, in turn, holds that “The media, in its variety, also
represent an obvious site for stimulating cosmopolitan awareness and
highlighting cosmopolitan practices” (2009: 132) and Tomlinson observes how
engagement with the “narratives of global media” extends individual life-worlds
and “people become, ‘a bit less parochial, a bit more cosmopolitan’” (2011:
357).
The above assessments of the cosmopolitan potential in the media carry
resemblances to the Rantanen’s notion of a “mediated cosmopolitanism”
(Rantanen, 2005: ch 6). For Rantanen, media constitute the obvious sites to
further explore cosmopolitan socialization - for how can attachments be
created from a distance if not via media and communication? (Rantanen, 2005:
120). What Rantanen’s inquiry into the “media and globalization” does is to
raise the question whether “ordinary people” can become cosmopolitan via
various media practices and whether or not cosmopolitanism can be mass
mediated (ibid: 122; see also Poster, 2008; Herbert & Black, 2013). This inquiry
has been critiqued for its risk of “reproducing a far too effects-oriented model”
(Jansson & Andersson, 2011: 3; see also Halsall, 2006). The same problematic
has been observed in “diasporic media studies” where the tendency is to “quite
unproblematically” embrace the notion that transnational broadcasting
supports the “cohesion of transnational ‘imagined communities’” (Aksoy &
Robins, 2009: 481-482). The notion of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” has also
been critiqued on empirical grounds. Here, it has been shown that the linear
hypothesis inherent in this perspective, that is, that extensive media use in
general, and news media consumption in particular would make people more
cosmopolitan - does not withstand empirical testing (Lindell, 2011; 2012a;
2014). What is needed here is an analytical focus that goes beyond the study of
media use, and media consumption. Chapter 8 focuses not only on the latter,
but turns to what is referred to as media orientations (as discussed in Chapter 1)
and as such it constitutes an attempt to break new terrain in questions regarding
the relationship between media and cosmopolitanism.
As far as a more moral cosmopolitan disposition goes, a competing theory to
Rantanen’s “mediated cosmopolitanism” (2005) is the notion of a “compassion
fatigue” arising in audience and user internalization of images of faraway
disaster and tragedy (Moeller, 1999; cf. Tester, 2001). Here, the argument is
that the bombardment by a plethora of mediated messages has created an
apathetic, morally indifferent media audience. Social theory of the media,
Chouliaraki argues, presents two narratives on how the “process of mediation”
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may or may not cultivate cosmopolitan spectators (2006: 23). The first,
“pessimistic narrative”, holds that the intervention of technology in the spectatorship
of suffering involves a lessening of the degree of authenticity. This thesis
proposes that when suffering is mediated rather than directly experienced, people
are less inclined to act upon it. Mattelart, for example, asserts that “/…/ the
habit of seeing shocking images of human barbarity has caused audiences’
attention to wane” (2000: 104). Secondly, the domesticity of reception-thesis
suggests that spectators, located in the safety of their living rooms far away
from the actual scene of misery, become resilient to act or even reflect upon the
images, turning the scene of misery into nothing more than a spectacle
(Chouliaraki, 2006: 24-25; cf. Tomlinson, 1994; Morley, 2000: 183-184).
In the “optimistic narrative” on the other hand, the celebration of
communitarianism-thesis suggests that mass media audiences, for example,
television viewers, become aware that they form a (trans)national collective of
spectators – an imaginary “we” is forged in the act of watching together (ibid:
26; cf. Dayan & Katz, 1992; Kyriakidou, 2008a; 2008b; 2009; Dayan, 2010).
Furthermore, in contrast to the “compassion fatigue”-thesis (Moeller, 1999;
Tester, 2001), the optimistic narrative includes the notion of democratization of
responsibility which forwards the idea that television viewers, for example, make
up a reflexive organization of political actors who by virtue of their exposure to
“distant sufferers” make up a political force capable of adressing problems of
global inequality. To put it in Appadurai’s terms, the mass media create a
“community of sentiment” (Appadurai, 1996: 8; Chouliaraki, 2006: 28). This
notion was present already in the Commission on Global Governance 1995
report Our Global Governance:
Media images of human suffering have motivated people to express their
concern and their solidarity with those in distant places by contributing to
relief efforts and by demanding explanations and action from
governments. (Carlsson & Ramphal, 1995: 22)
The issue surfaces further in Giddens’s (1991/1997) argument that while it
might hold true that some mediated representations of distant events and
catastrophes “slip through” into our living rooms and find a place in the
consciousness of the viewer, they are still, by virtue of their symbolic, nonmaterial essence, not as forceful as less mediated encounters (ibid: 38). While
not tested explicitly within the frame of this study (which is more general in
scope), these positions, and their antagonistic relationship to each other, are
valuable in the sense that they shed light on the potential tensions between
“positive” and “negative” roles played by the media in the context of
cosmopolitan accretion.
Moving ahead, Kendall et al (2005) holds that “the technological means to
global citizenship is important” on the grounds that without technologies (of
communication) the “cosmopolitan is confined to his or her local time and
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space” (Kendall, et al., 2005: 2). However, in emphasizing the fact that while
technologies are central to enacting and making the process of
cosmopolitanization possible (cf. Beck, 2006), they can also impede the very
same process. Here, Tomlinson argues that the new media, because of their
capacity to sustain already existing, close social bonds, constitute “technologies
of the hearth” rather than “technologies of the cosmos” (Tomlinson, 2008: 68;
see Jansson [2014] for an empirical study). Kendall et al (2005) importantly
introduces the notion of the “Janus faced media” in the context of
cosmopolitanism. They conclude that:
/…/ Technologies can facilitate or impede cosmopolitanism. Human
beings on their own do not achieve much; technologies allow them to
extend their actions, to make them last, to make them more powerful
/…/ And yet technology has also facilitated the current closing down of
the cosmopolitan ethos in the period after 2001 /…/ While rationality
and technology (specifically, the technological aspects of globalization)
appear to be necessary elements in the cosmopolitan ethos, they are no
guarantee of cosmopolitanization. (Kendall et al., 2005: 89)
To such a contention of ambivalence, Chouliaraki adds that media might
“habituate us into mundane cosmopolitanizing acts” but at the same time
“undermine cosmopolitan morality, in that, by rendering the West both the
actor and the spectator of its own performances, they marginalize the voice of
distant others” (2013: 18). Here, Jansson points to the fact that while one might
encounter “others” and “other spaces” in the commercial media outlet, these
categories are there, “not for the sake of overcoming socio-cultural boundaries,
but for profit-making” (2009: 306). Finally, Christensen promotes the
understanding that “global media” does not automatically engender a
cosmopolitan ethos, yet certain circuits of “visibility, solidarity and
connectivity” afforded by the contemporary media landscape create an
invitational window of cosmopolitan opportunity (Christensen, 2013; see also
Christensen, 2014).
In research and theory focusing more explicitly on the media and
cosmopolitanism, complexity and nuance have been emphasized from various
directions. Halsall, for instance, criticizes the notion of a “mediated
cosmopolitanism” on the basic principle that if the media theoretically can have
a “cosmopolitanizing” influence on people – the rhetoric underscoring the
notion of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005; cf. Poster, 2008;
Robertson, 2010; Skrbis & Woodward, 2013) – it must likewise have the
capacity of “immunization” that opposes the expansion of individuals’ horizons
(Halsall, 2006). Here Höijer (2004) has importantly noted that “There are
different media systems, different news policies and different news journalists”
(2004: 529) implying that understanding “the media” as a single coherent
platform that enacts the function of “making everybody a little more
cosmopolitan” (Hannerz, 1990) involves a deep reductionism that disregards
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the fragmented reality of the media. This vein runs through Tomlinson’s
contention that the process of a disembedding of social life ushered by “massmediated global experience” remains both elusive and “heavily unbalanced”
(1994: 170). Relatedly, Hand & Sandywell (2002) argue that accounts describing
a “computer-mediated-cosmopolitanism” afforded by the Internet constitute a
technological fetishist discourse unable to properly take into account questions
of power and agency (cf. Mosco, 2004).
It is against the backdrop of such discussions that another competing theory to
the one of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” is engendered. Here, the discourse is
turned towards a mediatized cosmopolitanism (Lindell, 2012b; Christensen, 2014;
Christensen & Jansson, 2014). The epistemic break constitutes a move-away
from an understanding in which cosmopolitanism is naturally the outcome of
specific forms of media exposure, and instead as intertwined with various
media practices that take place in a social context (ibid).
Of course, complexities and nuances in the content, reception, and uses of
media and the general role of media in society, as well as their
multidirectionality in terms of influence and “effects” and their connection to
wider social, political and economic processes have been significant parts of
theorizing in the field of media and communication studies for decades (see e.g.
Hall, 1980/1993; Thompson, 1995/2001; Scannell, 2007; Hesmondhalgh &
Toynbee, 2008b; Lundby, 2009a; McQuail, 2010). But this is not self-evident
across the social sciences. As shown in the previous section, the tendency
within cosmopolitanism studies has been to place the media in the periphery of
analytical scope, but still understand them as very potent in their capacity to
enhance the process of cosmopolitanization (Beck, 2006). Further emphasis on
the media as a double-edged sword in the context of cosmopolitanism is an
important one (Kendall et al., 2005; 2009).
Another seminal contribution to the present inquiries is Silverstone’s The Media
and Morality: On the Rise of the Mediapolis (2007). In sharing premises with the
Toronto school6 and medium theory, Silverstone holds that the media have
become “environmental” in the sense that they are “tightly and dialectically
intertwined with the everyday” and that we have “become dependent on the
media for the conduct of everyday life” (2007: 5; cf. “mediatization” and e.g.
Hjarvard, 2008; Krotz, 2009). Being omnipresent for millions of people today,
the media have become central for peoples’ orientation and place in a global
world (ibid: 6). The question for Silverstone is the character of our mediated
relationship to the “other”. Starting from rather similar presumptions,
Meyrowitz (1997) paints a grand picture (see Morley’s critique, 2000: 178) of
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6

The Toronto school refers to a number of Canadian scholars (most notably Harold Innis and
Marshall McLuhan and later James Carey and Joshua Meyrowitz), who argued that media,
regardless of their content, make up, by virtue of their technological affordances, ”cultural
environments” that in various ways influence the nature of civilizations and individual behavior and
actions (Meyrowitz, 1985). The epistemology guiding this line of thinking is most notably captured by
McLuhan’s famous ”the medium is the message” (McLuhan, 1964/2003).
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the three epochs of “the stranger” in relation to the dominant mode of
communication:
Each of the three phases – traditional, modern, and postmodern – is
linked in many important ways to a dominant mode of communication:
traditional to oral communication, modern to literate communication, and
postmodern to electronic communication. Each evolution in
communication forms has involved a shift in social boundaries and hence
a shift in the relationship between self and others. (Meyrowitz, 1997: 62)
In the present “postmodern” age then, Meyrowitz holds that “there is a sense
of global familiarity, as well as a greater sense of individual idiosyncrasy and the
strangeness of local others” (ibid: 69; cf. Thompson, 1995/2001). Similarly,
Silverstone holds that:
The media have this unique role in global culture. They provide a
technological and cultural framework for the connectivity, positive or
negative, without which the globe would be merely a shadow. They
provide the resources, productive as well as of course counter-productive,
to lock the possibility and potentiality of connectivity into the fabric of
the quotidian. It is within the media’s framing, in image and narrative,
home page and chat room, that increasingly the world is becoming global
and livable. It is at this interface, the interface of media and the life-world,
where the media as a moral force becomes most relevant, where the world
in its otherness is at its most visible. (Silverstone, 2007: 10)
The broadened question for Silverstone, then, is to what extent the media can
enhance a “global cosmopolitan culture” (2007: 10) – the mediapolis:
/…/ mediated public space where contemporary political life increasingly
finds its place, both at national and global levels /…/ in which the world
appears and in which the world is constitute in its worldliness, and
through which we learn about those who are and who are not like us.
(Silverstone, 2007: 31)
As the new communicative space of mediated global appearances, the
mediapolis invokes cosmopolitan demands on thinking, acting and speaking
(ibid; see also Dahlgren, 2012). Importantly, Silverstone stresses the fact that
the mediapolis requires our active engagement in it (and it is here that he differs
from Meyrowitz’s medium theory approach). Again, what is here motivated is
an analysis that goes beyond an exclusive focus on media consumption and
particular uses, to one that would also take into account peoples’ orientations in
and approaches to the contemporary media landscape. However, while
Silverstone builds a sophisticated theoretical and normative framework through
which one can start to think on questions of a cosmopolitanism related to the
contemporary media landscape, he does not provide any rich empirical answers.
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The next section turns to the scarce but growing body of empirical work on the
relationship between media and cosmopolitanism.

Empirically Informed Answers
So far, this chapter has dealt with how the media has been approached in
cosmopolitanism studies, and how media and communication studies have
dealt with questions of cosmopolitanism. A conclusion to be drawn from the
general lack of empirical attention within cosmopolitanism studies, and the
many diverging theoretical explanations in the works that explicitly deals with
the relationship at hand is that empirical attention is needed. This chapter turns
to the modest, but growing body of research that has started to deal with the
ways in which media relate to various forms of “actually existing
cosmopolitanisms”.
Chouliaraki (2006; 2008; 2013) is arguably the opinion-leading scholar in the
field of media and cosmopolitanism and media and morality. Chouliaraki (2006;
2008) conducts both semiotic analyses and CDA (critical discourse analysis) of
the representation of suffering in news broadcasts. Her aim is to explore ”the
conditions under which it is possible for the media to cultivate an ideal identity
for the spectator as a citizen of the world - literally a cosmo-politan” (2006: 2)
or put in another way ”/.../ the conditions of possibility under which the figure
of the cosmopolitan may come into being the process of mediation” (2006: 22).
Identifying three separate categories of new texts (adventure, emergency, and
ecstatic news), Chouliaraki concludes that “adventure” and “ecstatic” news
reproduce a communitarian, non-cosmopolitan logic: the former does so
because of the maximum semiotic-discursive distance it places between the
spectator and sufferer, the latter fails because it only sustains a social bond
between an already existing “micro-sphere” of the West (2006: 188-189). Left is
the category of ”emergency news” which ”presents the western spectator with a
demand for engagement that does not exclusively follow from the precommitment to implicit obligations from the communitarian bond”
(Chouliaraki, 2006: 189). In a later study on the capacity of appeals, concerts,
news, and celebrity to inspire a humanitarian disposition in media audiences,
what is found is an epistemic shift in solidarity as such. Because of certain
changes in the “aesthetics of humanitarian communication” and the collapse of
“grand narratives” of solidarity, Western spectators of distant suffering have,
according to Chouliaraki, become post-humanitarian “ironic spectators” (2013).
Similarly, for Joye (2009; 2010) televised discourses of distant suffering fail to
create “proper distance” (cf. Chouliaraki, 2006; Silverstone, 2007) between
those who suffer and those who watch. Instead, the way in which reporting on
suffering is textually constructed resemble a “spectacle of misery” suggesting
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that television reproduces the global asymmetries they depict (Joye, 2009; 2010;
cf. Chouliaraki, 2006; Moyo, 2010). In analyzing BBC interview show Hardtalk,
Rogers concludes that “despite global claims” the show reproduces Western
cultural and political hegemony (Rogers, 2011). Another, more optimistic,
inquiry into the “cosmopolitan bias” in contemporary media outlets is given by
Larsson (2012), who argues that specific media content, “eco-edutainment
books” are “contemporary attempts to encourage children to become
environmentally responsible world citizens” (2012: 211). Following the same
trajectory, Orgad’s (2011) study of news media, depicting conflict within the
nation, mediated to its own citizens, argues that these representations can spark
a sense of estrangement. In extension, this sets in motion a process of
distancing oneself from ones’ own culture – a central virtue to the
cosmopolitan sentiment, according to both Turner (2002) and Gilroy (2004). In
a broader sense, Orgad holds that these news items cultivate the “capacity to
act morally and justly in the world” (2011: 418).
Furthermore, Orgad, in a later study analyzing the extent to which media
representations can inspire “global imaginaries”, concludes that this capacity of
the media is “inherently dialectical” (Orgad, 2012: 186). For her, media
representations invite both “outward” expansion of our symbolic horizons and
an inward-looking “self-centered view and experience” (ibid). As made clear in
the introduction of this study, the position adopted here is one emphasizing the
difficulties in deriving any concrete knowledge about how people would make
sense of allegedly “cosmopolitanizing” or “globalizing” media outputs. The
analysis thus, cannot be entirely based upon close readings of the messages of
certain media, but must turn to where cosmopolitanism ultimately finds its
most meaningful embodiment – people, in different spheres of society who
consume, use, and orient themselves in the contemporary media landscape.
Turning to the audience and user level then, it has been concluded that
transnational empathy arising in the reception of suffering such as 2004
Tsunami, Hurricane Katrina, and the Kashmir earthquake is an “elusive and
fragile condition” (Kyriakidou, 2008b: 162). In another context, using focus
group interviews with a Greek sample, Kyriakidou concludes that images of
distant suffering do have an affective power that enhances audiences’
cosmopolitan imaginations and empathies, but that national and local identities
and affiliations shape the cosmopolitan discourse (Kyriakidou, 2009: 493).
Höijer (2004) in turn, approaches compassion as an important and morally
correct micro sentiment in relation to the wider political strife for a
cosmopolitan democracy, and studies audiences’ reactions on images of distant
suffering (2004: 513). Using telephone interviews combined with follow-up indepth interviews, Höijer argues that “we see a two-sided effect of global
compassion on the one hand, and ignorance and compassion fatigue on the
other” (Höijer, 2004: 528). Scott (2013), in drawing upon focus group
interviews and diary studies in Great Britain, observes a “moral boredom and
dullness” characterizing the reception of distant suffering.
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Thus far, in their understanding of cosmopolitanism as a certain moral
response to suffering “others”, existing empirical work, both qualitative and
quantitative, text, and audience oriented, have revealed the difficulties for the
media to establish “proper distance” (to use Silverstone’s term [2007]) between
those suffering in the distance and those watching at home. These difficulties
appear on the textual level in the sense that the semiotic-discursive framing of
the sufferer becomes crippled and obscured (Chouliaraki, 2006; Joye, 2009)
and, at the same time, media audiences and users tend to be selective, narrowly
guided by the reference point of the nation – or even dulled and bored in their
making sense of distant suffering (Höijer, 2004; Kyriakidou, 2008a; 2009; Scott,
2013). On top of this, research on the production of “cosmopolitan coverage”
shows vast differences in the extent to which various media institutions
internalize cosmopolitanism as a motif guiding their production and
dissemination of mass-mediated messages (Brüggemann & Kleinen-von
Königslöw, 2013). In her study of news workers at BBC World News, Dencik
concludes that journalistic practice in seemingly “global” news production
cultures are “steeped in a nation-state world order” (2013: 132; see also Hafez
[2011] for a critical discussion).
In turning to a broadened conceptualization of cosmopolitanism, one in which
cosmopolitanism designates more than compassion for distant others, Schein
(1999) finds an “imagined cosmopolitanism” stemming out of the increased
transnationalization of the media landscape. In her fieldwork in China, Schein
takes this media-fostered imagined cosmopolitanism as being:
/…/ about surmounting constraints of locality, about entering the global
scene by means that deny geographic immobilities. For Chinese
consumers, then, attaining a kind of worldliness becomes an end in itself.
(Schein, 1999: 361)
Schein found that various media were central tools for those who “imagine
themselves as cosmopolitans” since they possess affordances making it possible
for one to “make oneself part of the world” by becoming “fluent in signs of
foreignness, whether in films, music, print media or other forms of
communication” (ibid).
Szerszysnki & Urry (2002; 2006), in turn, asked what role the media plays in the
production and maintenance of cosmopolitan attitudes to the wider world
(2002: 462). For them there are multiple forms of mobilities (physical,
imaginative and virtual) that could expand “peoples awareness of the wider
world” (2006: 113) and thus have the potential capacity to form a
“cosmopolitan culture”. To this contention belongs Gilroy’s (2004) example of
how images of the Earth, shot from outer space and mediated into our living
rooms, have the capacity to create a “planetary consciousness” as they invoke a
kind of cosmopolitan estrangement, depicting Earth as “isolated, whole,
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delicate, and centerless” (2004: 81). Here, Szerszynski & Urry conducted a 24hour content analysis of all the visual images from a “variety of channels” and
asked whether there exists a symbolic, “banal globalism” in the contemporary
media output (2002: 465-466). Results indicated that:
/…/ there is much global imagery on contemporary TV, both directly of
the globe and indirectly through images of exemplary ‘global’ individuals
and people through various iconic places, peoples and animals /…/ The
global is thus ‘ready-to-hand’. (ibid: 467)7
Ensuing focus group interviews indicated that while only a minority of the
respondents claimed to belong to “the world as a whole”, fragments of a
“cosmopolitan civil society” surfaced as the awareness of a “shrinking world”
together with an “ethics of care” emerged (ibid: 477-478). In line with Gilroy’s
arguments about a mediated planetary consciousness, Szerszynski & Urry
contend that a banal globalism, materialized in the domestication of different
televised media outputs, might be “helping to create a sensibility conducive to
the cosmopolitan rights and duties of being a ‘global citizen’” (2006: 122). Here
Mankekar (2008) has observed that while the “imaginative travel” afforded by
the media such as television, films, advertisements, and the internet were
appropriated differently by people from different positions in society, they did
produce, in her young respondents, a “desire to try to go abroad in search of a
better life, upward mobility, financial security, or a more cosmopolitan lifestyle”
(Mankekar, 2008: 152).
Similar conclusions were drawn by Christensen (2011) when conducting indepth interviews with members of the Turkish diaspora in Stockholm. Much
like Silverstone’s (2007) prospects for the “mediapolis”, the media for these
respondents were not merely communication media but also “spaces for moral recentering and for re-shaping the form, scale and context of everyday relational
experiences toward more cosmopolitan horizons” (Christensen, 2011: 898). In
a similar vein, McEwan & Sobre-Denton (2013) argue that various social media
can be understood as “virtual third cultures” upon which a “virtual
cosmopolitanism” can take place. Herbert & Black (2013) confirm this in their
analysis of the BBC World Service online fora as potential “cosmopolitan contact
zones” (Clifford, 1998). For Herbert & Black, these fora constitute mediated
spaces in which participants from every corner of the world, regardless of social
status, can meet for “reflection on and discussion of complex social and
political issues” (2013: 227). As such, these fora are held to contribute to setting
in motion a “’mass cosmopolitanism’ that extends beyond global elites” (ibid;
cf. Pantti & Tikka, 2014 on a related analysis of the cosmopolitan potential of
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While Gilroy holds that NASAs’ “Apollonian view” of the world creates a “novel sense of our
relationship with the biosphere /…/ deeply incompatibly with the institution of private property /…/”
(2004: 84) the fact remains the images belong to NASA. Here, Jazeel (2011) warns that seeing the
planet from NASAs’ point of view is in no way a “rupture with the political pre-occupations of
territoriality, racialization, or culture” (2011: 82) inherent in the largely Eurocentric ideal of
cosmopolitanism.
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user-generated humanitarian appeals on Youtube). Such contentions of the
power of social networking platforms, however, are disputed by Madianou
(2013). Her analysis of how social media geared the humanitarian campaigns
Kony2012 and WaterForward suggests that rather than fulfilling the “criteria of
reflexive dialogue and imagination”, these mediations “structure interaction
between people who already know one another” (2013: 263; cf. Chouliaraki,
2006).
In line with previous theorizing on the topic (Kendall et al., 2005; Tomlinson,
2008; Orgad, 2011), Andersson finds, through ethnographic work, that
different media put in motion a spatially dialectical interplay in the precincts of
the home. On the one hand, they are appropriated in ritualistic manners that
enforce feelings of local belonging, family and homeliness – they symbolically
reinforce the walls (Swedish: “väggar”) of the home. On the other hand, media
expand the geographies of the life-world as they incorporate other “here and
now’s” into our everyday realities. Thus media also constitute symbolic roads
(Swedish: “vägar”) going out of the home, inviting people to develop global
reflexivities (Andersson, 2006: ch 6,7; see also Jansson, 2014). Rantanen (2005),
in turn, conducts an historical ethnography of four generations of three families
from different times and places (Rantanen, 2005: 12-17). In her scrutiny of
what she refers to as an “everyday cosmopolitanism” (ibid: 124) Rantanen
concludes that an awareness beyond that of locality and country has emerged as
a results of global interconnectivity, partially afforded by media and
communications (ibid: 137). Interestingly, as noted by Robertson (2010), such
results contradict Chouliaraki’s narrative regarding the general incapacity of
news reporting to create the “proper distance” beyond the category of
“emergency news” (Chouliaraki, 2006; cf. Joye, 2009). Focusing on the
differences in the nature of the findings between Szerszynski & Urry (2002;
2006) and Chouliaraki (2006; 2008), Robertson allocates the cause as the
general lack of empirical richness (2010: 11). While it may be so, one should
also note the fact that these accounts utilize very different analytical takes on
cosmopolitanism: for Chouliaraki (2006) the cosmopolitan is exclusively a
moral agent, compassionate towards distant sufferers, while for Szerszynski &
Urry, the cosmopolitan disposition is a much more complex and
multidimensional phenomenon (for a discussion of their definitions, see
Chapter 2).
On Robertson’s part, in conducting a quantitative mapping of over 2 000 news
items as well as qualitative content analyses and focus group interviews, it is
argued that television news can serve to engage and activate audiences in a
cosmopolitan spirit, especially during their “high holidays” – when reporting on
catastrophes such as the East Asian tsunami (2010: ch 2, ch 4: 101; cf. Dayan
& Katz, 1992; Kyriakidou, 2009). Furthermore, Robertson importantly
emphasizes the temporal character of cosmopolitanism, an aspect often left out
of analyses (2010: 133). The role of broadcast media (here television) is
according to Robertson important in establishing a cosmopolitan memory (cf.
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Beck et al., 2009; Holton, 2009) and the example of the historical
documentaries and reports on the Second World War shows that the media
“apparently wanted to make sure that their audiences remembered it and
reflected on its meaning” (Robertson, 2010: 130).
When turning to quantitative studies of peoples’ media practices and their
relation to various cosmopolitanisms “from below” Norris & Inglehart (2009),
in utilizing WVS (World Values Survey) 2005-2007, conclude that news media
encourage a “more cosmopolitan view of the world” (2009: 188). This implies
that taking part of an increasing, global outlet of news content “generates
broader identities and allegiances” than that of the nation-state (ibid: 197).
When analyzing the role played by different forms of news consumption and
media consumption in general in cultivating “cosmopolitan outlooks” in
Scandinavian media audiences and users, however, the results remain
multidirectional, suggesting that “if there is such at thing as ‘the media’ we can
safely say that “it” does not constitute as an agent of cosmopolitanization”
(Lindell, 2012a: 57). Furthermore, marketing researchers have found that
exposure to international and national media correlates with a “consumer
cosmopolitanism” – a predisposition for consuming commodities from other
cultures (Yoon et al. in Riefler & Diamantopoulos, 2009).
When looking at cosmopolitanism as indicative of an expanded social
imaginary, beyond the narrow focus on cognitive-moral responses to certain
genres in the media output, empirical research remains in an infant state. The
important work of Szerszynski & Urry (2002; 2006), Christensen (2011) and
Robertson (2010) remain carefully optimistic as regards the cosmopolitan
affordances offered by the contemporary media landscape. Robertson, for
instance, concludes her book by stating that mediated cosmopolitanism is “at
once inevitable and an impossibility” (2010: 149). Conclusions to be made thus
far is that while various media practices connect some of the worlds’ population
to a “moral space” (what Silverstone called the “mediapolis”) that potentially
could constitute what Clifford referred to as “cosmopolitan contact zones”
(1998: 369), the fuller, sociological picture, remains to be painted.

Summary
This chapter has argued that opinion-leading accounts within the
interdisciplinary field of cosmopolitanism studies has a tendency to assume, to
various degrees, the integral role of various media practices in an overarching
process of cosmopolitanization. In order to understand the conditions under
which various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms can be identified,
it is necessary to take various media practices, which ultimately are spatial
practices, into account. While research in media and communication studies
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and related areas has displayed implicit interest in the relationship between
various media practices and questions of cosmopolitanism, empirical research
oriented explicitly to understanding this relationship, as has been noted, is
scarce. A small but growing body of empirical research illuminates these
questions (see e.g. Szerszynski & Urry; 2002; Rantanen, 2005; Chouliaraki,
2006; 2013; Robertson, 2010) and points to the complexities involved with the
notion of there existing anything like a “mediated cosmopolitanism”. A key
point emerging in this chapter is the dual role of “the media” – as they
constitute both routes out of a particular locality and walls reinforcing that
same locality. What is needed is more empirical research, especially from the
perspective of actual people, their media practices and various cosmopolitan
dispositions.
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CHAPTER 4
Theorizing the Relationship Between Media and
Cosmopolitanism: Three Paradigms

As observed in the previous chapter, the relation between various media
practices pertaining to the contemporary media landscape and cosmopolitanism
is in need of empirical scrutiny. Before such an endeavor, theoretical nuance is
needed to supplement the general tendency to assume the media to be “potent”
in their capacities as springboards for the expansion of social imaginaries. This
chapter thus, seeks to locate the association between media and
cosmopolitanism in wider structures of thinking related to media and
communication. For the purpose of informing empirical endeavors ahead and
to provide alternative ways of understanding media and cosmopolitanism, three
theoretical compasses, or paradigms, are presented in this chapter. In many
ways, all three paradigms represent different ontological, epistemological, and
methodological modes of thought. It is important to note, then, that the
purpose of this chapter is not to present a unified theoretical explanatory
model, or hypothesis. Instead, the following discussions should function to
provide a theoretical kaleidoscope, providing various understanding of
cosmopolitan agency in relation to media. Regardless of their philosophical
differences, all three perspectives make claims about the (in)capacity of the
contemporary media landscape to constitute as a space of cosmopolitan
socialization – claims which are open to empirical assessment.

Networks of Universalization
When new technologies of communication emerge in society, their role,
function, and affordances are not always clear-cut. As argued by Pingree &
Gitelman, new media pass through an identity crisis: “their place is at first ill
defined” (Pingree & Gitelman, 2003: xii) and as such, public opinion as well as
expert discourses surrounding a particular medium are often dichotomized into
extreme opportunism or pessimism (Marvin, 1988; Mosco, 2004). This section
focuses on the former, and seeks to emphasize the cosmopolitan opportunism
inherent in much of the scholarly and popular appraisals of new technological
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possibilities of intercultural communication. Taken together, these accounts –
in their old and new embodiments – represent what we, with Mattelart’s (2000)
terminology, could call the “networks of universalization” paradigm.
Throughout modern history, argues Mattelart, communication and “the
network” have been symbols of progress, and thus “made their incursion into
utopian thinking” (2000: viii). Networks of communication, in this perspective,
become “networks of universalization” (ibid: 1). Here, Saint-Simonism (from
Claude-Henri de Saint-Simon, French philosopher) and variations of
functionalist social theory put forward a narrative depicting communication as
“vehicles of Universal Association” (ibid: 16; see also Mattelart & Mattelart,
1998). Understood in an early functionalist sense, communication in the 18th
and 19th centuries, a period of particular technological advancement, was
conceived as the infrastructure sustaining and geographically expanding
“structural continuity”, to use Radcliffe-Brown’s (1935) term. Thus, Herbert
Spencer argued that to the “organic whole” that is society, communication is
equivalent to that of the vascular system to the body: it ensures the
“distribution of nutritive substance” and serves as to propagating the level of
coherence and consistency in society (Mattelart & Mattelart, 1998: 9).
In Community and Civil Society (1887/2001) Tönnies separated “community of
place”, the in-commonness created by virtue of existing in close proximity to
one another, and “community of spirit”, a symbolic sense of in-commonness –
the “binding link on the level of conscious thought” (Tönnies, 1887/2001: 27).
Through these terms it is possible to see that communication in the
functionalist-utopian line of thinking works to extend the “community of
spirit” not only to the nation-state, but unto the entire world. Implicit in these
accounts, as will be explored, is the tendency to see the latter form of symbolic
communion as a mirror image of the material, increasingly expanding,
communicative infrastructures. A cosmopolitanizing agency is thus epistemologically
located in “the network”.
Accordingly, with the advent of the electric telegraph in the first half of the 19th
century the corresponding discourse was one of immense cosmopolitan
opportunism: “How peoples touch each other! How distances are growing
shorter!” (Hugo & Cobden in Matterlart, 2000: 20) echoed from the voice of
Victor Hugo in the halls housing the International Congress of Peace in 1849.
And as in the case of the assassination of President William Garfield in 1881,
the telegraph was said to create a universally dispersed moral cosmopolitanism
as it made possible “a common, universal, simultaneous heart throb” as the
“civilized world gathered as one family around one sick bed” (Scientific
American in Marvin, 1988: 199). It is in this spirit that Alexis de Tocqueville
famously exclaimed that ”nothing but a newspaper can drop the same thought
into a thousand minds at the same moment” (Tocqueville in Calhoun et al.,
2007: 62) and American chief counsel for independent telephone interests,
Robert S. Taylor, proclaimed that the telephone had created the “epoch of
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neighborship without propinquity” (Taylor in Marvin, 1988: 66). In the same
way, a 1944 television advertisement declared that the new medium of
television would turn each viewer into an “armchair Columbus” (Billboard in
Orgad, 2012: 1). In response to the proposal to connect the “old world”
Europe with the “new world” across the Atlantic Ocean through the
technology of the telegraph, it was prophesized that “All the inhabitants of the
earth would be brought into one intellectual neighborhood” (Marvin, 1988:
201). Turning to film, and to the new possibilities offered by the medium of the
cinema, American novelist Jack London cried:
Time and distance have been annihilated by the magic film to bring
together the peoples of the world…Gaze horror-struck at war scenes and
you become an advocate of peace…By this magic means, the extremes of
society take a step closer to each other in the inevitable readjustment of
the human condition. (London in Mattelart, 2000: 19-20)
The same rhetoric is echoed in relation to the contemporary media landscape
when Pelton (2004) argues that satellites are “world-wide change agents” in the
sense that, by virtue of creating a “Niagara of information, entertainment, and
business transactions” (2004: 15), they cultivate a “World-wide mind”. As
broadband systems will “link humanity together in almost unimaginable ways”,
Pelton contend, new hopes of “world peace and knowledge” will follow (ibid:
19, 33). In fact, the field of “Internet studies” in the 1990s (defined as the early
uncritical, celebratory scholarship of the Internet), Christensen holds, framed
digitality as a “de facto cosmopolitanizing machinery” (2013: 2404).
In the discourse of “the electrical sublime”, to use Carey & Quirk’s
(1989/2009) terminology, what is proposed is a perfect overlap between the
geographical reach of the materiality of communication and the spatial
extension of the consciousness of human beings and their communities – an
expansion of social imaginaries. The latter is simply superimposed on the
former without consideration to what people actually do with the affordances
offered by technologies of communication, or how these are incorporated in
everyday life in different spheres of society. According to Bude & Dürrschmidt
(2010), these narratives have contaminated contemporary globalization theory.
Its overemphasis on the “annulment of distance” through technologies of
communication creates an “impoverished” understanding of social life (ibid:
482). In this context, no realm of what was previously labeled the cosmopolitan
disposition (see Chapter 2) seems to be left unaffected by media, the thinking
is: global networks foster global consciousness, or even world peace. As Morley
remarks, this perspective represents a “belief that new technologies will
somehow restore us to the world of friction-free Gemeinschaft we suppose
ourselves to have lost.” (Morley, 2000: 188. Italics in original).
This line of thinking – what Mattelart refers to as the “crusading determinism”
(2000: 95) existing within “network discourse” has lingered on in philosophical,
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popular as well as neoliberal discourses on the role and power of technologies
of communication. McLuhan & Fiore argued, in relation to the mediation of
the Vietnam War, that in the “global village” created by the interconnectedness
of electronic media, the risk of future war was reduced to zero (McLuhan &
Fiore, 1968). In their account, it seems thus that both the normative-moral and
the aspirational-political claim to the cosmopolitan disposition (as discussed in
Chapter 2) are fostered through the reception of moving images of distant
suffering and conflict. This is to say, then, that by being exposed to images of
war, people not only become affected by distant, human suffering – they also
become politically engaged to the extent that war will be a practical
impossibility. In terms of extending political community to the level that it
would match Stoic idealizations, McLuhan has said that the radio “could easily
implement the Platonic political dream on a world scale” (McLuhan,
1964/2003: 410). On another occasion, with a particular emphasis on the moral
dimension of the approaching, technologically driven cosmopolitanism,
McLuhan conveyed the idea that “The electronic age, if given its own unheeded
leeway, will drift quite naturally into modes of cosmic humanism” and that the
medium of the computer promises “universal understanding and unity”
(McLuhan in Carey & Quirk, 1989/2009: 89). Likewise, in popular discourse,
the founder of CNN (Cable News Network) Ted Turner has stated:
We have played a positive role. Since the creation of CNN, the Cold War
has ended, the conflicts in Central America have come to a halt, and
peace has come to South Africa. People see that it is stupid to make war,
and nobody wants to look stupid. With CNN, information circulates
throughout the world, and no one wants to look like an idiot. So they
make peace, because that’s smart. (Turner in Mattelart, 2000: 95)
This goes beyond the already problematic notion that the media and different
technologies of communication are enforcing a cosmopolitanization “from
below” (cf. Gilroy, 2004; Beck, 2006), to the depths of the idea that they are
also interfering in world politics as the champion of justice and guardian of
world peace. The same rhetoric about the cosmopolitan potentials of global
media and the inherently utopian network is found in the neoliberal call for a
global deregulation of media systems, and the formation of the GII (Global
Information Infrastructure) (Brown et al., 1995). In the report based on former
vice-president of the US Al Gore’s speech at the World Telecommunications
Development Conference in Buenos Aires, 1994, the idea put forward was that the
construction of a “global information infrastructure” would have the capacity
to make humans see each other, not as enemies, but as “members of the same
family” (Brown et al., 1995: 1, 17). It would unravel the possibility of humanity
“communicating as a global community” (ibid). Similar notions are shared by
Swedish foreign minister and “twiplomat” (from “Twitter” and “diplomat”),
Carl Bildt, as made clear in an interview in The Local (The Local, 2014). The GII
rhetoric emphasize both the cultivation of an existential-normative
cosmopolitanism as it is argued that this type of de-regulated, global
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infrastructure would create a sense of familiarity between the peoples of the
world and an aspirational tenet of cosmopolitanism since the GII is held
capable of providing the tools for “improving the quality of life” for the
population of the world, as well as providing the “framework for lasting peace”
(Brown et al., 1995: 4).
Although putting forward a far more nuanced view that takes into account
worries over asymmetries regarding access to communications and global
cultural homogenization stemming from US dominance in transnational media,
the Commission on Global Governance’s report Our Global Neighborhood (1995)
held that the “/…/ wide linkages now facilitated can also help pull the world’s
people closer together” (Carlsson & Ramphal, 1995: ch 1). Here, authors
argued in a McLuhanesque manner that telecommunications are making
“neighbors” out of “far-flung people” (ibid: ch 2). Against this background,
Carey & Quirk’s comment on the prophets of the electronic revolution fits
almost uncomfortably well:
Despite the diversity of their backgrounds and positions on other
questions, there is within their rhetorical descriptions of the electronic
revolution a common set of ideas. They all convey an impression that
electrical technology is the great benefactor of mankind. Simultaneously,
they hail electrical techniques as the motive force of desired social change,
the key to the re-creation of a humane community, the means for
returning to a cherished naturalistic bliss. (Carey & Quirk, 1989/2009: 88)
The notion that the materiality of networks, the capacity of media to reorder
time and space (Thompson, 1995/2001), and the symbolic content spreading
throughout these platforms constitute the fundamental basis for the cultivation
of different aspects of a cosmopolitanism “from below” is not only found in
utopian thinking and neoliberal policymaking. For Chouliaraki (2006) and
Chouliaraki & Blaagaard (2013) cosmopolitanism is connected to the media on
the pre-analytical, definitional level as it is approached as “an orientation of
openness towards distant others that relies on technological mediation so as to raise
the moral imperative to act on those others in the name of common humanity.”
(Chouliaraki & Blaagaard, 2013: 150. Italics added). Likewise for Pantti &
Tikka, who looks for an “actually existing cosmopolitanism” as “located in
popular discourse” (2014: 179). The thinking seems to go, bluntly put: no
media, no cosmopolitanism.
Dayan & Katz’s classic study Media Events – The Live Broadcasting of History
(1992) argued that during the “high holidays of the mass media”, that is, during
the live broadcasts of royal weddings, major leaps in the advancement of
humanity such as the moon landing or international sports events such as the
Olympic Games, followed by millions of viewers world-wide, the media
function is to instigate moments of “mechanical solidary” as they “affirm
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membership of a national or international community” (Dayan & Katz, 1992:
196, 197) – the construction of an international “we” (Dayan, 2010: 28).
It is this kind of analysis, emphasizing both the global reach of communicative
infrastructures and the symbolic universalism ingrained in certain mediated
events, which allows Hachten & Scotton (2007) to argue that South Asian
tsunami of 2004 brought “the world together in tragic ways” (2007: 64).
Likewise, it allows Beck (2011b) and Beck & Levy (2013) to elevate the notion
of the imagined community to the level of “cosmos”. As discussed in the
previous chapter, Beck contends that the reception of mediated “cosmopolitan
events” creates a sense of community among global audiences taking part of it:
“Strangers become neighbors!” (Beck, 2011b: 1350. Italics in original. See also
Schein, 1999; Beck, 2013). It is through a related neo-Durkheimian reading of
the contemporary media landscape that Robertson (2012) argues:
Over the past decade, audiences across the planet have watched together
as people lost their homes and lives in terrorist attacks and natural
catastrophes, as Obama placed is hand on Lincoln’s Bible, as Neda died
on the streets of Teheran, as diplomats blushed then paled in the face of
serial Wikileaks disclosures, and as legions of athletes and musicians
competed in the Olympic games, World Cup football and the Eurovision
song contests. Such global mediated communication is a central feature of
the process which, according to Beck (2006), is making people
cosmopolitans ‘by default’. (Robertson, 2012: 178)
Such perspectives involve a move away from the earlier pictures of
cosmopolitan utopias emerging as byproducts of “the network” presented
above, and instead promote a “mediated cosmopolitanism” stemming from the
very act of “watching together” across vast distances. Here, while the
opportunism to a great extent remains present, cosmopolitan agency has shifted
from technology to journalists and the active media audience. Dayan & Katz
(1992), for instance, insist on a reciprocal triangular relationship between
(global) event organizers, the mass media, and the audience when they argue
that during specific moments the mass media can, indeed, constitute what Clifford
called “cosmopolitan contact zones” (1998). Likewise for Robertson for whom
the cosmopolitan potential within the media does not rest on technology itself,
but rather on the journalists’ willingness and ability to engage, inform, and
stimulate audiences to “recognize and identify with the Other” and the
audiences’ willingness to internalize these narratives (2012: 178).
By and large, the paradigmatic structure of thinking on the cosmopolitan
potential of communication, or “networks”, and the mass-media presented in
this section is the one echoed in recent discourses in the field of
cosmopolitanism studies. Mass media such as CNN or BBC World, together
with “new”, Internet geared media such as smart phones, tablet computers and
so on are, in this type of paradigm, viewed in a universal-functionalist sense, as
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ingrained with cosmopolitan agency. They are analyzed at their face value: in
principle they afford global communication and transmit symbolic content
between different parts of the world and thus they are understood as an integral
part in the process of cosmopolitanization. Morley reminds us that “we should
not mistake these media’s ‘reach’ for their ‘power’” (2012: 61). What is left
unattended, then, is how these technologies are incorporated in the lives of
people. Furthermore, what is absent here is the question of power in relation to
both media production (for example, the production of news) and media
consumption (such as media preferences). What is needed therefore, is an
emphasis on alternative conceptual compasses that would further illuminate the
relationship between media and cosmopolitanism. The next section, therefore,
provides an understanding of the media that feed into the reverse notions of
the potentials of the media, and presents the thesis of “decosmopolitanization”.

Critical Media Studies – Logics of De-cosmopolitanization in Media
Production and Consumption
Generally, what is missing from contemporary sociological accounts attempting
to discern the conditions under which various cosmopolitan dispositions exist –
among which everyday, mediatized life is counted as one – is a critical gaze on
the power logics pertaining to media production and consumption. This section
turns to critical theory and media sociology dealing with, in different respects,
the concept of power as related to media practices in different respects. As
such, it forwards a narrative informing an alternative understanding of the
notion of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005; Roberston, 2010;
Skrbis & Woodward, 2013; see also Poster, 2008), and the ideas that
technologies of communication and the practices pertaining to them allow
cosmopolitan socialization.
In the narrative put forth in the above section, the time-space reordering
capacities of different technologies of communication and their increasingly
global materialities were thought of as constituting the basis of
cosmopolitanization across different dimensions – from realizing political ideals
of world peace to the globalization of morality and cultural identity. In response
to this, the critical theory notion of “false consciousness” and the political
economy of global media render any suggestion of there existing a “mediated
cosmopolitanism” as cultivated in cultural consumption seemingly naïve and as
forwarding a “new technological fetishism” (Hand & Sandywell, 2002).
Debord, for instance, referred to McLuhan (who became famous for his slogan
“the global village”) as “the spectacle’s first apologist /…/ the most convinced
imbecile of the century” who later, however, “changed his mind when he finally
discovered in 1976 that ‘the pressure of the mass media leads to irrationality’”
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(1988/1990: 33). Here then, critical theory holds that under the pressures of
capital, culture becomes thoroughly industrialized and as such media works
primarily to keep media audiences and users passive and tolerant in coping with
the demands of surplus production. The production of media content such as
public broadcasting, the existence of social media platforms and the cultural
sphere in general are here understood as serving to perpetuate the capitalist
mode of production and little else. In this perspective, cultural consumption
and various media practices are understood as “sought by those who want to
escape the mechanized labor process so that they can cope with it again”
(Horkheimer & Adorno, 1944: 52).
Such accounts tend to oversimplify the complexities of the media landscape –
not the least due to its tendency (as many commentators have argued) to reduce
media audiences and users to passive dupes subject to manipulation by an
abstract capitalist force. The field of cosmopolitanism studies should
nonetheless draw inspiration from such perspectives as the field largely lacks a
critical analysis of the relation between media consumption and production,
and how the power logics within the respective sphere can impede the
emergence of a cosmopolitanism “from below”.
This section attempts to show that the notion of a mediated cosmopolitanism
and the idea that, for example, watching the news is cultivating “a more
cosmopolitan view of the world” (Norris & Inglehart, 2009: 188) presupposes
the existence of cosmopolitan agency in the meaning structures (to use Hall’s
Encoding/Decoding (1980/1993) terminology) that come into existence in the
individual’s relationship with mass media or individual technologies of
communication. In using the example of mass communication and televised
news content, this would mean assuming that producers of news content work
to “encode” their programme in such a way that it constitutes a discourse of
cosmopolitanism. The first meaning structure in the communicative instance,
“encoding – program(text)-as-discourse” (Scannell, 2007: 211) is then
understood as creating a discourse imbued with cosmopolitan values. Already here
one should be skeptical since not least semiotic-discursive analyses of news
outputs are rarely found to invite a “cosmopolitan empathy” (as shown by
Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013; cf. Joye, 2009; 2010; Moyo, 2010). And on the other
hand, it supposes a perfect overlap between the first and the second meaning
structure, that is, “program(text)-as-discourse - decoding” (Scannell, 2007: 211).
In the end, this is to say that news discourse (as the example) is always imbued
with symbolic content corresponding to cosmopolitan values and that
audiences always interpret and internalize them as such. In what follows, these
meaning structures and the notion of their systematic overlap will be
problematized. Firstly, this section turns to the problems involved in the first
meaning structure: the process of “encoding”.
Obviously, a problematization of the notion that certain mass media content
(typically news broadcasts) are always produced (encoded) in such a way that
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they are always imbued with cosmopolitan values is possible on several
grounds. Moeller (1999) holds that in order not to get beat by the competition
and keep sales rates high, news media end up “encoding” into the flow of news
a parochial, rather than “cosmopolitan”, bias. It is not difficult to reach the
conclusion that in commercialized media landscapes the pressure to keep
audiences interested forces news organizations to “give the audiences what they
want”. This is usually assumed to be information about local affairs or generally
“spectacularized” forms of content. Following Hall (1980/1993), it is safe to
say that media production is to a large extent dependent upon:
Knowledge-in-use concerning the routines of production, historically
defined technical skills, professional ideologies, institutional knowledge,
definitions and assumptions, assumptions about the audience. (Hall,
1980/1993: 164)
Such predispositions materializes in the theory of news value claiming that
people find news the most relevant when they depict events taking place in
temporal, spatial, and cultural proximity (Prakke, 1968). In this sense Hafez
argues that journalism cultures across the globe are “susceptible to patriotic,
ethnocentric and other biases” (2011: 487). While there exist within the mass
media a number of outlets potentially constituting “global public spheres”
(Volkmer, 2002) “good” and relevant news are considered to be news located
closest to its recipients. In essence then, the theory of news value sums up as a
theory of localism, which suggests that news constituting a “cosmopolitan
contact zone” (Clifford, 1998: 369) or “global journalism” (Berglez, 2008) is a
rare occurrence (as argued by Hafez, 2011).
In periods of crises it is argued that the local bias of mass mediated news
becomes highly amplified. In the example of the post-September 11 discourse it
is observed how patriotism gained a much stronger foothold in US media
(Waisbord, 2002), for example, through its framing of Muslims through
stereotypical discourses of violence (Karim, 2002). This challenges the
“progressive cosmopolitan persuasion” and emphasizes the fact that
nationalism remains a central compass for peoples’ mode of “being-in-theworld” (Waisbord, 2002: 215). Here, Berglez & Olausson have illustrated how
journalism predominantly frames an increasingly transnational social reality
through the lens of nationalism, thus impeding the existence of “polemical
transnational political identities in the news” (2011: 42; see also Dencik, 2013)
that allegedly contributes to the cultivation of a “more cosmopolitan view of
the world” (Norris & Inglehart, 2009: 188). This is not only applicable to the
category of news and journalism – according to Silverstone these logics operate
all over the contemporary media landscape. Silverstone observes that
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“acceptance of a common humanity” is “systematically refused” in the plethora
of media outlets across media culture (Silverstone, 2002).8
For Hall, abiding by what has been described as the general theory of the
“dominant ideology thesis” (Scannell, 2007: 203), best illustrated in Marx &
Engels’ phrase “The class which has the means of material production at its
disposal, has control at the same time over the means of mental production”
(Marx & Engels, 1974: 64), media production operates “within the ‘hegemony’
of the dominant code” (Hall, 1980/1993: 171). Rather than naturalizing
cosmopolitanism, the mass media are here understood as reinforcing already
existing relations of power, misrepresenting interests of minorities and
subaltern groups and thus relinquishing the cosmopolitan project (Hall,
1980/1993; Hand & Sandywell, 2002; Dencik, 2013).9
Further constraints impeding hopes of finding cosmopolitanism imbued in
media representations involve, firstly, for economic reasons, that a particular
news item cannot cost too much to produce. This, of course, leads to limits in
covering distant events in hard-to-access places. Secondly, in order to be
relevant, the location depicted has to be anchored in audiences’ local context of
living, an American broadcaster has to ask if the place covered fills the criteria
of being a place Americans know about, have relatives or business in, or if the
military is going there (Moeller, 1999: 21). Thirdly, for reasons of logistics, not
every place and every international event or crisis can make the news – the
number of foreign correspondents are decreasing and there are barriers of
language, culture, and politics hindering the process of news-gathering in
different ways (Moeller, 1999; Hannerz, 2004) – “foreign news coverage is
patchwork journalism” (Hafez, 2011: 485). Fourthly, the conglomeration and
increasing centralization of ownership of global media have resulted in
commercialization of media outputs, political one-sidedness, and “invisible
censorships” threatening the diversity of the contemporary media landscape
(McChesney, 2008; Bourdieu, 1996/2000: 28; see also Herman & Chomsky,
1988/1994). According to Navasky (2002), the consequences of a market logic
being the dominant rationale guiding praxis in the media landscape is, as in the
case of the US, a “new ignorance on the part of the US citizenry of the realities
of other peoples, and countries, their politics, cultures, and beliefs” (2002: xv).
Finally, after passing through numerous gate-keeping filters and being impeded
in the different ways described above, a particular media object, for instance, a
televised news item, gets around twenty seconds in the spotlight (Moeller, 1999:
cf. Bourdieu, 1996/2000). It seems thus that “Media systems construct events
according to national preferences” (Hafez, 2011: 486).
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For a more nuanced analysis by Silverstone, see his later discussions on ”proper distance”
(Silverstone, 2007).
9
Worth noting is that by strictly following Marx and Engels and the “dominant ideology thesis” and
arguing that the reproduction of status quo of material relationships in a capitalist mode of production
is ingrained in the professional ethos of broadcasting, Hall has been criticized for treating “all the
output of broadcasting as if it works in the same way” (Scannell, 1989: 157). This thesis, Scannell
holds, is too ignorant of “difference or contradiction in the work of broadcasting” (ibid).
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Next, this section shifts focus, and turns to the other end of the communicative
process: “program(text)-as-discourse – decoding” (Scannell, 2007: 211). As
argued above, there is a risk that notions of a mediated cosmopolitanism tend
to assume a systematic overlap between the cosmopolitanism-imbued encoded
media text or particular technology of communication and a “dominant
hegemonic reading” of that text or technology by an audience/user. For Hall,
reception of media content is a site of potential resistance since “The codes of
encoding and decoding may not be perfectly symmetrical” (1980/1993: 166).
To this, Morley adds that a hegemonic or “preferred” reading of a text:
/…/ cannot be the only reading inscribed in the text, and it certainly
cannot be the only reading which different readers can make of it. The
theory of the polysemic nature of discourse must hold to the possibility of
establishing an articulation between the ‘encoding’ and ‘decoding’ circuits,
but it should not adopt a position of a ‘necessary correspondence’ or
identity between them. (Morley, 1980: 167. Italics in original)
In other words, even if we assume that the first meaning structure “encoding –
program(as)text” (Scannell, 2007: 211) would engender a “preferred reading” of
cosmopolitan values, central works within cultural studies point to the fact that
we are still left with a plethora of ways in which media audiences and users
relate to a given discourse or technology (Hall, 1980/1993; Morley, 1980;
Williams, 1974/2003). Not only does this bring complexity to the idea that
“cosmopolitan coverage” (Brüggemann & Kleinen-von Königslöw, 2013) or
various technologies of communication can be approached in various ways by
different audiences and users, it also opens up for conceiving the possibility
that “cosmopolitans” can approach parochial mediations in ways that would
actually reinforce his or her disposition, for example, by way of estrangement
and distance-taking (see, for example, Gilroy, 2004; Orgad, 2011).
Questions regarding “cosmopolitan modes of consumption” become further
complicated when approaching them through the lens of media sociology. If
media production must be understood as entrenched in a wider societal context
with particular power logics influencing its modus operandi it seems safe to hold,
as Thompson (1995/2001) does, that the whole process of (mediated)
communication, and along with that, the process of “decoding” is also
embedded in a social context with particular power dynamics in work (see also
Tomlinson, 1994; 1999). In turning to people – audiences and users of media
and technologies of communication – it is necessary to look beyond both
media in itself, and the production of specific mediated content and turn to
how media are appropriated and made sense of across different spheres of
society. Here, studies continue to show that people occupying different
positions in society orient themselves differently in the media landscape (see
e.g. Reimer, 1994; Prieur & Savage, 2011; Meuleman & Savage, 2013; van
Deursen & van Dijk, 2014). Willemen notes that:
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Individuals do have different relations to sets of discourses, in that their
position in the social formation, their positioning in the real, will
determine which sets of discourses a given subject is likely to encounter
and in what ways it will do so. (Willemen in Morley, 1980: 171)
This is illustrated by Robert E. Park’s 1929 observation that:
The man in the small city reads the metropolitan in preference to the local
paper. But the farmer, it seems, still gets his news from the same market
in which he buys his groceries. The more mobile city man travels farther
and has a wider horizon, a different focus of attention, and,
characteristically, reads a metropolitan paper. (Park, 1929: 75)
Merton’s (1949/1968) distinctions between “cosmopolitan” versus “local”
modes of news consumption, where the former orient themselves to the extralocal and the latter toward local affairs, have been replicated in a contemporary
Swedish setting (Jansson & Lindell, 2014). Here, people representing different
loci in the space of social positions were asked to value the relevancy of news
from different geographical locations. In line with both Park and Merton,
results showed that an outlook towards the “extra-local” is generally held by
highly educated, urban people whereas Merton’s “locals” are primarily found
among the non-urban, less educated respondents (ibid). Thus, even if
cosmopolitanism should be “encoded” into the news flow, its relevance to
different people is structured by geographical and societal logics – media
practices are conditioned by their location in the space of social positions,
which complicates the idea of a general cosmopolitan socialization set in
motion by ubiquitous media (as suggested by Poster [2008] and Herbert &
Black [2013]) (see Reimer, 1994; Jansson & Lindell, 2014; cf. Bourdieu,
1979/1984).
This is further emphasized by Strömbäck et al (2012), who contend that when
the media environment becomes increasingly fragmented and diversified,
people will “have to chose the media and the media content that they wish to
follow” (ibid). And people will choose differently – “Modern media consumers
are certainly not ideal cosmpolitans” (Hafez, 2011: 492). This is to say then, that
when the “communicative fabric of everyday life” shifts from being a “mass
media texture” characterized by homogeneity (large audiences consuming the
same media in ritualized places) to a “transmedia texture” characterized by
heterogeneity and mobile media uses, peoples’ dispositions and individual life
biographies become increasingly important in patterning choices and
orientations in the media landscape (Jansson & Lindell, 2014). On this basis, a
general cosmopolitanization partially geared by a media landscape in which
humanity is participating simultaneously (Beck, 2006: 2) becomes somewhat
obscured. It becomes evident, rather, that understanding cosmopolitanism as
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“actually existing” in the outlooks and practices of people requires a sensitivity
to the complex and socially structured phenomena that is media practice.
The communicative infrastructure of today is global. The process that started in
the mid-19th century with the telegraph and the laying of the transnational
underwater cables, the establishment of international news agencies and
innovations and transnational regulation in the field of electro-magnetic radio
waves has today reached an unprecedented state (Thompson, 1995/2001;
Stevenson, 1999; Rantanen, 2005). This section, however, has by shedding a
critical light on some of the political-economic constraints of media
production, as well as sociological aspects of media consumption,
problematized media-centric claims that a global communicative infrastructure
would promote cosmopolitanism “from below”. It has been argued that neither
the media output, individual technologies nor the reception, uses, and
orientations of these media are necessarily endowed with cosmopolitan agency.

Globalized Life-Worlds – Media and the Blurring Boundaries of the
Social World
This final conceptual compass for understanding of the relation between media
and cosmopolitanism has less to with the materiality of communication and the
different power-logics operating in relation to both media production and
consumption. Instead, it adopts an understanding of the media as being cultural
environments (McLuhan, 1964/2003; Meyrowitz, 1985) that constitute central
platforms for everyday practices of “reality-maintenance” (Berger & Luckman,
1966/1991). As such, media are here understood as creating the backdrop
against which human beings interact with and understand their surroundings.
Thus, this section focuses on specific aspects in the process where socially
appropriated media take part in the construction of reality, in demarkating the
boundaries for social action and creating the predispositions of what and who is
near and far, relevant and irrelevant. As such, this model feeds into the notion
that the media and the ability to communicate across vast distances play
significant, but often banal and implicit, parts in laying the grounds for
cosmopolitanism as “actually existing” (see Chapter 2) where people
increasingly feel a belonging and openness or at least a level of accessibility and
relevancy to the wider category of humanity, to “world culture” (Hannerz,
1990; Johansen, 1997; Szerszynski & Urry, 2002; Dower, 2003). In this view,
cosmopolitan agency is located in the whole cultural environment that, to an
unprecedented degree, allows cross-cultural communication. Drawing on
Johansen (1997), Morley importantly states that:
/…/ one does not in any sense need to share McLuhan’s naively SaintSimonian view that enhanced technical means of communication

	
  

81	
  

necessarily lead to consensus or mutual understanding, in order to
recognise that the new electronic media make faraway others appear
increasingly coeval with Us in a much more interconnected way than in
any previous historical period. (Morely, 2000: 182-183)
As shown in the first section of this chapter, one has to be aware of the
reductionism ingrained in any “McLuhanesque” attempt at theorizing the
relationship between the media and cosmopolitanism. As such the present
paradigm turns to McLuhan in so far as it abides by the doctrine of “the
medium is socially the message” (McLuhan, 1964/2003: 22). This suggests
approaching “the media” as the “extensions of man” that constitute important
bases that to a large extent set the premises for humans interacting with and
perceiving their world. This involves an approach to technologies of
communication as “active metaphors in their power to translate experience into
new forms” (McLuhan, 1964/2003: 85) and analyses based on the premise that
the “message” of any medium is not its content but the “change of scale or
pace it introduces into human affairs” (McLuhan, 1964/2003: 20). As such, this
perspective argues that:
Regardless of the efforts of the capitalist class (as well as those of the
nation-state), the assemblage of human and information machine must be
accounted for as a phenomenon unprecedented in the array of media
technologies, and innovation that is drastically changing the character of
culture. For the human/information machine link introduces new
configurations of the binaries of space and time /…/. (Poster, 2008: 689)
In order to further the analysis of such mechanisms, and pin down how mediaas-cultural-environment relates to a potentially expanding social imaginary the
concept of the life-world is the key since it deals precisely with human
experience and potential changes to that experience. While phenomenology and
along with it, the concept of the life-world (Lebenswelt), was first introduced by
Husserl (see e.g. Husserl, 1989), it is Schütz’s sociological adaptations of the
formers’ philosophy that provides a detailed theory of the “predispositions,
structure, and signification of the common-sense world” (Natanson,
1962/1990: xxv) or, to put it in other words, with Schütz we are presented with
“the first fully conceived and systematically realized description of the eidetic
structure of the Lebenswelt” (ibid: xlv. Italics in original).
For Schütz then, the life-world designates that sphere of reality which the
“normal human adult simply takes for granted in the attitude of common
sense” (Schütz & Luckmann, 1973: 3) and as such it is the “primary reality”
(ibid: 35). Whereas fantasies, dreams, pathological states of mind, or the
“theoretical attitude” constitute as alternative “provinces of reality” to the lifeworld, it is precisely in this latter realm that we dwell most of the time:
“Whatever other allegiances an individual has, he is first of all a citizen of the
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republic of daily life” (Natanson, 1962/1990: xxxvi; Schütz & Luckmann, 1976,
section 2a).
What Schütz’s social phenomenology argues is that in everyday life, in the prescientific realm of reality, we simply take certain qualities, or structures, for
granted. The life-world, reality as “given-as-it-appears-to-me”, is governed by
spatial, temporal, and social arrangements: “the primary grounding of our being in
the world is in subjective space and time” (Natanson, 1962/1990: xxx). The
character of these structures is what constitutes the most basic limits of human
existence. To be sure, the fact that human beings are existentially confined to
particular bodies which in turn are, at any moment in time, located in a
particular place suggests (the rather obvious fact) that “the actual “here” is the
starting point of the human orientation in space (Schütz & Luckman, 1976).
This sphere of immediate physical proximity is by Schütz referred to as the
world within actual reach (ibid). The sphere of actual reach presupposes the
temporal category of the present: it is, so to speak, in a “now” that I manipulate
a given object within my physical proximity.
At the outset, the life-world is also an intersubjective, social world – in the
attitude of common sense: “one accepts the existence of other men as taken for
granted” (ibid: 59) or, put in another manner: “The world is experienced by the
Self a being inhabited by other Selves, as being a world for others and of
others” (Schütz, 1964/1976: 20). Others who are included in my “actual reach”,
with whom I can establish a reciprocal act of communication, with whom I can
experience the outer world in concord in the “vivid present”, are referred to as
fellow-men (Schütz, 1962/1990: 219-220). Whereas I share with my fellow-men
the same spatiotemporal structure and all the social and communicative
privileges that come with it, my contemporaries do not share my physical present,
my given place. Thus, Schütz points to how this relationship is qualitatively
different from the one I share with my fellow-men – contemporaries are
understood merely through “typifications”, that is, through the life-worldly
idealization that reality is inherently social we “know” that there exist people
that are such-and-such in other, distant places (Schütz & Luckmann, 1976: 74).
Contemporaries do, nonetheless, share my “present span of world time” – we
are contemporary in our dwelling on this earth (Schütz & Luckmann, 1976: 69). I
can, then, potentially bring within my reach any of my contemporaries and thus
turn them into fellow-men: as such, they exist in the world of potential reach (ibid:
37-41). Two important categories emerge here. On the one hand, the realm of
spatiotemporal immediacy, in which Others are directly experienced, is the
Umwelt (Schütz, 1967: 163-167). On the other hand, the same social agent still
knows of and in the life-world takes for granted that there are other social
realms:
Some of these I have once directly experienced and can in principle
repeatedly re-experience in the same direct fashion. Others I can
experience directly if I choose, but have not yet done so. (ibid: 142)
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This realm of potential reach, the realm of contemporaneous non-presence, is
the Mitwelt (ibid). While Schütz & Luckmann did, albeit very modestly,
recognize the potential of media to reconfigure the basic structures of the lifeworld by creating “leaps” in the zone of operation (1976: 44) they lived in a
society in which the media was not as sophisticated and ubiquitous as they are
today. As noted by Zhao (2004; 2006) the life-world described by Schütz and
his associates was primarily built around the “here and now” and the face-toface relationship. Accordingly, a human being was for them predominately
concerned with his or her immediate surroundings and as such they stated
explicitly that “the spatial structure is quite peripheral to our present
considerations” (Berger & Luckmann, 1991: 40). Furthermore, the for them
very indirect nature of the Mitwelt, the fact that it existed mostly on the basis of
life-worldly typifications, resulted in its analytical juxtaposition to the realms of
“successors” and “predecessors” – social realms unreachable both spatially and
temporally. For millions of people today, however, the contemporary situation
of time-space reordering (Thompson, 1995/2001) suggests rather that the
blurring occurs between the realms of Umwelt and Mitwelt since our relations to
our contemporaries are less and less built upon typifications and more and
more upon mediations, which make distant people more easily accessible: the
realm of “potential reach” becomes more and more potent in a world where
interaction is increasingly mediated across time and space.
This re-configuration of the structures of the life-world, this process of
“blurring” the lines between Umwelt and Mitwelt is at the core of an “existential
cosmopolitanism” (cf. Johansen, 1997). It is perhaps in this context that
Schütz’s somewhat cryptic statement “The immediate world of my fellow-men
/…/ shades into the larger world of my contemporaries” (Schütz, 1964/1976:
22) becomes most relevant. Here Schütz held that:
/…/ I can telephone, pursue events on the television screen while they
occur on other continents, etc. Obviously through technological
development there has entered a qualitative leap in the range of
experience and an enlargement of the zone of operation. (Schütz &
Luckmann, 1973: 44)
And in the essay The Well-Informed Citizen, Schütz described what Giddens later
came to refer to as the process wherein “place becomes increasingly
phantasmagoric” (Giddens, 1990: 19. Italics in original):
We are less and less determined in our social situation by relationships
with individual partners within our immediate or mediate reach, and more
and more by highly anonymous types which have no fixed place in the
social cosmos. /…/ We are, so to speak, potentially subject to
everybody’s remote control. No spot of this globe is more distant from
the place where we live than sixty airplane hours; electric waves carry
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messages in a fraction of a second from one end of the earth to the other;
and very soon every place in this world will be the potential target of
destructive weapons released at any other place. Our own social
surrounding is within the reach of everyone, everywhere /…/. (Schütz,
1964/1976: 129)
A crucial question then is the one concerning the extent to which the structures
of the life-world become modified by virtue of the sophistication and
ubiquitous presence of technologies in many contemporary societies. Here,
then, Krotz importantly asserts that:
/…/ we can assume that, throughout the history of humankind, media
have become increasingly relevant for the social construction of reality as people in
their communicative actions refer more and more to the media and use
them. We, in consequence, should understand the social and cultural
reality, and thus each individual social and cultural phenomenon, as also
depending on the media. (Krotz, 2009: 24. Italics added.)
Here, Zhao (2006) has argued that the Internet and electronic text chat has
developed a “new zone of everyday life” – the there and now - organized around
the “here” of my body and the “there” of my mediated reach (2006: 460).
While Schütz always saw “contemporaries” belonging to the realm of potential
reach precisely because of their co-dwelling with the “I” in world-time
(Mitwelt) the forms of interaction brought about by the Internet are, according
to Zhao, taking this potentiality literally by making contemporaries accessible in
technological mediation. This is liberating my contemporaries from being
merely life-worldly typifications and instead, by virtue of a “telecopresence”,
allows them to share my life experiences without sharing my place (Zhao, 2004:
99).
While contemporaries grasp each other as mere “types” according to a
predefined objective meaning context, both consociates [fellow-men] and
consociated contemporaries come to know each other based on a shared
subjective meaning context derived from the lived-through common
experiences. (Zhao, 2004: 101)
This is of course not to say that technology has altered space and time in
themselves (Tomlinson, 1999). It is to say, however, that the ways in which
spatiality and instantaneousness is experienced, and that the modes in which
they are taken for granted in everyday life by millions of people are
fundamentally different in the contemporary world compared to times and
cultures where no phenomenological separation between time and space has
been able to take place. Here, Thompson (1995/2001) has argued that our
horizons have expanded as experiences are no longer bound to the Umwelt, to
the sphere of immediate physical proximity, but rather shaped by different
mediations from an expanding network of global communication (1995/2001:
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262). By and large, this is what McLuhan described as the “technological
extension of consciousness” (McLuhan, 1964/2003: 85). For Appadurai, the
importance of the media environment in this sense is located in its virtue of
offering “/…/new resources and new disciplines for the construction of
imagined selves and imagined worlds” (Appadurai, 1996: 3).
Speaking in Schützian terms then, the possibility of an “actually existing”
cosmopolitanism amounts to a structural reconfiguration of the life-world: the
feeling of a shared “world time” and expanding zone of operation and through
increased connectivity to contemporaries – the lessening of the
conceptualization of other contemporaries as typifications stemming from
subjective construction, to the increased intersubjectively mediated presence of
contemporaries. Thus, this approach points to the fact that it is not necessarily
in the “spectatorship of suffering” that specific, moral cosmopolitan
dispositions are “cultivated” (Chouliaraki, 2006). What is at stake, according to
this perspective, is a kind of “mediated worldliness”, delineated by Thompson
as a form of latent feeling of belonging nourished by pervasive, symbolic
content provided by the media (Thompson, 1995/2001) or, as put by Ihde
(1993), the emergence of “pluricultural” lifeworlds. As such then, this
perspective moves beyond questions of the particularities of media content and
highlights the nature of the structures of the life-world in a technologically
saturated world.
Whereas McLuhan saw the cultural environment created by electronic
communication as potentially creating a single world-consciousness (McLuhan,
1964/2003: 90), the approach emphasized here notes what is taken for granted
in the sphere of everyday life and what is incorporated in the relevance systems
of the life-world, and it asks questions of softer and more implicit – but at the
same time more vivid nature: whether it might simply be enough to “know” of
the possibilities of connectivity, or “know” of the worlds’ interconnectedness,
to be aware that one is a contemporary, an other to someone far away. This
perspective resonates with Delanty’s location of the “cosmopolitan
imagination” as taking place “when and wherever new relations between Self,
Other and World develop in moments of openness” as a form of “world
disclosure” (2009: 52-53). In this sense then, cosmopolitanism is understood as
a “socio-cognitive process by which new forms of social reality are constructed
through an immanent transformation in communicative capacities and in
subject formation” (Delanty, 2009: 71). Here then, cosmopolitanism becomes
an included feature in mediatized everyday life. While mediated mega-events, or
specific instances of “emergency news”, might have the capacity to invoke
stronger, normative or aspirational cosmopolitan sentiments, focus is here put
mainly on the existential dimension of cosmopolitanism (see Chapter 2).
This kind of cosmopolitanism, arising out of the notion of a shared “now”, and
the possibility of an “Umwelt on a global scale” (Johansen, 1997: 198. Italics in
original) or the emergence of a “there and now” (Zhao, 2006) is exemplified by
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Johansen (1997). He observes a child not reacting to images of distant
suffering, but instead gets stuck in “knowing” that “now, now and now” a
human being, somewhere in the child’s non-perceivable albeit
contemporaneous world, dies (1997: 199) – or lives, for that matter. Such
cosmopolitanism corresponds with the argument that cosmopolitanism
becomes a “taken-for-granted feature of everyday life” (Holton, 2009: 31; see
also Kendall et al., 2009) – what Merton referred to as having an “extended
frame of reference” (1949/1968: 446).

Summary
In the previous chapter, it was made evident that the associations between
media and cosmopolitanism have been under-theorized. In order to avoid
treating questions of media and media practices as mere footnotes in
discussions on different manifestations of cosmopolitanisms “from below”, the
present chapter has attempted to place this relationship under the lens of
different structures of thinking pertaining to the history of ideas in media and
communication studies and related fields. The view of media as making up
“networks of universalization” (Mattelart, 2000) forwarded a functionalist
notion of media as agents of cosmopolitanization across all dimensions (moral,
cultural, political) that remained ignorant of the actual incorporation and
meanings these media have for people. By and large, this paradigm resembles
the view on media held in the field of cosmopolitanism studies where medias’
reach is mistaken for their social impact (as explored in Chapter 3). In the
subsequent section, the notion that the media have the capacity to produce
spaces of cosmopolitan socialization was criticized by looking at the power
logics pertaining to media production and the consumption and uses of media.
The last section presented a different perspective and argued that the potential
capacity of the media lies not so much in particular modes of production or
consumption, but rather in their creation of a cultural environment which
latently changes the “pace and scale” of human affairs (McLuhan, 1964/2003),
delineating what is near and far, relevant and irrelevant. This section concluded
with the argument that while the contemporary media environment might not
support a normative-moral or aspirational-political cosmopolitanism, it does set
in motion a subtler cultural-existential cosmopolitanism as a result of its
capacity to reconfigure the structures of everyday reality. These paradigms put
forth different arguments as regards cosmopolitan agency in relation to the media –
arguments that will reappear in the later empirical chapters.
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Part II

Study
Chapter 5: Study Design
Chapter 6: Discovering Cosmopolitan Dispositions
Chapter 7: Cosmopolitan Dispositions in Different Spheres of Society
Chapter 8: Media Practices and Cosmopolitan Dispositions
Chapter 9: A Mediatized Cosmopolitanism Situated in the Social
Dynamics of Society
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CHAPTER 5
Study Design

This study addresses a potentially expanded social imaginary (Taylor, 2004) –
the mode in which we understand our existence, how we relate to others and
our surroundings in an era where different media practices allow various kinds
of time-space re-orderings (cf. Thompson, 1995/2001). The many potential
expressions of such an extension are captured through the concept of
cosmopolitanism. In social theory, this concept ultimately concerns an
individual’s relationship to the world as a whole (Calhoun, 2008; Holton, 2009).
From this, a number of questions arise. Firstly, if cosmopolitanism is to be
understood as “actually existing” and taken as incorporating a wide array of
outlooks and practices, we first need to address its empirical manifestations.
Chapter 2 outlined a theoretical matrix summing up the essential demands that
different theoretical accounts are making on the cosmopolitan – it is now up to
an empirical analysis to bring clarity of the extent to which and under which
conditions these demands are “met” in empirical reality. This allows identifying
various cosmopolitanisms in different spheres of society and relating them to
various media practices. Here, Chapter 3 and 4 provided the central theoretical
perspectives feeding into different understandings and conceptualizations of
the relationship at hand. The task of this chapter, then, is to present the
methodological outlook that has geared the process of “translating” the
problems outlined above into an empirical study, and to account for the
decisions taken in that process. Firstly, the research questions and the way in
which they will be investigated, as well as the general methodological outlook
are accounted for. Then, the methodological course of action is presented.
Lastly, the study design is evaluated and reflected upon from the concepts of
validity and reliability.

Purpose and Research Questions
The aim of this study is to understand the potentially “cosmopolitan” character
of peoples’ outlooks and practices, and the societal conditions under which
they manifest themselves. On the one hand the study seeks to contribute an
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understanding of the, general, “structural tendencies” of cosmopolitanism. On
the other hand, the study is also an attempt to understand the role of various
media practices in the process generally described as “cosmopolitanization”
(Beck, 2006). As such, the study feeds into contemporary discussions regarding
the possibility of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005; Robertson,
2010; Skrbis & Woodward, 2013). This two-fold aim is pursued by
“sociologizing” the concept of cosmopolitanism (Holton, 2002) by way of a
national survey deployed in contemporary Sweden. Firstly, the study seeks to
identify the empirical manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions in society.
Secondly, the study seeks to analyze the relation between media practices as
defined by Couldry as what “people do/say/think that are oriented to media”
(2004: 124) and various forms of cosmopolitan dispositions. This boils down to
four research questions:
-

RQ1: What types of cosmopolitan dispositions unfold in the outlooks
and practices of people?

This question has a very simple, yet valiant outlook attached to it. It seeks to
empirically discern sentiments of “actually existing cosmopolitanisms”
(Malcomson, 1998) by identifying the different ways in which cosmopolitanism
manifests itself in the outlooks and practices of people. Due to its theoretical
complexity, it is impossible to operationalize the concept of cosmopolitanism
as a single indicator. As such, this research question starts from the broad
working definition of the cosmopolitan disposition found in Chapter 2 which
holds that the archetypical cosmopolitan disposition is an individual orientation of
worldly openness across moral, political and cultural dimensions manifested in outlooks and
practices (cf. Holton, 2009; Kendall et al., 2009; Hansen, 2010; Skrbis &
Woodward, 2011; 2013). In order to avoid the reductionism attached to an
“absolute” operationalization and to endorse a more exploratory approach, the
many elements involved in each tenet (political, moral, cultural) are
operationalized (as will be discussed further below).
-

RQ2: In which spheres of society can different manifestations of
cosmopolitan dispositions be identified?

When different manifestations of various forms of “actually existing”
cosmopolitanisms have been found, the task is refocused to relating them to
peoples’ different demographical traits and thus to different spheres of society.
“Sphere of society” in this context is a heuristic concept designating an openended set of different demographics such as education, subjective class, gender,
mobility, etc. that together form constellations in relation to which
cosmopolitan dispositions potentially can be identified. This involves asking,
for instance, about the connection between cultural capital, such as level of
education, and certain types of cosmopolitan dispositions. Is international travel
a prerequisite for cosmopolitan socialization? Are urban dwellers more prone to
be guided by a cosmopolitan disposition than people living in rural areas?
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-

RQ3: In what ways are different patterns of media use and access
relating to different manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?

This question addresses the general lack of studies into the relation between
media practices and cosmopolitanism. As such it seeks to make an empirical
question of the largely theoretical assumptions of the “potent” role of media in
the process of cosmopolitanization (as outlined in Chapter 3). It does so by
going beyond the focus on the content of the media, and the question regarding
whether or not a “media object” is “cosmopolitan” (see e.g. Chouliaraki, 2006;
2013; Orgad, 2012) towards an analysis of how peoples’ utilization and
consumption of different media (which include both the mass media and
internet-geared technologies of communication) relate to different forms of
cosmopolitanism “from below”. Such patterns of media use designate: time spent
(e.g. hours of consumption and use per day) using different forms (e.g.
television, the Internet) of communication technologies that provide different
types of content (e.g. news items, foreign affairs). This definition also
encompasses different types of online social networking practices and media
access.
-

RQ4: In what ways are different media orientations relating to various
manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?

This question further addresses the relationship between media and
cosmopolitanism. The central concern here is how different people approach the
contemporary media landscape. This media landscape, as have been argued,
posits various ways to engage with the wider world and as such it carries the
affordances to reinforce various cosmopolitan dispositions and potentially
constitute an integrated part of a wider process of cosmpolitanization (Beck,
2006). The question is the extent to which people see various “cosmopolitan
affordances”, and the extent to which a more global media orientation connects
to various cosmopolitan dispositions. Such a focus on media orientations
moves away from a “media-centric” perspective since it starts from the concern
of how people relate to the media as a “structure of opportunities” (Madianou &
Miller, 2012: 174). Epistemologically, such an analysis moves away from the
notion that cosmopolitan agency is located in the media – or the “network” (as
explored in Chapter 4) and emphasizes, instead, that people engage with the
media from different predispositions. Thus, a broad take on media practices
that includes what is here referred to as media orientations brings much needed
nuance to merely studying exposure and access to various media and
technologies of communication.
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Methodological Rationale
In order to identify manifestations of “actually existing” (Malcomson, 1998)
and “real-world” (Beck, 2004) cosmopolitan dispositions on the overarching
level – in various spheres of society – and in order to relate them to different
media practices, the methodological tool utilized in this study is the survey
questionnaire. As such, the present study rests on the ontological assumption
that the social world exists independently of subjective interpretation, and the
epistemological assumption that a researcher, with certain means of
observation, is capable of obtaining meaningful understandings and
explanations of the social world applicable at the general level.
The choice of the survey method is motivated from various perspectives.
Following, for example, Tomlinson (1999; 2002), Gilroy (2004), Pichler (2008)
and Kendall et al. (2009), this study insists that cosmopolitanism should first
and foremost be studied “from below”. Firstly and most evidently then, the
methodological choice to develop and distribute a survey corresponds to the
aim and scope of the study to turn to people and to bring forth an empirical
account of an “actually existing” cosmopolitanism, manifested in the outlooks
and practices of people. Secondly, while existing semiotic-discursive efforts
have generated insights into the textual (in)capacities of media outputs to
“cultivate the cosmopolitan” or inspire a “global imagination” (see e.g.
Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013; Joye, 2009; Moyo, 2010; Orgad, 2012; Papastergiadis,
2012; Pantti & Tikka, 2014) actual people and their cosmopolitan dispositions,
which are of ultimate concern, have largely remained as ideal types (for notable
exceptions, see Christensen, 2011; Kyriakidou, 2011; Scott, 2013),
epistemologically subordinate media texts. Here then, the survey explicitly turns
to people and their use of and outlooks on the media – media practices (as
outlined in Chapter 1) – and places those in relation to different manifestations
of cosmopolitan dispositions. Thirdly, an attempt at mapping the location of
different cosmopolitan sentiments across different spheres of a given society
calls for a methodological tool capable of handling large samples able to capture
many different demographical constellations. Fourthly, the results of a survey
are transferable into sophisticated statistical analyses which allow for a semiexploratory approach in which abstract categories can be operationalized into
variables, which in turn, independent of the researcher, can be tested for
internal correlations and contradictions with precision (as shall be explored
further below). Finally, this allows for the creation of categories, or rather the
finding of “actually existing” manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions that
can be employed in other research contexts.
The reason for deploying a survey designed specifically for the purpose of this
study, and not to rely on existing data sets such as the ESS (European Social
Survey), WV (World Values) and ISSP (International Social Survey Programme)
is simply because none of them, as observed by Roudometof, have “devised
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rounds aiming at specifically measuring cosmopolitanism” (2012: 118). As such,
as argued by Pichler, secondary data have problems “depicting the subtleties of
(reported) cosmopolitan orientations” (2012: 39).
The more general methodological rationale for this study derives from Beck as
he crucially makes the argument that while the tenets of a “cosmopolitan
outlook” can be understood in a normative-philosophical sense, “one can also
understand them in an empirical-sociological sense, uncover their internal
contradictions and investigate their concrete manifestations” (2006: 7; see also
Delanty, 2009: 2). However, operationalizing and pinning down
cosmopolitanism in absolute ways, as Pollock et al (2000) argue, involves
certain risks of reductionism and thus becomes an “un-cosmopolitan thing to
do” (2000: 577). At the same time, against the backdrop that “practically all the
recent writings on the topic remain in the realm of rhetoric” (Vertovec &
Cohen, 2002: 21), we can agree with Skrbis et al (2004), Kendall et al (2009),
Roudometof (2012) and Skrbis & Woodward (2013) and argue that the concept
of cosmopolitanism becomes meaningless if not anchored in empirical reality:
What is important is not whether cosmopolitanism (or for that matter,
any other category) exists as an abstraction but rather when, under which
conditions and on the basis of what factors (gender, class, religion and so
on) cosmopolitanism exists or ceases to exist. (Roudometof, 2012: 117)
In short, our understanding of cosmopolitanism should not be
constructed from a series of imaginary, utopian or ideal types; the fluidity
and complexity of cosmopolitanism is only likely to be revealed by the
study of its mundane reality. /…/ Relatedly, we should identify the
structural conditions within the spheres of cultural production and
consumption which tend to nurture these cosmopolitan dispositions.
(Skrbis et al., 2004: 121, 127)
The problem of operationalization has become a pressing issue in the field of
cosmopolitanism studies, especially within quantitative endeavors. Using one-,
two- or three-dimensional indicators to make the claim that the cosmopolitan is
not “attached” to locality (Roudometof, 2005), or less attached to the nationstate and tolerant of foreigners (Norris & Inglehart, 2009), has less solidarity
with locality and is less protectionist (Olofsson & Öhman, 2007) or alternatively
displays an openness to immigrants and possesses a loyalty towards
transnational political entities (Pichler, 2008, 2012; Mau, 2010; Lindell, 2011,
2012a), not only shows how different the concept is investigated by different
researchers. It also shows that cosmopolitanism to a large extent is too
narrowly defined, that is, the gap between the theoretical and the operational
level is far too wide. Exploratory quantitative takes on “consumer
cosmopolitanism” (a predisposition to consume foreign cultural commodities)
have been recurring in marketing and business research for decades but failed
to approach cosmopolitanism as a wider social imaginary including moral and
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political tenets (for an overview see Riefler & Diamantopoulos, 2009). In the
end Pollock et al’s comments on the reductionism involved in “measuring”
cosmopolitanism might be proven true. At the same time, as argued above, the
concept is rendered meaningless – an “empty signifier” (Skrbis et al., 2004: 117)
or a “free floating discursive geist” (Holton, 2009: 17. Italics in original) – if not
defined according to a working definition for the purpose of anchoring it in
empirical reality. Skrbis et al. (2004) have a point when they declare that:
/…/ understandings of cosmopolitanism are continually frustrated by the
reluctance of social theorists to define the parameters of the concept and
to reach more than minimal agreement on its attributes. (Skrbis et al.,
2004: 123)
Adhering to this general risk of definitional narrowness in existing studies in the
field, and against the aim of finding the expressions of cosmopolitan
dispositions in peoples’ outlooks and practices, the present study suggests an
alternative methodological design. It argues for a semi-exploratory approach. In
practice, this means that the study assembles preexisting theoretical demands
on the cosmopolitan archetype (see Chapter 2) and deploys them as a
springboard into the exploration of “mundane reality” (Kendall et al., 2009: 17).
Such an approach is designed for the purpose outlined by Beck – namely to
investigate the concrete manifestations and internal contractions in
cosmopolitan dispositions (2006: 7). This rationale aligns itself with Skrbis &
Woodward’s perspective in so far as the diversity of the concept of
cosmopolitanism is taken to be “one of its strengths” (2013: 112) since it points
to the many ways in which our social imaginaries are potentially expanded.
More specifically, the first step in addressing the research questions is to metaempirically explore internal relations between the different pre-defined elements
within the dataset in order to find different manifestations of cosmopolitan
dispositions. The survey, which is constructed to mirror the multifaceted
theoretical debates on the tenets of a cosmopolitan disposition allows for an
exploration of the internal correlations amongst various indicators. Introduced
by Charles Spearman, the factor analysis, or the PCA (Principal Component
Analysis), is a statistical tool developed to simplify and reduce patterns within
larger clusters of variables (Barmark, 2009: 69; cf. Dunteman, 1989). The
central idea behind a factor analysis is that it materializes latent variables, or
factors (or “components”), by finding internal correlations amongst different
manifest variables (i.e. the actual variables in the data) (Barmark, 2009: 73-74).
This meta-empirical operation is of central importance to social research
concerned with complex and hard-defined theoretical terminologies and
phenomena. As such, the factor analysis is the adequate way of addressing
research question 1 which attempts to inquire into the way in which
cosmopolitan dispositions unfold in the outlooks and practices of people
(Barkmark, 2009: 69; de Vaus, 2002: ch 11).
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When different cosmopolitan dispositions have emerged in the analyses (RQ1),
the second step is to place them in relation to different demographic traits in
order to identify them in various spheres of society (RQ2). Furthermore, they
are put in relation to different patterns of media use, access and orientations
(RQ3, RQ4) by way of correlation and regression analysis. Table 2 illustrates
the two main steps that constitute the trajectory of the study (for introductions
to similar research designs, see e.g. Esaiasson et al. [2002], Edling & Hedström,
[2003] and Djurfeldt [2009]).
Table 2

Study Design
Semi-inductive process

Deductive process
Statistical analyses

Theory
Ch 2

Operationalization
of manifest
variables (y)

PCA to find latent
factors/cosmopolitan
dispositions (y)

Step 1

Associations:
media
practices,
demographics
(x) against y

Step 2

Operationalization
of independent
variables (x)

Theory
Ch 2,
3, 4

Step 1

Method - Sample, Variables and Way of Conduct
This study is primarily concerned with people living in Sweden. Although
results are put in relation to surveys over populations from Finland, former
East Germany and Great Britain, the present survey and the research questions
are posed exclusively to a Swedish sample. The dataset constituting the
platform from which the subsequent analyses were made is a national,
representative sample from a survey of 2 500 respondents deployed in February
2013. The sampling frame from which the respondents were recruited, TNSSifo’s10 web-panel, consists of 92 000 people between the ages of 18 and 80
living in Sweden. Participants in the web-panel were recruited from national
postal and telephone surveys and for their participation on the web-panel, they
had the chance to win a prize. The participants were asked to respond to a total
of 61 items (with an estimated answering time of around 10 minutes) designed
to capture cosmopolitan dispositions, various media practices as well as
demographical traits.
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TNS-Sifo is a Swedish research institute. For over 50 years, TNS-Sifo has collected survey data
spanning political opinion polling, social research, and market research for various interest groups.
For more information about TNS-Sifo, visit http://www.tns-sifo.se/.
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Before distributed, the survey was pilot-tested in order to optimize its
functionality for the national sample. The pilot study was conducted on one
occasion during the fall of 2012 with a total of 77 respondents (de Vaus, 2002:
117). Here, the aim was to detect peculiar variations in and interpretations of
variables, variable redundancy, non-response and potential tendencies of
acquiescent response patterns. Also, respondents (first year university students)
were asked how difficult it was to complete the full questionnaire. In
combination with this, they were encouraged to give comments on question
formulations or more general issues, and to provide examples on questions
lacking adequate response alternatives, or on questions missing from the
questionnaire. After making the necessary adjustments, such as reformulating
and removing redundant items, the survey was distributed to the sample (N = 2
500).
Participation in a web-survey requires Internet access and so recruiting
respondents from a web-panel creates a bias in the sample since the part of the
population without access to a computer with Internet access is simply not
included in the sample. Sweden, however, is one of the most computer and
Internet penetrated countries in the world. According to the International
Telecommunications Union’s index for ICT-uptake and usage, the “use-sub-index”
(measuring Internet users, fixed [wired] broadband subscriptions and active
mobile broadband subscriptions) Sweden scored second highest in the world,
after South Korea (ITU report: “Measuring the Information Society”, 2012). As
for plain Internet access, over 90 % of Sweden’s population was reported
connected to the Internet in 2010 (ibid). A second issue regarding surveys
distributed through the medium of the Internet is that these are known to
suffer from lower response rates compared to postal and telephone surveys (de
Vaus, 2002: 127; Hultåker, 2012: 142). In this case the answering rate was 41 %
(compared to 52 % in the national SOM-survey of 2012), meaning that the final
dataset consists of 1 025 respondents. When compared with national statistics
from Statistiska Centralbyrån (SCB), the sample was found skewed in terms of
age (M = 55). The problem that response rates are lower among younger
people is not a new one – rather, it is a commonplace issue that survey
researchers have to deal with. The methodological rationale in this study was to
work with a sample that in the best possible way represents the population at
large. Furthermore, previous empirical research has shown correlations between
young age and different cosmopolitan outlooks and practices (see e.g. Phillips
& Smith, 2008; Pichler, 2008, Schueth & O’Loughlin, 2011; Pichler, 2012) and
as such, it would be fallacious to misrepresent these groups in the present
analyses. For these reasons the decision was made to weight the sample (M =
47).
As for the variables used to be able to address the research questions, Tables 3
through 7 below display the operationalized items used in this study (for a full
representation of the questionnaire see Appendix 1). Table 3 starts by
displaying the variables used to capture different manifestations of
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cosmopolitan dispositions (all items under “question 1” in Appendix 1).
Derived from the theoretical conceptualizations of the cosmopolitan individual
(as seen in Chapter 2), the items are statements using horizontal rating scales
inspired by the Likert scale. On these scales respondents were asked to indicate
to what extent they agreed, with 1 indicating “I don’t agree at all” and 10
indicating “I completely agree” (cf. de Vaus, 2002). The reason for using a 1-10
scale and not a traditional Likert scale (1-5) is that the former gives respondents
more options with which to indicate their personal stance to a given statement.
This was chosen on the grounds that it improves the precision of individual
variables and of the battery as a whole and makes it less problematic to use in
parametric analyses (Esaisasson et al., 2002: 373; see also Barmark, 2009; Trost,
2012).11 Furthermore, since the mean score of such a scale is 5,5 there is no
central value that would indicate an absolute “Neither/nor”-position which
means that respondents have to assume a position to the given statement. The
statements were posed in both positive and negative ways so as to avoid
acquiescent response patterns.
This variable-battery constitutes an attempt at creating multiple indicators of
the theoretical demands put on the cosmopolitan idealtype (as outlined in
Chapter 2). This works in the way that a respondent agreeing (by indicating a
high number on the scale) with, for example, the statement “I can imagine
myself living in a developing country for a longer period of time”, not only
indicates a morally-guided cosmopolitan disposition in the sense that one sets
out to help “distant others” (cf. Chouliaraki, 2006), but also a political and
aspirational willingness to change the world beyond one’s local context of living
for the better (Smith, 2007). Likewise, disagreeing with the statement “Other
cultures and new, distant places are not interesting” not only captures aspects
of an existential-cultural cosmopolitan disposition, but also aspects of a moralnormative disposition since one can assume that a moral concern for other
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“Social scientists like to assume that variables use interval scales” (Esaisasson et al., 2002: 372.
Author’s translation). Using variables with “approximately quantitative scales” for variance-based
analyses is common praxis throughout the social sciences (Barmark, 2010). In effect, this means
that there is a tendency to treat variables with ordinal scales as if they were interval variables (with
equidistance between values). The reason for using “qualitative” variables in a “quantitative manner”
boils down to the fact that variance-based analyses offer more complex and nuanced
comprehensions of a phenomenon (Esaiasson et al., 2002; Pell, 2005; Carifio & Perla, 2008). The
question of whether or not a Likert scale could be conceptualized and treated as a “quantitative”,
parametric variable is a much debated one – for over fifty years different researchers have stood by
opposing strands (Carifio & Perla, 2008). On the one hand there are those who argue that the Likert
scale (an ordinal scale) is a “qualitative”, non-parametric variable – and thus the argument is that
researchers, assuming that the intervals between values in the variable are equal. abuse the variable
and produce non-reliable results (see e.g. Jamieson, 2004). On the other hand, there are those who
argue that as long as the data are “of the appropriate size and shape” (Pell, 2005: 970) and the
ordinal variable has many categories (Esaisasson et al., 2002: 373), and as long as one “is careful
when interpreting results” (Edling & Hedström, 2003: 17. Author’s translation), the Likert scale is
suitable for “quantitatively-based” analyses (Pell, 2005; Carifio & Perla, 2008). Furthermore, it has
been shown empirically that parametric-based tests yield the same results as non-parametric test
with ordinal variables (Norman, 2010). The present study follows the latter strand of arguments and
uses Likert scale “quantitatively”, thus treating it as a parametric variable. This is justified on various
grounds. Firstly, the size of the data is relatively large (n = 1 025), secondly, the values of the scales
are wide (1-10), thirdly the variables are used in relation to each other (to find factors) and thus
potential biases of individual variables are reduced.
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places works in tandem with a cultural curiosity of other places and cultures.
The main point here is that the internal relations between the various indicators
come together to form the latent dimensions (in the PCA) that are approached
as manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions.
Table 3
Variable category
Cosmopolitan
dispositions

	
  

Display of Operationalization: Cosmopolitan Dispositions
Individual variables
Statements from table 1 (see Chapter 2). ”I do not agree at all” = 1, ”I
completely agree” = 10.
•

I contribute to global causes (for example by donating money, work
in aid organization).

•

Other cultures and new, distant places are not interesting.

•

Generally speaking, I have many contacts in other parts of the
world.

•

The United Nations (UN) was a failed project from the start.

•

I avoid exposing myself to international culture.

•

The world feels big and un-graspable.

•

The place where I grew up is the place where I feel the most at
home.

•

There are problems in the world that can only be solved by
international cooperation.

•

All human beings are equally worth and should have the same
rights.

•

I choose fair trade groceries over other groceries.

•

Immigration enriches Swedens’ cultural life.

•

Global conflicts and catastrophes do not engage me.

•

I can imagine myself living in a developing country for a longer
period of time.

•

I can imagine myself supporting a child from another part of the
world.

•

I feel that I participate in the world as a whole.

•

I feel empathy towards exposed and vulnerable people in other
parts of the world.

•

I am a citizen of the world.

•

Government aid to developing countries should be reduced in
order to finance our own welfare.
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Table 4 shows how different aspects of a (global) media orientation have been
operationalized (all items under “question 2” in Appendix 1). Merton
(1949/1968) showed that “cosmopolitans”, in comparison to “locals”, have
different views of the affordances of different news media (such as the
newspaper or radio broadcast). The cosmopolitans approached the media as
avenues for incorporating culture from “the outside world” in their own, local
affairs and thus reducing their sense of “cultural isolation” (1968: 461). Similar
patterns have emerged in the Turkish audience of BBC’s world service. Here
Nohl argues that the greater technologically radical media orientation among
the younger generation makes them more prone to adapt to current processes
of cosmopolitanization compared to the more reactionary orientations found in
the “radio generation” (Nohl, 2011). As such, one would expect people with
different kinds of cosmopolitan dispositions to answer positively to statements
such as “Generally speaking, media and communication makes me feel that the
world is a smaller place” or “…makes me motivated to travel to meet people
and culture in other parts of the world”. Of importance is also the capacity to
study the extent to which a (global) media orientation predisposes people
towards certain patterns of media use and media access as “gateways of
connectivity” (Christensen, 2013).
Table 4
Variable
category
Media orientation

Display of Operationalization: (Global) Media Orientation
Individual variables
Statements. ”I do not agree at all” = 1, ”I completely agree” = 10.
“Generally, media and communication…”
•

…make me experience the world as a smaller place.

•

…give me the opportunity to have contact with people and cultures in
other parts of the world.

•

…make me badly updated about what is going on in the world.

•

…motivate me to travel and meet new people and cultures in other
parts of the world.

•

…make me take the initiative to help reduce problems in other parts
of the world.

•

…make me feel anxious about the problems that exist in the world.

In Table 5 the variables used to capture patterns of media use are displayed
(questions 3-6 and 8-9 in Appendix 1). By and large, the variables are those
utilized in the ESS-rounds with the addition that “new media” have been
incorporated with the questions in order to properly capture media and
communicative praxis in the 21st century. Whereas ESS-variables ask how much
time, in total, people spend watching TV and radio on an average day, such
statements are here supplemented by the Internet geared streaming services
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such as “Play”-channels and podcasts. Furthermore, activity on different social
media platforms is also included since they have come to constitute significant
parts of the overall media use today and theorized as platforms of “virtual
cosmopolitanism” (McEwan & Sobre-Denton, 2013; see also Herbert & Black,
2013). Eurostat statistics indicate in 2010 that 46 % of Sweden’s Internet users
stated that one of the reasons to go online is to post messages on social media
sites or use an instant message function (Eurostat, 2011), a share that is likely to
have been steadily increasing over the last few years.
Table 5
Variable
category
Media use

Display of Operationalization: Patterns of Media Use
Individual variables
Time spent with different media. Scale: “No time at all”, “Less than 30 min”,
“30 min to 1 hour”, “1 hour to 1 and a half hour”, “1 and a half hour to 2 hours”,
“2 hours to 2 and a half hours”, “2 and a half hours to 3 hours”. “More than 3
hours”, “I don’t know”.
•

On an average day how much time, in total, do you spend watching
TV and “Play”-channels (for example SVT Play, TV4 play)?

•

Of the time spent watching TV and “Play”-channels, how much is
spent on programmes oriented towards societal issues (such as
news, foreign affairs, documentaries)?

•

On an average day how much time, in total, do you spend listening to
the radio or a “podcast”?

•

Of the time spent listening to the radio or a “podcast”, how much is
spent on programmes oriented towards societal issues (such as
news, foreign affairs, documentaries)?

•

On an average day how much time, in total, do you spend reading a
newspaper (tabloid or internet edition)?

•

On an average day how much time, in total, do you surfing the
Internet?

Member on social media platforms. Scale: “Active member”, “Member but not
active”, “Not member”.
•

Facebook, Youtube, Twitter, Instagram.

Blog-habits. Scale: “Daily”, “5-6 times/week”, “3-4 times/week”, “1-2
times/week”, “More seldom”, “Never”.
•

How often do you read a blog?

•

How often do you post on your blog?

Type of blog preferred.
•

Open-ended.

Media access is captured by the variables displayed in Table 6 (question 7 in
Appendix 1). Since Sweden is one of the most media saturated societies in the
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world, meaning that the vast majority of the population has access to a
television set and a radio receiver, the survey does not ask whether or not
respondents have access to a TV or a radio. This methodological choice is
further motivated by the fact that the content of TV and radio increasingly
converge with Internet-geared devices such as the personal computer, the
gaming console or the tablet computer (cf. Jenkins, 2006). As such, the media
access battery asks whether or not respondents have access to the Internet, a
morning paper, smart phone, personal computer, tablet computer and a gaming
console. All of which are fairly common, and likely to become more widespread
over time (for example, 70 % of respondents own a smartphone).
Table 6
Variable
category
Media access

Display of Operationalization: Media Access
Individual variables
Access to technologies of communication/media. Scale (yes/no).
•

Internet, morning paper, smartphone (for example, Iphone, Samsung
Galaxy), personal computer, tablet computer or reading pad (for
example Ipad, Ativ Pad), gaming console (for example Xbox,
Nintendo, Playstation).

In order to relate various cosmopolitan dispositions to different “spheres of
society” a number of demographic traits (in the wide sense of the word) have
been included in the survey (questions 11-22 in Appendix 1). Table 7 displays a
number of different variables ranging from age, gender and education to
questions of mobility and political orientation. As shown in Chapter 2, the
spheres of society in which certain cosmopolitan dispositions are argued to
pertain are the “frequent flyers” (Calhoun, 2002) or the “global business elite”
(Kendall et al., 2009). At the same time, researchers have argued for the
possibility to “sit still, but nonetheless engage with the world in a cosmopolitan
manner” (Holton, 2009: 116) and that modes of virtual- or imaginative travel
(Szerszysnki & Urry, 2002; 2006) can potentially make corporeal mobility less
of a prerequisite in developing or cultivating certain types of cosmopolitan
dispositions. Whereas various practices of potential “imaginative” mobility are
captured in the tables above, questions regarding both international mobility
(“how many times per year do you travel to a country outside of the Nordic
countries?” and “have you ever worked or studied abroad?”) and intranational/regional mobility (place of birth/current place of residency) have been
included in the survey. Also, level of education has been included as “neoliberal
education legitimates cosmopolitanism as a prerequisite for functioning in a
global world” (Igarashi & Saito, 2014: 6) and since research tends to display its
positive correlation to different forms of cosmopolitanism (see e.g. Schueth &
O’Loughlin, 2011; Pichler, 2012). Other variables capturing different spheres of
society include subjective class, area of residency, and political orientation.
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Table 7
Variable
category
Demographics

Display of Operationalization: Spheres of Society
Individual variables
•

Gender. Scale: Woman/man.

•

Age. Scale: year born

•

Education. Scale: “Not completed obligatory education”, “Completed
obligatory education”, “Incomplete upper secondary education or
equivalent”, “Certificate of upper secondary education or equivalent”,
“Post-secondary education”, “Studies at university/university college”,
“Degree from university/university college”, “Degree/studies in post
grad programme”.

•

Subjective class now/childhood. Scale: “Working home”, “Farming
home”, “White collar worker”, “Upper white collar worker”,
“Entrepreneurial home”.

•

Area of living. Scale: “Big city: central”, “Big city: suburb or outskirts”,
“City or bigger town: central”, “City or bigger town: outskirts”,
“Smaller town”, “Rural area”.

•

Political affiliations. Scale: “To the left”, “Somewhat to the left”,
“Neither left nor right”, “Somewhat to the right”, “To the right”.

•

Travel outside Nordic countries. Scale: “Never been outside the
Nordic countries”, “Never”, “Between 1-2 times/year”, “Between 2-4
times/year”, “Between 4-6 times/year”, “Between 6-8 times/year”,
“Between 8-10 times/year”, “More than 10 times/year”, “I live longer
periods outside of the Nordic countries every year”.

•

Citizenship. Scale: “Swedish citizen”, “Citizen of another country”,
“Both”.

•

Area raised, mother, father. Scale: “Rural area in Sweden”, “Smaller
town in Sweden”, “City or town in Sweden”, “Stockholm, Gothenburg
or Malmö”, “Other Nordic country”, “Other European country”,
“Country outside Europe”.

•

Studied or worked abroad. Scale: “Never”, “Yes, for 3 months or
less”, “Yes, between 3-6 months”, “Yes, between 6 months and a
year”, “Yes, for more than a year”.

•

Type of employment: “State”, “Municipality”, “Region”, “Private”,
“Organization or foundation”.

Since the “Globalization and the media” survey was designed explicitly for the
purposes stated in this study – to study the conditions under which various
forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms can be identified – a majority of
the survey variables were used in various analyses throughout the empirical
chapters (Chapters 6-8). Some variables, however, have not been used and the
reasons are either theoretical (in the sense that they are assessed as not bringing
theoretical nuance to the analyses at hand) or empirical (in the sense that they
are extremely skewed and therefore difficult to use in statistical analyses).
Examples of the former strand include the variables measuring attitudes toward
technology and technological innovation (question 10 in Appendix 1).
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Examples of the latter – variables that possess theoretical relevancy in relation
to questions of cosmopolitanism - include citizenship and immigration as a
large majority of respondents were Swedish citizens, born in Sweden.

Validity and Reliability
Validity is an indication of the quality of a research design and asks the question
of the extent to which a given design is able to inform the research problem
and research questions it sets out to address (see e.g. de Vaus, 2002; Esaiasson
et al., 2002; Östbye et al., 2003; Sirkin, 2006; Babbie et al., 2007; Trost, 2012).
On a general level, one asks about the limits and possibilities of the choice of a
particular method compared to another. It has already been argued that the
choice of survey research is guided by a will to study cosmopolitanism as
“actually existing” – as manifested in the outlooks and practices of people.
Furthermore, the reason for not conducting qualitative interviews or
ethnographic analyses is that the purpose of the present study is to tease out
and understand the general conditions under which various cosmopolitan
dispositions manifest themselves, which calls for an analysis of a large sample
of people in the given society.
While these reasons legitimize the use of survey research there are, as with any
one particular method, drawbacks with such an approach. For one, survey
research does not study people’s actual outlooks and practices, as one comes
closer to doing with an ethnographic approach (especially people’s practices).
What is instead studied here is peoples’ self-reporting on their outlooks and
practices. A survey that examines the extent to which people have “noble” or
“good” outlooks such as caring for distant others, being interested in cultures
from other parts of the world etc. runs the risk of producing acquiescent
answering patterns. This problem was addressed by constructing the survey in
such a way that scales (positive/negative) varied between items, which is far
from saying that the issue is completely nullified. Secondly, while being able to
capture a large part of a given population and produce sophisticated analyses of
a given research problem, a survey deployed at a moment in time constitutes no
more than a “snapshot” of the nature of empirical reality in a given time and
place. In this sense, cosmopolitanism is not studied as something that is
continuously enacted or performed (see e.g. Delanty, 2009), but rather as relatively
static dispositions that are observed in the outlooks and practices of people in a
given space-time context (see e.g. Kendall et al., 2009).
In sum, while argued to constitute a proper choice of method for the present
purposes, the survey method has problems with the distance it creates between
the researcher and the researched. As such it produces a wide reaching
snapshot of the social world that best comes to the fore in relation to
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qualitative supplements. In this case the most adequate qualitative supplements
would be in-depth interviews, focus group interviews and ethnographic
observations allowing different, more flexible ways of approaching
cosmopolitanism and its relation to various media practices from an
“agentic/experiential” point of view (Christensen, 2014). While strongly
encouraged in any attempt at understanding the phenomenological, or “lived”,
aspects of cosmopolitanism, such endeavors are not employed within the frame
of this study.
On a more specific level, the question of concept validity asks to what extent the
variables used, or questions asked, can actually be taken as indicators of the
theoretical problem addressed. In other words, it asks about the distance
between the theoretical and the operational level in the research design
(Esaiasson et al., 2002; Östbye et al., 2003). As displayed in the above section in
relation to the overall methodological outlook, the design of the study is created
in such a way as to avoid reductionism in the process of translation between the
theoretical and the operational level in regard to the concept of cosmopolitan
dispositions. Quantitative efforts within the field of cosmopolitanism studies
have been crippled by the problem of operationalization – that is, choosing the
right indicator (often in pre-existing, secondary data) for the complex concept
of cosmopolitanism. Validity has thus emerged as one of the core issues in this
field (Skrbis & Woodward, 2007: 734; see also Roudometof, 2005). It is against
such a background that the present approach has tried to operationalize the
paradigmatic theoretical tenets into a manifold of indicators that together (in
technical terms: when they are correlated internally in factor analyses) can be
understood as manifestations of different cosmopolitan dispositions. While not
all encompassing, such a “semi-exploratory” approach is better equipped to
deal with the complexities of cosmopolitanism.
Turning now to the question of reliability. General questions of reliability ask to
what extent the results of a study could and would be reproduced by another
researcher in another time and place (see e.g. de Vaus, 2002; Esaiasson et al.,
2002; Östbye et al., 2003; Babbie et al., 2007; Trost, 2012). This means that the
research design must be transparent and exportable into other research settings.
In this sense, all indicators and the nature of the population and the sample
have been accounted for and can thus be appropriated into other research
contexts.
In terms of congruence, precision, objectivity and constancy (as defined by Trost, 2012:
62) careful steps have been taken so as to ensure that variables measuring the
same phenomena are presented in a “logical” way and placed in relation to each
other (congruence). Here variables related to the same theoretical phenomena
have formed “batteries” with the same overarching question, the same scale
and the same placement in the survey. As for precision, the questions were
posed in everyday language, ensuring that all respondents would understand the
phrasing and answer them from similar premises. The data collection was
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“objective” in the sense that the coding of the values into the software used for
statistical analyses (SPSS) was automated. Thus, one can assume no values were
wrongly coded into the data set. As for constancy, the level to which responses
to the different questions posed would be similar upon posing them again, at
another moment in time, is more difficult to estimate since the present design is
novel to the field of cosmopolitanism studies. By and large this is an empirical
question that the present study design is unable to attend to since the survey
was only distributed at one point in time. The assumption made is that the
cosmopolitan outlooks and practices analyzed in the questionnaire are the
manifestations of a relatively – but “not entirely stable disposition” (Jansson,
2012: 2). Having said this, one should keep in mind the potential changes in
individual life-biographies and the implications such changes could have for the
re-negotiation or “re-embedding” of a cosmopolitan disposition (Jansson,
2012) – in short, cosmopolitan dispositions are “differently articulated at
different stages in the lifecycle” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2002: 476; see also
Kennedy, 2009). Furthermore, subsequent tests of the robustness of the
present design are strongly encouraged for the sake of advancing
methodologically in the field of cosmopolitanism studies by addressing the
problem of operationalization.
Lastly, as for the question regarding generalizability – the extent to which the
present results are applicable to the Swedish population at large – 1 025
respondents constituting a representative sample have participated in the study.
Results, in turn, are evaluated by measurements of statistical significance with a
threshold of 95 % probability (p≤0.05).
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CHAPTER 6
Discovering Cosmopolitan Dispositions

So far, several arguments have been made as regards the best ways in which to
approach cosmopolitanism as a social scientific category capable of capturing
central tendencies pertaining to contemporary social life, which is characterized
by increased global interconnectedness and media saturation (Krotz, 2007). For
one, it has been argued that cosmopolitanism should be studied “from below”,
as an empirical category that is manifested in the outlooks and practices of
people (see especially Skrbis et al., 2004; Kendall et al., 2009; cf. Malcomson,
1998; Featherstone, 2002; Nowicka & Rovicso, 2009). Secondly, given that the
term designates an individuals’ relation to the world as a whole on a general
level (cf. Calhoun, 2008; Holton, 2009), Chapter 5 argued that a flexible method
is needed in order to capture and make sense of this diversity. In addressing the
first research question of this study, the present chapter sets out to deploy such
a method in order to make sense of how cosmopolitanism is manifested in the
outlooks and practices of people. In doing so, this chapter constitutes an
attempt at addressing what has been described as the “problem of attribution”
– the fact that the field of cosmopolitanism studies remains vague as to which
attributes make up a cosmopolitan disposition (Skrbis et al., 2004; Kendall et
al., 2009; cf. Holton, 2009). As such, this chapter paves the way for subsequent
analyses of the location of different cosmopolitan dispositions in different
spheres of society, and how they relate to different media practices.

A General Cosmopolitan Disposition
For survey research, the endeavor of discerning the ways in which
cosmopolitan dispositions are manifested in the outlooks and practices of
people is a matter of deploying a semi-exploratory method. In this study, as
argued in the previous chapter, this is done in two steps. Firstly, individual
items that in various ways correspond to different theoretical claims about the
constituents of cosmopolitan dispositions were identified and operationalized
as questions included in a survey deployed in Sweden. Here, the working
definition, or common denominator, of various indicators of cosmopolitan
dispositions were that they should feed into a worldly openness across moral, political
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and cultural dimensions manifested in outlooks and practices (cf. Holton, 2009; Skrbis &
Woodward, 2011; 2013). Secondly, the exploratory instance was enacted when
these individual items were correlated to see which latent – more encompassing
– dimensions they form. The PCA below displays the results of this process
(Table 8).
Table 8

Exploring Dimensions of Cosmopolitan Practices and Outlooks (PCA).

Cosmopolitan outlooks/practices
individual items

Factor 1
“General
cosmopolitanism”

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Contributing to humanitarian
causes

,573

,265

,020

,059

Generally many contacts abroad

,622

-,291

,295

,059

International political cooperation
necessary

,125

,027

,109

,861

Human beings are equal in dignity
and rights

,102

,463

-,047

,631

“Fair trade” consumption

,471

,460

-,095

,081

Immigration enriches cultural life

,378

,609

,182

,242

Imagine living in developing
country

,683

,079

,115

-,128

Imagine supporting child in another
part of the world

,515

,399

-,011

,235

Feeling of participation in the world
as a whole

,708

,113

,185

,187

Empathy for “distant sufferers”

,480

,492

,045

,332

Citizen of the world

,621

,266

,191

,268

Interest in distant places and
cultures

,182

,223

,599

,170

Pro-UN

-,093

,631

,270

-,007

Interest in international culture

,089

,210

,752

,172

The world feels small and
“graspable”

,016

-,040

,670

-,056

At home in other place than place
of birth

,242

,144

,350

-,147

Engaged in global crises and
catastrophes

,265

,511

,322

-,011

Support state in contributing to
humanitarian causes

,182

,726

,093

,156

Explained variance (%)

30.29

8.61

7.89

5.62
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Comment: Principal component analysis with Varimax rotation. KMO-test = .89. Bartlett’s test for
sphericity = .000. The original statements have been abbreviated. Items 12-18 (“Interest in distant
places and cultures” and below) are posed negatively in the survey in order to increase reliability by
avoiding acquiescent answering patterns; as such the scales in these items have been reversed to
homogenize the items for the PCA. See Appendix 1 for a detailed overview of the survey and the
items.

The PCA thus, takes the almost exclusively theoretical descriptions of the
tenets of the cosmopolitan disposition (as outlined in Chapter 2) and explores
them empirically. On the matter of technicalities, the PCA of the various items
capturing cosmopolitanisms “from below” is statistically significant (p≤0,001)
and displays a satisfying sampling adequacy (KMO-test = 0,89). Furthermore,
only one factor explained more than 10 % of the total variance amongst the
individual items – factor 1 (30,29 %). This suggests a particular look into what
this dimension actually reveals. Before doings so, however, it is worth having a
look into the other factors briefly. Factor 2 emerges as a hybrid form of a moral
and political cosmopolitan disposition. It is easy to imagine the ideal typical
person endowed with this disposition (as they are committed to the
cosmopolitical ideal of human rights and a transnational empathy for those
suffering at a distance) to be a person working in the development sector.
Factor 3 is an existential-cultural disposition largely made up of the notions of
having the world at one’s fingertips. This disposition largely resembles the
cultural cosmopolitan disposition examined below. Finally, factor 4 comes
across as a variant of factor 2 – an orientation towards cosmopolitan realpolitik
(favoring international political cooperation) combined with a moral sensitivity
to mediated suffering. Although very interesting, these dimensions remained
relatively weak in terms of their share of total explained variance. This chapter
thus, goes ahead by exploring the fist factor that emerged in the dataset. It then
turns to a more hypothesis-driven method that attempts to reproduce previous,
theoretical, categorizations of cosmopolitan dispositions.
Turning now to the first factor. A first observation is that all items except “ProUN” displayed a positive loading score. Against the background of the working
definition pinning cosmopolitanism down as an openness across moral, cultural
and political realms, the present results suggest that the dimension constitutes a
fair indicator of a general cosmopolitan disposition. Here then, both Held’s
(2010) and Saito’s (2011) multi-dimensional definitions of cosmopolitanism as
entailing political orientations towards the transnational (for example “feeling
of participation in the world as a whole”), an inter-cultural ethos (for example,
“immigration enriches cultural life”) and ethical positionings (for example,
“contribution to humanitarian causes”) are thus simultaneously found
empirically among the Swedish people studied here.
People endowed with this disposition are not only displaying a kind of existential
mode of cosmopolitanism in the sense that he or she feels like a citizen of the
world (cf. Pichler, 2012). This disposition is also aspirational and normative in
nature, as it involves consumption patterns (fair trade), supporting and

	
  

109	
  

empathizing with “distant sufferers” (cf. Chouliaraki, 2006) and inter-cultural
curiosity (“having many contacts abroad”, “immigration enriches cultural life”)
(cf. Hannerz, 1990). In one sense then, this dimension captures a predisposition
for an archetypical cosmopolitan disposition as it is indicative of a social
imaginary that has expanded across a local-global continuum across moral,
cultural, and political dimensions. These people feel and act according to a
cosmopolitan ethos. Worth noting is that some items’ loading scores are rather
weak (r<0,3) and in one case (Pro-UN) the loading is negative (-0,093) From
the fact that none of the negative loadings load above 0,3, which is the standard
threshold for analytically separating meaningful scores from non- meaningful
ones (Barmark, 2010), one can conclude that their significance for the overall
interpretation of the dimension should not be overestimated. As such, there is
no significant element of “non-cosmopolitanism” or “anti-cosmopolitanism” in
this dimension.
However, in order to create a reliable and coherent scale from the findings in
the PCA, the 9 items that all displayed positive loading scores stronger than 0,3
were used to create a summarized scale indicating a “general cosmopolitan
disposition” (Cronbach’s alpha = 0,83). In the national sample of Swedes, the
mean score of this scale (ranging from 1-10) is, given the theoretical discussions
of cosmopolitanism being an elite phenomenon, fairly high (M = 5,35)
suggesting that Swedes are “averagely” cosmopolitan: neither parochial in
outlook, nor extremely “strong” in a cosmopolitan disposition (see Appendix 2
for histogram). Such an initial analysis reproduces notions that Sweden is a
cosmopolitan society (Norris & Inglehart, 2009). On the overarching level, the
existence of and the relatively high mean score for such a general
cosmopolitanism suggest that what is captured is an overall predispositional
dynamic whereby an expanded social imaginary has gained root in peoples’
outlooks and practices.
Against the fact that worldly moral outlooks and practices make up fundamental
building blocks of this general disposition, one can draw the conclusion that
care should be taken when arguing that the contemporary era and its morality
have been ushered into a “post-humanitarian” mode of relating. Here, the
argument is that the “grand-narratives” of transnational solidarity have been
rendered obsolete and replaced by more narcissistic, ironic orientations
(Chouliaraki, 2011; 2013). Contrasting such notions, the present results bring
legitimacy to the notion that, contemporary social life is structured in such a
way that we continuously draw the concentric circles that make up moral
proximity and distance “somehow closer” to the self (Seneca in Nussbaum,
1997: 9). Rather than feeding into the notion of post-humanitarianism as the
new mode of relating to distant others, the results displayed here are indicative
of a general expanded social imaginary, in which morality directed to distant
others is but one corner stone.
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Furthermore, for the Swedish people studied here, Beck’s theory of an
overarching “cosmopolitanization” taking place, whereby “we” become
cosmopolitans “whether we like or not” (2006: 19), or even Archibugi’s claim
that “From the sociological point of view, we are all more or less, directly or
indirectly, willy nilly, citizens of the world.” (2010: 327) does not seem too farfetched. Rather, the results tap into general sociological ideas of the
“disembedding” of social life (Giddens, 1990), and notions of “complex
connectivity” (Tomlinson, 1999). The results bring initial validity to
Robertson’s famous – as of yet not enough scrutinized – statement that
globalization entails a “compression” of the world, and the ensuing social
imaginary is one guided by a “consciousness of the world as a whole” (1992:
8). Furthermore, the relatively high mean score on this general cosmopolitan
disposition poses an initial challenge to the notion that cosmopolitanism as
exclusively belonging to the resource-rich people in a society – a way of selfreference and distinction amongst society’s elites (Brennan, 2002; Calhoun,
2002).
The fact that this kind of general disposition has emerged opens up for
subsequent analyses of the societal conditions under which it exists. The mean
score discussed so far is hardly enough to unravel the full picture. Against
previous discussions on the social location of cosmopolitanism (as explored in
Chapter 2), there is reason to believe that not everyone is a cosmopolitan in the
sense displayed here. This begs the question of the extent to which this
disposition relates to various demographic traits (such as mobility, gender,
education, class and so on) and different media practices that potentially
constitute “technological gateways of connectivity” (Christensen, 2013) –
vehicles for the cultivation and strengthening of this disposition. In other
words, the empirical analysis cannot stop here.
Before venturing into such inquiries, however (which the subsequent chapters
will), it is necessary to explore other ways in which cosmopolitanism can
manifest itself at the level of people and their outlooks and practices. So far, it
has been concluded that, generally, cosmopolitanism in a Swedish population is
displayed in quite a homogenuous, non-pluralistic, way: the PCA found one
dimension that explained 30 % of the variance of the 18 items used to capture
cosmopolitan dispositions. The other dimensions explained too small a portion
of the total variance in order to be understood as meaningful. This should be
seen against the backdrop of contemporary theorizing in regard to a
cosmopolitanism “from below”. Here different and otherwise competing
perspectives come together in their emphasis that not only is cosmopolitanism
multidimensional but it should also be understood in a pluralistic sense (which
involves the argument that “there are many cosmopolitanisms”) (Pollock et al.,
2000; Holton, 2002; Kendall et al., 2009). The results displayed here – the
locating of one, general cosmopolitan disposition with many constitutive
elements – seem to contradict the notion that cosmopolitanism is expressed in
many, sometimes contradictory ways. While this constitutes an interesting
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finding in itself, and while subsequent analyses are oriented towards discerning
the nature of this disposition, it is also necessary to break down its constitutive
elements and to analyze them separately. This means, in practice, to scrutinize
the extent to which the pre-defined categories of cosmopolitanism (such as
“cultural”, “moral”, “political”) can be observed in the outlooks and practices
of people. This, then, is to ask: according to what patterns can the general
cosmopolitanism be divided in order to more thoroughly understand the
nuances of the many fragments of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms?

Cosmopolitan Practice and Cosmopolitan Outlook
Turning now to a more hypothesis-driven mode of inquiry, this section seeks to
explore the extent to which theoretical divisions and previous empirical
categorizations of cosmopolitan dispositions are valid in the Swedish setting.
Following Phillips & Smith (2008), one such axis that fruitfully divides the
general cosmopolitan disposition into two smaller categories for deeper analysis
is the outlook versus practice-axis. In a PCA, 5 items indicating various
cosmopolitan practices (such as actively contributing to humanitarian causes,
buying “fair trade”, considering living in a developing country etc.) generated
one coherent dimension. Creating a scale, and treating this dimension as a
manifestation of a disposition of cosmopolitan practice, proved both valid and
reliable as, on the one hand, only one dimension was created in the PCA
indicating that all items “measure the same thing” and, on the other hand,
Cronbach’s alpha value displayed 0,71. Whereas some research treats
international travelling as “cosmopolitan practice” (e.g. Bühlmann et al., 2013),
it should be stressed that, through the concept of disposition, cosmopolitan
practice here designates a “structure of willingness” – or a state of the body
(Bourdieu in Christensen & Jansson, 2014; see also Chapter 2). In effect, rather
than understood as a cosmopolitan practice in itself, international travelling
may – or may not – cultivate a “structure of willingness” indicative of a certain
cosmopolitan mode of orientation or disposition (see also Skey, 2012). In
reverse, it should also be noted that a certain cosmopolitan disposition might
lead us to be more inclined towards international travel.
The 6 items that in various ways indicate cosmopolitan outlooks (such as intercultural openness and feeling of participating in the world as a whole etc.)
formed another coherent dimension as only one factor was loaded in a PCA
and Cronbach’s alpha value in regard to these items was 0,72. On the
conceptual level, the division between cosmopolitan outlook and practice
becomes interesting since it entails a separation between the “claims” inherent
in the various forms of cosmopolitanism “from below”. While the former
(cosmopolitan practice) is not exclusively “practical” in the stricter sense
(imagining, or wanting, to live in a developing country is hardly the same thing
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as actually doing it), it does make more aspirational claims. It is more
“immersive” (Kendall et al., 2009) and thus indicative of a certain “structure of
willingness”. The latter (cosmopolitan outlook), by contrast, is more existentialnormative in its claims (cf. Dower, 2003) – more “banal” (Kendall et al., 2009).
In terms of the realms in which they operate, both cosmopolitan outlook and
practice entail political, moral, and cultural traits. It should be noted, however,
that the cosmopolitan practice dimension has a bias away from cultural
cosmopolitanism towards a moral-political orientation. Vice-versa, the outlookdisposition is less politically oriented and more cultural-existential in character.
Table 9 below displays the two dimensions of the cosmopolitan disposition (see
Appendix 2 for a more detailed overview).
Table 9

Cosmopolitan Practice, Cosmopolitan Outlook

Cosmopolitan practice

Cosmopolitan outlook

Contributing to humanitarian causes

Immigration enriches cultural life

“Fair trade” consumption

Feeling of participation in the world as a whole

Imagine living in developing country

Empathy for “distant sufferers”

Imagine supporting child in another part of the
world

Citizen of the world

Support state in contributing to humanitarian
causes

Interest in distant places and cultures
Engaged in global crises and catastrophes

Explained variance in PCA = 46.11 %

Explained variance in PCA = 48.90 %

Cronbach’s alpha = .71

Cronbach’s alpha = .79

M = 5.12

M = 6.92

Comment: Scales range from 1 to 10. Item names have been abbreviated (see Appendix 1 for a
detailed overview of the survey and the items). See Appendix 2 for histograms of the scales.

Hardly surprising, the more aspirational disposition, cosmopolitan practices, is
less common (M = 5,12) than the normative-existential disposition,
cosmopolitan outlooks, (M = 6,92). Such findings follow the Australian case
presented by Phillips & Smith whereby “respondents were high on
cosmopolitan outlook and low on cosmopolitan practice” (2008: 395). As with
the general cosmopolitan disposition displayed before, these initial analyses
provide some insights into the nature of cosmopolitanism as “actually existing”.
However, in order to identify the conditions under which the various forms of
cosmopolitan dispositions exist, they have to be put in relation to different
demographical traits so as to be located in different spheres of society.
Furthermore, they must be put in relation to different patterns of media use,
media access and media orientations. Here, one would expect the practice-
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oriented disposition to be more firmly connected to a more mobile sphere in
society whereas the outlook-oriented disposition potentially could reside only in
“imaginative” mobilities via different media practices. Only when such analyses
have been conducted can we begin to unravel the nature of contemporary,
“actually existing”, cosmopolitanism.

Moral, Political and Cultural Cosmopolitan Dispositions
In applying Delanty’s (2009), Held’s (2010), Hansen (2010), Saito’s (2011) and
Skrbis & Woodward’s (2013) theoretical division of a post-universalist
cosmopolitanism into moral, political and cultural tenets three individual PCAs
on the items designed to capture the different elements of cosmopolitanism
were deployed. Again, each PCA generated only one dimension: the morally
oriented items created one “moral cosmopolitan disposition”, the politically
oriented items created one “political cosmopolitan disposition” and so for the
cultural disposition as well (see Appendix 2). The items used to find these
individual dispositions then, could be combined to create three different scales.
Table 10 below shows each scale and its properties (see also Appendix 2).
Table 10

Moral, Political and Cultural Cosmopolitan Dispositions

Moral cosmopolitanism

Political cosmopolitanism

Cultural cosmopolitanism

Contributing to humanitarian
causes

International political
cooperation necessary

Generally many contacts
abroad

“Fair trade” consumption

“Fair trade” consumption

Immigration enriches cultural
life

Human beings are equal in
dignity and rights

Feeling of participation in the
world as a whole

Interest in international culture

Imagine supporting child in
another part of the world

Citizen of the world

Citizen of the world

Support state in contributing to
humanitarian causes

Support state in contributing to
humanitarian causes

Interest in distant places and
cultures

Explained variance in PCA =
44.63 %

Explained variance in PCA =
45.31 %

Explained variance in PCA =
45.04 %

Cronbach’s alpha = .79

Cronbach’s alpha = .69

Cronbach’s alpha = .69

M = 6.51

M = 6.44

M = 6.55

Empathy for “distant sufferers”
Engaged in global crises and
catastrophes
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Comment: Scales range from 1 to 10. Item names have been abbreviated (see Appendix 1 for a
detailed overview of the survey and the items). See Appendix 2 for histograms of the scales.

Here then, the theoretical conceptualizations hold when applied directly to
empirical reality (cf. Delanty, 2009; Held, 2010; Saito, 2011; Skrbis &
Woodward, 2013). As argued above, the process of breaking down the general
cosmopolitan disposition to its constitutive elements paves the way for a deeper
understanding of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms. Here then, one is
allowed to distinctly analyze the conditions under which, for instance, a cultural
cosmopolitanism flourishes, and the potential internal differences and
contradictions when compared to other elements of the cosmopolitan
disposition.
Table 11 below displays the correlations between the different cosmopolitan
dispositions. The fact that all values are very high and statistically significant
merely reflects the fact that these different elements correspond to the same
overarching phenomena: a general cosmopolitan disposition. In the Swedish
context then, there are hardly any “internal contradictions” between various
elements of cosmopolitan dispositions, as hypothesized by Beck (2006).
Worth noting, however, is the (in this context) relatively low correlation
between the cultural cosmopolitan disposition and both the practical and moral
cosmopolitan disposition. The cultural cosmopolitan disposition in the present
analysis entails not only a “banal globalism” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2002) but also
a more existential notion of the feeling of being a citizen of the world and the
rather aspirational tendency to have contacts in other countries. The fact that it
has lower correlations with the morality and practice attached to contemporary
cosmopolitanism should be understood in the light of the notion that
cosmopolitanism assumes different forms and expresses itself according to
various “strengths” (Kendall et al., 2009; Holton, 2009). These can range from
the active (often political) attempts at bettering human lives elsewhere to the
non-reflexive, banal, and everyday consumption of transnational commodities
(cf. Beck, 2006; Kendall et al., 2009; Holton, 2009). In short, a “softer”, less
reflexive cultural cosmopolitanism does not necessarily go hand in hand with a
more aspirational structure of cosmopolitan willingness. What they have in
common, as argued throughout this study, is that both are indicators of a
generally expanded social imaginary, albeit in different ways and to different
degrees. Against such theorizing and the results presented here, it has to be
stressed that it lies in the very nature of a cultural cosmopolitan disposition to
be less aspirational and less normative, and rather a more banal and immanent
feature of everyday life in mediatized and globalized societies.
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Table 11

Correlations between Cosmopolitan Dispositions (N in Parenthesis)
General
1
(843)

Outlook
.881***
(837)

Practice
.902***
(819)

Moral
.863***
(797)

Cultural
.823***
(812)

Political
.869**
(800)

Outlook

.881***
(837)

1
(876)

.718***
(815)

.807***
(809)

.876***
(841)

.843***
(827)

Practice

.902***
(819)

.718**
(815)

1
(909)

.915***
(880)

.645***
(788)

.802***
(800)

Moral

.863***
(797)

.807***
(809)

.915***
(880)

1
(903)

.650**
(788)

.824***
(803)

Cultural

.823***
(812)

.876***
(841)

.645***
(796)

.650***
(788)

1
(848)

.736***
(798)

General

Political

.869***
.843***
.802***
.824***
.736***
(800)
(827)
(800)
(803)
(798)
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05.

1
(833)

Conclusion
Cosmopolitanism has become a household concept in contemporary social
theory – “It would not be inaccurate to speak of a cosmopolitan turn in social
science” (Delanty & He, 2008: 324). This “turn” has opened for questions
regarding the nature of a cosmopolitanism “from below” – how it is expressed
in the outlooks and practices of people. As noted, the field of cosmopolitanism
studies is at a “frustrating stage” where a coherent definition is yet to come to
the fore (Holton, 2009). In diverging from the notion that cosmopolitanism can
be captured through a presupposed, one-dimensional definition the present
approach has showed that cosmopolitanism as “actually existing” can be
identified in the intersection of the theoretical and the empirical. In attempting
to solve what has been described as “the problem of attribution” (Skrbis et al.,
2004; Kendall et al., 2009), this chapter used a variety of indicators of a
cosmopolitan disposition (derived from the working definition of a worldly
openness across moral, political, and cultural dimensions) to find latent
dimensions in the empirical material. This is argued to bring about a legitimate
way in which to understand various cosmopolitan dispositions as manifested in
the outlooks and practice of people from a quantitative, overarching
perspective.
In returning to the initial question posed for this chapter, and first research
question in this study (what types of cosmopolitan dispositions unfold in the outlooks and
practices of people?) two things must be emphasized. Firstly, against the backdrop
of the “pluralization” of cosmopolitanism, that is, the tendency in
contemporary social theory to assume that cosmopolitanism always is
manifested in a plethora of different ways (Pollock et al., 2000; Kendall et al.,
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2009) it becomes interesting to see one rather all-encompassing dimension
appearing in the case of Sweden. When including all items used to capture
different aspects of different types of cosmopolitanisms, 9 of them formed a
latent dimension – a general cosmopolitanism that spanned across aspirational,
existential and normative claims and likewise across moral, political and cultural
realms. Here, one should also stress the fact that this very general cosmopolitan
disposition, which was created as a scale, displayed a relatively high mean value,
indicating a normalization of an expanded social imaginary amongst Swedes.
While such contention needs support from studies over time, it constitutes an
initial indication of an overall expanded social imaginary, or – a
cosmopolitanization (Beck, 2006). However, such indications need to be
studied in depth (as the next chapters will).
Secondly, this wider cosmopolitan disposition was fruitfully divided for the
purposes of more detailed subsequent analyses. In accordance with Phillips &
Smith (2008), one division was made across the outlook-practice axis and one
was made against the theoretical division of cosmopolitanism in moral, political,
and cultural realms. To the former, Phillips & Smith’s (2008) results were
generally reproduced as cosmopolitan outlooks, rather than practices, were the
most common. In relation to the latter, all realms of cosmopolitanism were
found as coherent dimension of peoples’ outlooks and practices. In both cases,
valid and reliable scales were created on the grounds that only a singular
dimension appeared in the PCA and when tested for reliability, Cronbach’s
alpha tests consistently presented values around the commonly used threshold
for reliability (0,7).
The analyses conducted in this chapter have fruitfully shown that
cosmopolitanism can be understood as dispositions manifested in the outlooks
and practices of people. This feeds into contemporary sociological discussions
that cosmopolitanism does not have to involve macro-political attempts at
“ordering the world” (Beck, 2004), that cosmopolitanism can be “unpacked for
the social sciences” (Beck & Sznaider, 2006), that it is “actually existing”
(Malcomson, 1998) where it matters most, in people, “from below” (Gilroy,
2004). While the chapter has shown how cosmopolitanism manifests itself in the
outlook and practices of people in a particular context, the analyses conducted
in the frame of this chapter paves the way for more detailed analyses on how
different cosmopolitan dispositions relate to different spheres of society and
different media practices. The next chapter (Chapter 7) deals with the former
and Chapter 8 turns to the questions regarding the relationship between various
cosmopolitan dispositions and media practices.
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CHAPTER 7
Cosmopolitan Dispositions in Different Spheres of Society

In the previous chapter, a general cosmopolitan disposition emerged amongst
the Swedish people participating in this study. This disposition was successfully
divided across a cosmopolitan outlook versus practice-axis, as well as across
manifestations of moral, political and cultural cosmopolitanisms. In addressing
the second research question of this study, this chapter sets out to understand
the conditions under which various cosmopolitan dispositions can be identified,
and the extent to which these dispositions are structured according to logics of
social stratification. The chapter thus embarks on the task of starting to address
the problem of “identification” in cosmopolitanism studies (Skrbis et al., 2004;
Kendall et al., 2009). The question becomes, then, the extent to which and in
what ways different cosmopolitan dispositions are related to mobility, gender,
education, and other demographical traits, that is, how various “actually
existing” cosmopolitanisms are distributed in different spheres of society.
Accordingly, the chapter sets out to empirically study the notion that social
imaginaries have expanded outwardly and the ensuing notion that peoples’
outlooks and practices are increasingly directed “outwards”, towards “the
world” – a general “cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006). This means asking:
how general is this process? The chapter ends with a discussion turning towards
the significance of the contemporary media landscape as a potential “metacapital” (Couldry, 2003) in the process of cosmopolitan socialization.

On the Stratified Nature of Cosmopolitan Dispositions
What is at stake here is the extent to which various forms of “actually existing
cosmopolitanisms” are structured according to patterns of social stratification.
Does cosmopolitanism, upon empirical scrutiny, emerge as belonging
exclusively to the “frequent flyers” (Calhoun, 2002), the “political elites,
university academics, activists and business men” (Robertson, 2010: 65)? Or,
can one observe a “working class cosmopolitanism” (Lamont & Aksartova,
2002). Better still, is it possible to discern a general cosmopolitanization
whereby every member of society has become cosmopolitan “by default”
(Beck, 2006)? Indeed, that would signify that cosmopolitanism has become
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naturalized in the contemporary social imaginary, and indicative of its general
expansion. Whereas the previous chapter discerned a relatively high mean score
on the general cosmopolitanism-scale (M = 5,35), indicating a general
“cosmopolitan status” of the Swedish people, the present chapter attempts to
paint the fuller picture. As such, the approach taken here is one that moves
away from reductionist views on “the cosmopolitan West” or the “global
North” that implicitly suggest that it is only between nations, continents, or
“worlds” that asymmetries in terms of the “distribution” of cosmopolitanism
emerge. While it is indeed reasonable to suggest that more privileged societies
have better material conditions allowing for the expanding of concerns,
outlooks and practices “outwards”, and the ensuing cultivation of various
cosmopolitan dispositions, this study (and this chapter in particular) argues for
the importance of studying the distribution of cosmopolitanism within societies
(Stevenson, 2002; Kendall et al., 2009). Only such an endeavor is able to
capture the extent to which cosmopolitanism is integral to the structure of a
given society, and how it potentially becomes subordinate the internal power
logics (in terms of the dynamics of social stratification and social reproduction)
of that society.
Table 12 below puts the various cosmopolitan dispositions (general, practice,
outlook, moral, cultural, and political, as discovered in the previous chapter) in
relation to different demographic traits (travelling, education, area of residency,
political orientation, gender, subjective class, and age). The purpose of such a
model is to analyze the extent to which the various cosmopolitan dispositions
change in relation to various factors indicating what is referred to as “different
spheres of society”.
More specifically, the values (b-coefficients) in Table 12 represent how much
the given cosmopolitan disposition (dependent variable) increases (positive
value) or decreases (negative value) when a given demographic variable changes
(independent variable, or “predictor”) when other variables remain constant.
For example, the association between “high education” (in reference to “low
education”) and cosmopolitan practice is 0,53. This implies that, when an
individuals’ level of education moves from the reference category (lower grades
of education) to that of “high education” (here: degree from
university/university college or doctoral student/PhD), the cosmopolitan
practice increases by 0,53 steps (on the scale 1-10).
Along with the fact that the particular value is statistically significant, this allows
us to conclude, in line with previous research (see e.g. Szerszynski & Urry,
2006; Olofsson & Öhman, 2007; Pichler, 2008; Phillips & Smith, 2008;
Weenink, 2008; Schueth & O’Loughlin, 2011; Lindell, 2011; 2012a; 2014) that
peoples’ levels of education are associated with various manifestations of
“actually existing” cosmopolitanisms. This is further supported in the
comparative cases from Finland, Germany and Great Britain (see below). A
high level of education displays a positive and statistically significant role in
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relation to all the various cosmopolitan dispositions studied here. The
associations, as shown in Table 12, remains between 0,41 and 0,53 in all
models. Education should thus be understood as an important part of the
much wider cultural capital (cf. Bourdieu, 1986; Igarashi & Saito, 2014) that to
various extents open up doors to a wider world of ideas, cultures, peoples, and
places and as such expose individuals to new environments and experiences
facilitating the expansion of ones’ mode of reference, to use Merton’s
terminology (Merton, 1949/1968)
The fact that cultural capital is connected to the development of cosmopolitan
dispositions goes hand in hand with indications given by “subjective class”.
What is studied here is the extent to which white-collar workers, entrepreneurs
and workers differ from farmers in their display of various cosmopolitan
dispositions. The general pattern reveals that white-collar workers and
entrepreneurs move away from the farmers (scoring higher on the
cosmopolitanism scales) whereas workers score lower. Such results contradict
notions of there existing a “vernacular” (Nava, 2002; Werbner, 2006),
“demotic” (Gilroy, 2004), “ordinary” or “working class” cosmopolitanism
(Lamont & Aksartova, 2002) on any general level. Coupled with the connection
between higher levels of education, it seems rather that cosmopolitanism is
connected to more privileged spheres of society. However, whereas the level of
education proved statistically significant, the associations between subjective
class and the various cosmopolitan dispositions were not, and thus these results
cannot be argued to apply to the general population. While no explicit
statistically significant relation was found between class and various
cosmopolitan dispositions, it is evident, nonetheless, that social origin plays a
central role in preconditioning education, mobility, political orientations that in
turn associate positively with cosmopolitan dispositions. Class, thus, seems to
play an indirect role (see Appendix 3 for these complimentary analyses).
The connection between privileged positions in society has been studied by
Weenink (2008), who has shown that “globals”, to borrow Elliot & Urry’s
(2010) expression, are quite unique in their tendency to raise their children to
be cosmopolitans as a way to prepare them for a “global world”. At the same
time Bühlmann et al (2013) have shown how cosmopolitanism is increasingly
naturalized as a form of capital in the field of transnational business. In such
instances, it seems as if cosmopolitan dispositions are socially reproduced by
way of its recurrence amongst the highly educated, in which it is mediated
“down-ward” to new generations (Weenink, 2008; cf. Rofe, 2003; Lizardo,
2005; Igarashi & Saito, 2014). Such class or positional bias of cosmopolitanism
is further illustrated by the fact that the ability to be mobile on an international
level becomes a means through which cosmopolitan dispositions are cultivated.
Results indicate a positive association between having lived abroad and
relatively frequent travel outside the Nordic region and various cosmopolitan
dispositions (Table 12). The argument here is simply that if cosmopolitanism is
an orientation of openness towards the world as a whole, then such a
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disposition is likely to be cultivated by experiencing the world first hand (cf.
Hannerz, 1990; Kaufmann et al., 2004; Urry, 2007; Gustafsson, 2009; Kennedy,
2009; 2010). The crux being, of course, that transnational mobility is in itself a
privileged phenomenon as it is more common amongst people occupying
privileged positions in society (in terms of both class and education) (see
Appendix 3 for these analyses; see also Gustafsson, 2009; Weibull, 2013b). The
next section will look further into the role of mobility as a factor cultivating
various cosmopolitan dispositions.
For now it is important to note that establishing a connection between
privileged positions in society and various cosmopolitan dispositions is not to
argue for a “moral inferiority” of the working classes (which Tomlinson [1999]
warns about). Rather than pointing out a problem in the “nature” of people
occupying less privileged positions, results should be understood to indicate
and illuminate specific consequences pertaining to the stratified nature of a
given society. Cosmopolitanism as a mode of orienting in the world, it seems,
connects to the privileges of transnational mobility, high levels of education and
class. This suggests that cosmopolitan dispositions and their identity in terms of
social location is reproduced by the given structure of society and not by the
“nature” of those fortunate enough to belong to those spheres of society (cf.
Rofe, 2003; Pichler, 2008, Meuleman & Savage, 2013).
Before venturing into a more detailed look into the role of mobility, this section
turns to the role of gender, political orientation, residential patterns and age in
preconditioning various cosmopolitan dispositions. Starting with the relation
between gender and cosmopolitanism, Table 12 displays the fact that Swedish
women are significantly more likely to be endowed with various cosmopolitan
dispositions compared to men. As for the case of Sweden, similar patterns have
been observed in related studies (Lindell & Jansson, 2012; Jansson & Lindell,
2014). The pattern should be understood in relation to the wider tendency of
Swedish women (especially in provincial areas) to gaze “outwards” for life
opportunities as local opportunities seem increasingly threatened by
urbanization and globalization processes (ibid). This speaks to recent findings
in Australia where young girls were found more inclined to aspire to a mobile
lifestyle compared to boys (Skrbis et al., 2013). The results are also reproduced
in neighboring country Finland, in relation to a more institutionally oriented
cosmopolitan disposition, but not in Germany and Great Britain (see
comparative case in Table 14).
Notably, the association between gender (woman) and cosmopolitanism is
strongest in relation to the more moral disposition (0,93). Such findings go
hand in hand with previous research indicating a “gendered compassion”
(Höijer, 2004) which concludes that women are more prone to empathize with
various mediations of distant suffering compared to men (cf. Kyriakidou, 2011).
Men, on the other hand, are generally more prone to develop more parochial,
nationalist dispositions (Norris & Inglehart, 2009: 194-195). In a comparative
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perspective, results confirming a cosmopolitan preconception amongst women
are notable and bring further emphasis on the exclusivity of the Swedish case.
Studies in Europe (Pichler, 2008), Australia (Phillips & Smith, 2008), and Great
Britain (see comparative case below) indicate reversed patterns as men, in those
cases, tend to be slightly more inclined towards cosmopolitan orientations (or
identifications) compared to women.
The results derived from studying the outlooks and practices of the Swedish
people lend legitimacy to the feminist critique of cosmopolitanism involving the
dissatisfaction that “the cosmopolitan” is often portrayed and understood as a
man – a homme du monde (Tomlinson, 1999: 187; see also Nava, 2002). On the
general level, such findings inform wider trends involving women
empowerment in the Nordic context. Usually, a “female cosmopolitanism”
would be explained as a “counterpoint to dominant culture” in which women’s
expanded imaginative horizons and inclination towards cultural difference
emerge as a revolt against patriarch society (Nava, 2002; see Reilly [2007] for a
macro-political take). In the Swedish setting, results can also be viewed
reversely – as the headpiece of a wider structural transformation of society, one
in which women throughout the last century increasingly have gained equal
footing with men and, in effect, increasingly have come to look “outwards” for
life opportunities (Lindell & Jansson, 2012; Jansson & Lindell, 2014).
Also, these findings problematize the capacity to extrapolate ideas about the
social location of cosmopolitanism across various regions or countries. As such,
findings constitute a call for sensitivity to regional and national peculiarities in
the field of cosmopolitanism studies. However, interpreting these results in
light of previous research on cosmopolitan orientations is not an easy task. One
of the problems in the field of cosmopolitanism studies (as discussed in
Chapter 5) is that researchers have utilized a plethora of different indicators of
a cosmopolitan orientation, outlook or disposition. In light of such metadiscussions, it is central to highlight that women are “more cosmopolitan” than
men when confronted with multiple statements that from various angles tap
into various aspects of cosmopolitan dispositions, as revealed by this study.
Men on the other hand, as shown by Pichler’s European study (2008; cf.
Phillips & Smith, 2008), are more inclined to see themselves as belonging to the
world (that is, to identify with the claim “I am a citizen of the world”).
As for political orientation, results show that in relation to four of the six
cosmopolitan dispositions (general, outlook, cultural and political) there is a
correlation with assuming a political stance, which indicates a subtle level of
political activity and engagement. This means that those people who orient
themselves politically, either to the left or to the right, are significantly more
cosmopolitan than those who do not lean towards any particular political
direction (here, it should be noted that this model is unable to deal with the
possibility of being politically engaged even though not leaning to the “left” or
to the “right”). On the general level, such results are not surprising as both
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political stance takings and various cosmopolitan dispositions involve a certain
level of engagement in world affairs. However, somewhat more unexpected is
the fact that this association is not strongest in relation to the political and more
aspirational cosmopolitan disposition (0,46) but rather to the “outlookoriented” disposition (0,58). On the more general level, this begs the question
of what would precondition people to assume a political position. Here, results
show that political neutrality (or worse: political apathy) is more common
amongst those with the lowest levels of education and people in blue-collar
classes (farmers and working classes) (see Appendix 3).
Individuals’ area of residency and age display somewhat surprising results.
Following Simmel, one would expect the city to be the “seat of
cosmopolitanism” (Simmel in Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: 100) since cities are
“accentuated sites of global migratory communication flows /…/ the nodes in
which radically different groups come into close contact” (Skrbis & Woodward,
2013: 100; cf. Anderson, 2004). In tandem with such thinking, Pichler’s (2008)
study of cosmopolitan orientations in Europe indicated a tendency of more
cosmopolitan orientations to emerge in cities, whereas parochialism was more
common in rural areas (cf. Olofsson & Öhman, 2007). Similarly, Rofe’s
respondents among the transnational elite constructed “the city” as offering the
“action/pulse/rhythm/opportunities of the global at the sale of the local”
(Rofe, 2003: 2520). In the Swedish case presented here, however, urban
residency does not play a direct and significant role in relation to any of the
cosmopolitan dispositions. In extension, the non-significance of urban
residency should be put in relation to the wider arguments about the
globalization of the Swedish countryside revolving around its comparatively
global and connected nature (Andersson & Jansson, 2012).
As for age, the associations are cross-sectionally weak (around zero). In the case
of cosmopolitan outlook, moral cosmopolitanism and political
cosmopolitanism, however, the associations are positive and statistically
significant (albeit very weak). This indicates a very slight tendency of these
particular dispositions to actually cultivate with age. This contradicts previous
research on the social location of cosmopolitanism where it has been concluded
that “the ‘boomer’ or ‘x’ generations” are more likely to be oriented by a
cosmopolitan ethos (Phillips & Smith, 2008: 398; see also Schueth &
O’Loughlin, 2011) and that older people are more parochial than younger
people (Olofsson & Öhman, 2007). Also, the comparative case (see below)
reveals that in Great Britain, age is negatively associated with an institutional
type of cosmopolitan disposition.
Here it should be noted that previous research does not differentiate between
various cosmopolitan dispositions to the extent done here, and it is particularly
interesting that younger people are significantly less morally and politically
cosmopolitan compared to older people. The former goes hand in hand with
the notion that compassion and morality develop with age and experience. The
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latter, the connection between political cosmopolitanism and higher age, is
coupled with the fact that, while Swedish youth possess a relatively high
political interest compared with young people in the EU, they are less involved
in politics than older people (especially people over 40 years old) (Oscarsson &
Holmberg, 2010). However, the association between higher age and these
cosmopolitan dispositions should not be overestimated as the associations are
marginal, at best.
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.67***
(.13)

Have studied or worked abroad (ref: have not
studied/worked abroad)

.00
(.00)
.41**
(.13)
.43**
(.14)
.03
(.13)

Age of respondent (years)

High education (ref: low, mid, mid-high)

Taking political stance (left/right) (ref: “neither left nor right”)

Urban residency (ref: “non-urban”)

.73***
(.12)

.28
(.16)

Travels outside Nordic countries once or twice/year (ref:
travels >2 times/year, never)

Demographics
Woman (ref: man)

.73***
(.20)

General

.06
(.12)

.58***
(.14)

.44**
(.13)

.01***
(.00)

.71***
(.12)

.46***
(.13)

.28
(.15

.46*
(.19)

Outlook

-.08
(.14)

.16
(.15)

.53***
(.14)

.01
(.00)

.80***
(.13)

.38**
(.14)

.41*
(.16)

.74***
(.21)

-.05
(.12)

.21
(.14)

.47***
(.12)

.01***
(.00)

.93***
(.11)

.15
(.13)

.24
(.15)

.40*
(.19)

Cosmopolitan Disposition
Practice
Moral

.06
(.12)

.55***
(.13)

.46***
(.12)

-.00
(.00)

.61***
(.11)

.59***
(.13)

.31*
(.15)

.73***
(.18)

Cultural

-.15
(.12)

.46**
(.14)

.43**
(.13)

.01**
(.00)

.66***
(.12)

.53***
(.13)

.21
(.15)

.55**
(.19)

Political

Cosmopolitan Dispositions in Different Spheres of Society. Regression Analysis (OLS) (Standard Error in Parenthesis)

Mobility
Travels outside Nordic countries > 2 times/year (ref: travels
1-2 times/year, never)

Table 12
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Continued

-.30
(41)
3.82***
16 %

Worker

Constant

Radj2

14 %

4.85***

-.03
(.41)

.40
(.43)

.17
(.40)

.25
(.42)

Outlook

13 %

3.32***

-.00
(.47)

.60
(.49)

.38
(.46)

.62
(.48)

15 %

4.31***

.24
(41)

.81
(.44)

.64
(.41)

.74
(.43)

Cosmopolitan Disposition
Practice
Moral

16 %

5.40***

-.35
(.43)

.20
(.45)

-.04
(.43)

.05
(.44)

Cultural

15 %

4.65***

-.07
(.41)

.30
(.43)

.08
(.41)

.30
(.42)

Political

	
  

n
841
874
907
901
846
831
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Dependent variables “Cosmopolitanism disposition” are computed scales (1-10) (see Appendix 2
for details). All variables except “age” (years old) are dummy variables: “have worked/studied abroad” (reference: have not worked/studied abroad); “travels outside of the
Nordic countries more than twice a year” (references: have never been outside Nordic countries/never, 1-2/year); “high education” (references: low, middle-low, middle-high
education); “political stance-taking” (references: neither left nor right); “woman” (reference: man); subjective class (reference: farming home [note that this variable asks
about the “class” of the household, not the individual]). All missing values have been removed. Values are rounded up to two decimals.

.26
(.43)

.01
(.41)

.18
(.42)

General

Entrepreneur

White-collar worker

Subjective class (ref: farmer)
Higher white-collar worker

Table 12

Comparative Cases: Institutionally Oriented Cosmopolitan Dispositions in
Great Britain, Finland and Germany
These cases seek to shed some comparative light on the present study of
cosmopolitan dispositions in Sweden. In 2003 ISSP (International Social Survey
Programme) deployed a round designed to study national identity across the
world. Among the countries studied were Great Britain, Finland and former
East Germany. The variables used to measure national identity (as a contrast to
cosmopolitan identities) allow for the study of a particular type of cosmopolitan
disposition. The variables displayed in Table 13 below show various aspects of
orientations to potential policy-making issues in relation to migration and “the
other”. For instance, a positive response to the statement “foreigners should
not be able to buy land in [country]” captures a political legislative orientation
indicating a fear of migrants intruding on one’s imagined territory (cf.
Roudometof, 2005). Furthermore, supporting the statement that ethnic
minorities should be given government assistance in the work of preserving
their tradition and culture captures an intersection of the political-cultural
cosmopolitan disposition discussed in Chapter 2. On the one hand, it involves
the aspirational claim to support governmental initiatives benefiting minorities
(cf. Held, 2010) and on the other hand, it implies an appreciation of the
culturally different (cf. Hannerz, 1990; Szerszynski & Urry, 2002). Indicators
v43 and v44 both capture a political willingness to “expand the political
community” (cf. Pichler, 2008) whereas v51 and v53 involve a general openness
(cf. Skrbis & Woodward, 2011) to immigration (Table 13).
A PCA revealed that the variables form one dimension, and a subsequent
reliability test indicates that these individual indicators are likely to “measure the
same thing” (Great Britain, Cronbach’s alpha = 0,72; Finland = 0,69; Germany
= 0,70). As such, each individual statement was taken together as a summarized
scale indicating the level of peoples’ “institutionally oriented cosmopolitan
disposition”.
Table 13

Indicators of an Institutionally Oriented Cosmopolitan Disposition

Statement
Foreigners should not be allowed to buy land in [Country]

	
  

ISSP variable
V39

International organizations are taking away too much power from the [Country
Nationality] government.

V44

In general, [Country] should follow the decisions of international organizations
to which it belongs, even if the government does not agree with them

V43

Ethnic minorities should be given government assistance to preserve their
customs and traditions

V48

Immigrants are generally good for [Country’s] economy

V51

Immigrants improve [Country Nationality] society by bringing in new ideas and

V53
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cultures
Comment: Source: ISSP 2003 National Identity. All variables use the question of “How much do you
agree or disagree with each of the following statements?” and uses a Likert scale (“Strongly agree”,
“agree”, “neither agree nor disagree”, “disagree”, “disagree strongly”). In constructing the
“Institutionally oriented cosmopolitan disposition”-index the variable values in v43, v48, v51, v53
were reversed in order to balance the positive/negative scales in all variables.

In order to locate this kind of cosmopolitan disposition in different spheres of
society in Great Britain, Finland and Germany, the scale was related to the
demographic traits of age, education, gender, and residential pattern. Table 14
below begins to unravel how an institutionally oriented cosmopolitanism is
more likely to belong to a certain sphere in society, namely well-educated living
in urban areas (cf. Phillips & Smith, 2008; Pichler, 2008). However, the
countries differ in terms of gender. In Great Britain, men are more likely to
display this kind of cosmopolitan disposition, whereas in Finland, it is the
women who to a greater extent are cosmopolitans. The diverging results
between the countries point to the importance of contextual sensitivity in the
field of cosmopolitanism studies: cosmopolitanism is not the same everywhere,
and it manifests itself differently across different contexts. However, what
unites all the analyses, including the Swedish case, is the significance of cultural
capital (education) for cosmopolitan socialization.
Table 14

Cosmopolitan Disposition in Different Spheres of Society (Great Britain,
Finland, Germany). Regression Analysis (OLS), Standard Error in
parenthesis

Age

Institutional Cosmopolitanism-index
Great Britain
Finland
Germany
(East)
-.022**
-.01
.01
(.02)
(.01)
(.01)

Education

.03**
(.12)

.01**
(.01)

.03*
(.01)

Man (ref: woman)

.03***
(.28)

-.56*
(.26)

.12
(.47)

Living in big city (ref: living in
suburbs/outskirts of big city;
town/smaller city; country village;
rural area)

2.29*
(1.14)

2.10***
(.53)

.45
(2.3)

Constant
Radj2
N

17.56
.07
695

17.40
.05
908

18.21
.02
290

Comment: Source: ISSP 2003 National Identity. Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0.001,
**p≤0.01, *p≤0.05. Dependent variable ”Institutional Cosmopolitanism-index” is an index (see Table
13). Age designates years of age. Education designates years of education in total. ”Man” is a
dummy-variable with reference category ”woman” coded from original variable ”sex”. ”Living in big
city” is a dummy-variable coded from original variable ”Type of community”. Values are rounded up
to two decimals.
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Cosmopolitanism and Mobility
By some, physical mobility and its relation to various forms of “actually
existing” cosmopolitanisms have been labeled obsolete. Here, Hannerz argued
that “home is not necessarily a place where cosmopolitanism is in exile”
(Hannerz, 1990: 249) as “the implosive power of the media may now make just
everybody a little more cosmopolitan” (ibid). Respectively, Hebdige held that
“If we don't choose to go and visit other cultures they come and visit us as
images and information on tv.” (1990: 20) and as such, a “mundane”
cosmopolitanism in generated in mediation. Holton argued that “One can sit
still, but nonetheless engage with the world in a cosmopolitan manner, often
/…/ through powerful communications media.” (Holton, 2009: 116). Likewise,
what was described as the “networks of universalization” paradigm (Chapter 4)
has forwarded the notion that various technologies and media possess
cosmopolitan agency and as such, when different communicative infrastructures
envelop the globe, universal cosmopolitan socialization ensues. In the next
chapter, these questions become empirical ones, and focus will be put on
different media practices and their relation to various cosmopolitan
dispositions.
For the moment however, attention is paid to the other side of the “mobilitiesspectrum”, namely, the question regarding the (persisting) significance of
physical mobilities: the role of travelling internationally (outside the Nordic
region) and having lived abroad for the cultivation of various cosmopolitan
dispositions. While some argue that physical travel does not precondition
cosmopolitan cultivation, others make claims about its centrality to
cosmopolitan socialization (Swain, 2009). Cosmopolitans are usually described
as “vagabonds” (Bauman, 1998), “frequent flyers” (Calhoun, 2002) “globals”
(Elliot & Urry, 2010) or the travelling skilled workers (Kennedy, 2009; 2010;
Andersson, 2013) and “global business elites” (Robertson, 2010). In fact, what
often pulls diverging understandings of cosmopolitanism together – ranging
from those arguing that refuges or “the victims of modernity” are the true
cosmopolitans of our times (Pollock et al., 2000) to those emphasizing
cosmopolitanism amongst transnational elites (Rofe, 2003) – is the argument
about the significance of human mobility (Skrbis et al., 2004; Skrbis et al.,
2013). Former general secretary of WTO (World Tourism Organization),
Fransesco Frangialli, stated that:
Travel enables us to enrich our lives with new experiences, to enjoy and
to educate ourselves, to learn respect for foreign cultures, to establish
friendships, and above all to contribute to international cooperation and
peace throughout the world. (Frangialli in Schough & Tesfahuney, 2009:
20)
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While the material networks enabling various forms of mobility have been
theorized as “types of cosmopolitan agents” (Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: 60)
and quite naturally come to mind when idealizing the conditions under which
cosmopolitan subjects are cultivated, one should not naively assume that being
“on the move” is always a cosmopolitan endeavor: “not all travellers
automatically become cosmopolitans in any stricter sense” (Hannerz, 2010:
450-451). Theoretically, then:
While travel provides the discursive space for self/other reflexivity and
the experience provides benefits of learning about other cultures, it can
also confirm what the traveller already knows or wants to believe–or takes
what they think they are owed. (Johnson, 2013: 9)
Simply put, one should remember that international travel in general and
tourism in particular can also be utterly non-cosmopolitan exercises that build
on exploitation, cultural isolation, and the logic of spectacle (Tesfahuney &
Schough, 2009; cf. Hannerz, 1990; Nowicka & Rovisco, 2009).
The results displayed here, however (Table 12 above), regarding the general
patterns according to which cosmopolitanism can be identified in a given
society, show that mobility relates positively and statistically significantly to all
forms of cosmopolitan dispositions under scrutiny. The strongest association
between mobility and cosmopolitanism “from below” is observed in the
relation between travelling internationally more than twice a year and
cosmopolitan practice (0,74). This implies that such “frequent flyers” (Calhoun,
2002) move almost one step higher on the cosmopolitan practice-scale
compared to those who have never been outside the Nordic region or do not
travel outside the region on a yearly basis. This suggests then, that experiencing
the world first-hand is most relevant when it comes to the more practiceoriented kind of cosmopolitanism: frequent international travel, results
suggests, makes us more inclined to contribute to humanitarian causes,
consume “fair trade”, imagine living in a developing country etc. that together
make up a certain structure of cosmopolitan willingness (see Chapter 6 for a
discussion on the constituents of the disposition). Intuitively speaking, such a
relationship is likely to go “both ways” in the sense that people endowed with
such a structure of willingness also would be more inclined to travel
internationally. In line with empirical data from Australia, one should also
expect that “having access to the wonders and enticements of the outside
world” through various media practices would also “stimulate a desire to be
mobile” (Skrbis et al., 2013: 10).
Throughout the models the association between this kind of “frequent flying”
and the various dispositions are between 0,40 and 0,74. Important to note is
that those travelling less often (once or twice a year) do not differ significantly
from those who remain internationally immobile. This puts further emphasis
on the role of regular and repeated mobility for cosmopolitan socialization.
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As for more long-term international mobility, that is, “exposure to overseas life”
provoked in expatriate or international student life (Kennedy, 2009: 23; see also
Jansson, 2011), it is also positively associated with all cosmopolitan
dispositions. Here, the strongest association is observed in relation to the more
general cosmopolitan disposition (0,67). Following Christensen & Jansson
(2014) findings seem to suggest that, in facing difference (in terms of other
cultures) cosmopolitan dispositions become naturalized. The exception here is
moral cosmopolitanism, which does not yield any significant relation. This
more empathic disposition is thus not cultivated by merely living in another
country. It seems rather to be a disposition less prone to change due to external
circumstances. It should be stressed that the large-scale picture painted here is
unable to capture cosmopolitan dispositions in relation to mobility in relation
to different types of destinations and motives for travelling. Taking these into
account would undoubtedly nuance the understanding of the relation between
mobility and cosmopolitan dispositions.
Generally, in line with previous research in Sweden (Gustafsson, 2009), results
show that various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms are related to
frequent international travel and having lived abroad for a longer period of
time. Mobility, in terms of both regularity and long-term stays, are thus central
to developing various cosmopolitan dispositions – they constitute “raw
material” for the cosmopolitan experience and cultivation (Skrbis et al., 2013:
2). Compared to “locals”, “cosmopolitans have been more mobile.” (Merton,
1949/1968: 449). This begs the question regarding the stratified nature of
mobility itself. Who is mobile?
Here, results indicate, in line with Skeggs’ observation that mobility “is a
resource to which not everyone has an equal relationship” (Skeggs in Skrbis et
al., 2013: 10). More specifically, both the regular and the long-term forms of
mobility studied here are significantly related to class, education, and big city
dwelling (Appendix 3). Mobility thus, relates on the one hand to a generally
privileged position in society, and on the other to urban living. Thus, while
urban living did not yield an explicit relation to various cosmopolitan
dispositions, it does seem to play a more implicit role in cosmopolitan
socialization, by preconditioning an inclination towards international mobility.
While these results emerge as rather straightforward in the sense that the more
mobile the person, the more likely the person is to be characterized by a
cosmopolitan “being-in-the-world”, one should not disregard the risk of
cosmopolitanism being a field-specific form of distinction (Bourdieu,
1974/1984). As argued above, cosmopolitanism, as studies have shown, has
become a form of capital to be deployed for purposes of upward social mobility
in various fields (see e.g. Rofe, 2003; Weenink, 2008; Jansson, 2011; Prieur &
Savage, 2011; Bühlmann et al., 2013; Meuleman & Savage, 2013; Igarashi &
Saito, 2014). This would imply that cosmopolitanism becomes a signifier, a self-
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referential discourse amongst the globally mobile class (Rofe, 2003; Lizardo,
2005; see also Bauman, 1998).
Results indicating an association between mobility and cosmopolitan
dispositions should then be treated as tentative since it remains unclear whether
people in these particular spheres of society are simply more prone to
understanding and describing themselves as cosmopolitans compared to people
occupying less privileged positions in society. This would involve
cosmopolitanism being internalized into the habitus of “globals” (Elliott &
Urry, 2010) as (non)reflexive strategies for social reproduction and mobility in
certain fields (such as the development sector or the global business field) (cf.
Bourdieu, 1979/1984; Jansson, 2011; 2013; Bühlmann et al., 2013). Here thus,
“’being global’ is a title of distinction, infusing the individual with a sense of
cosmopolitanism” (Rofe, 2003: 2521). The crux pertaining to the problem of
discerning whether cosmopolitanism is a “genuine” disposition guiding
outlooks and practices, or a mode of distinction in an increasingly global world
(cf. Brennan, 2002; Calhoun, 2002) amounts to the fact that social research –
quantitative and qualitative – often deals with respondent self-report. Chapter 9
will return to this discussion.

Conclusion
Taken together, the picture painted here addressed the second research
question of this study: in which spheres of society can different manifestations of
cosmopolitan dispositions be identified? The “structural realities” of cosmopolitanism
has, according to Skrbis et al., (2004; see also Kendall et al., 2009), been
downplayed in academic discussions. In an attempt to address such a gap, this
chapter narrates the reader through an overall connection between various
cosmopolitan dispositions and more elite spheres of society. While minor
differences existed between the various dispositions, the various forms of
cosmopolitanism “from below” explored in the present study have been shown
to be more likely to belong to resource-strong spheres of society. Most
evidently, mobility (international travel and living), education, gender (woman)
and political engagement yielded positive associations with the dispositions.
With reference to previous studies and descriptions of the cosmopolitan man,
the fact that women displayed a positive association with the various
dispositions emphasized, on one level, that cosmopolitanism looks different in
different contexts. On another level, it shows that when approaching
cosmopolitanism as something broader and deeper than people describing
themselves as “citizens of the world” (as in Pichler, 2008, 2012), women are
significantly more cosmopolitan than men. This, it was argued, is emblematic of
a wider structural transformation of women empowerment in Sweden.
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The fact that political stance-taking, education (and in some cases, and very
modestly, high age) connects to cosmopolitan dispositions leads to
contemplation of the seemingly oxymoronic connection between a locally or
nationally cultivated “civic attitude” for cosmopolitan cultivation. In line with
the now increasingly dominant narrative emphasizing the symbiotic relationship
between the global and local, the national and the cosmopolitan, rather than the
idea of them being mutually excluding (e.g. Kendall et al., 2009; Beck & Levy,
2013; Skrbis & Woodward, 2013), these results imply that cosmopolitanism
“from below” starts at the local level, as embedded in the social dynamics of
the nation-state and society. This points to the importance of understanding
cosmopolitanism beyond life “on the move”, and relocate it to the “structural
conditions defined by citizenship and the nation-state” (Kendall et al., 2009:
13). Indeed, results support Kendall et al’s statement:
We argue that the modern democratic state, rather than being seen with
suspicion as an agent of anti-cosmopolitanism, can be productively
harnessed as a cosmopolitan project; it can facilitate the formation of new
forms of solidarity that can in turn sustain it. (Kendall et al., 2009: 36)
Turning to class, which at first sight did not yield significant relations with
various cosmopolitan dispositions emerged as important, albeit in an indirect
manner. Firstly, class is related to mobility: entrepreneurial and white-collar
classes are simply more mobile than blue-collar classes. Secondly, social origin
was found to precondition both the inclination of pursuing higher education
and the general life trajectory of people (in terms of reproducing their
childhood class status) (cf. Bourdieu, 1979/1984; Igarashi & Saito, 2014), which
in turn is central to cosmopolitan socialization. Thirdly, people occupying
privileged positions in society (in terms of class and education) are more prone
to assume political positions (either to the left or to the right), which in turn
relates to various cosmopolitan dispositions (see Appendix 3 for these
analyses).
In line with previous research, the results presented here indicate the
connection of various cosmopolitan dispositions to high levels of education
and mobility and non-blue collar groups (Szerszysnki & Urry, 2006; Phillips &
Smith, 2008; Weenink, 2008; Pichler, 2008). Furthermore, in line with previous
research in Sweden and in contradiction to research in other national contexts
(Phillips & Smith, 2008; Pichler, 2008), women were found more likely to
develop these dispositions than men (Höijer, 2004; Lindell & Jansson, 2012;
Jansson & Lindell, 2014). Furthermore, results indicate that the cosmopolitan is
more likely to be the “frequent flyer” (Calhoun, 2002), or the “globals” (Elliot
& Urry, 2010) or the “political elites, university academics, activists and
business men” (Robertson, 2010: 65) rather than the “victims of modernity”
(Pollock et al., 2000: 582).
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As such, these results provide important input to the “problem of
identification” (Skribs et al., 2004; Kendall et al., 2009) whereby the field of
cosmopolitanism studies has had difficulties determining where in the space of
social positions various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms are most
likely to be identified. It seems then, that the predispositions for the expansion
of social imaginaries – or for a general “cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006) for
that matter – is not a universal phenomenon. While, as has been shown by
ethnographers, various instances of “working class” (Werbner, 1999) or
“ordinary” (Lamont & Aksartova, 2002; see also Nava, 2002) cosmopolitanisms
do indeed occur, the large-scale tendencies indicated by the national survey in
Sweden contradict notions that cosmopolitanism can “happen anytime,
anywhere” (Delanty, 2009). The study thus, remains skeptical as regards the
possibilities to which cosmopolitanisms can be seen as a universal privilege
pertaining to global modernity.
Bourdieu has noted that the sociologist describing the stratified state of society
is often accused of trying to bully or imprison the working class into a
particular fate (1997: 55). The results presented here could thus produce the
fallacious reading of being an “attack” on a less privileged strata of society –
describing them as “morally inferior” (Tomlinson, 1999). Rather than such a
reading, the results should be understood to imply that even in “the global
North” various cosmopolitan dispositions, which ultimately constitute a luxury
of caring, acting and thinking about faraway places, people and cultures tend to
be asymmetrically distributed across different spheres within society. Critical
cosmopolitan theory and methodology, Swain reminds us, “work to find ways
to substantiate evidence of cosmopolitan hope, as well as measuring its defeats”
(2009: 507). Being endowed with a cosmopolitan disposition requires a degree
of resources – such as the ability and inclination to travel and acquire a certain
cultural capital. On the general level it seems as if the stratified nature of
various cosmopolitanisms “from below” reflects the stratified nature of a given
society. Accordingly, it must be emphasized that the dispersal, or commonness,
of cosmopolitan orientations in a given society relies on the nature of its social
structure, and not necessarily on the “nature” of those individuals occupying
different positions in that society. Ultimately, this results in the fact, as the
present chapter as well as previous research (both qualitative and quantitative)
have shown, that cosmopolitanism becomes socially stratified (cf. Szerszynski
& Urry, 2006; Pichler, 2008; 2012; Phillips & Smith, 2008; Weenink, 2008;
Kennedy, 2009; Meuleman & Savage, 2013). While not exclusively so,
cosmopolitanism – as a complex and multidimensional worldly openness – has
a tendency to belong to those “rich in the Three C’s: concepts, competence and
connections” (Kanter in Skrbis et al., 2004: 119).
It is in relation to such findings, then, that the optimisms inherent in the notion
of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” become quite refreshing. While this chapter
has emphasized a persisting “chain-link” between cosmopolitanism and various
forms of “capital” (Ong, 2009; cf. Bourdieu, 1986), the discussions pertaining
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to the notion of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005; Robertson,
2010; Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: ch 6) centre on the idea of media as a means
through which cosmopolitanism can become mass-mediated (Rantanen, 2005;
Herbert & Black, 2013) and dispersed beyond the more privileged spheres of
society. With reference to the potential of the media to “bring the world to our
doorstep”, and its ubiquity in privileged societies such as Sweden, various
media practices are understood as forms of “meta-capital” (Couldry, 2003) to
be deployed throughout various spheres of societies and “fields” (Bourdieu,
1997).
The next chapter starts from the premise that, in more or less “mediatized”
societies (Hjarvard, 2008; Lundby, 2009a), we cannot get a full understanding
of the conditions under which cosmopolitanism exists without taking into
account various media practices. Keeping the findings of the present chapter in
mind, the next chapter turns to the empirical study of these questions: the
relationship between various media practices and cosmopolitan dispositions.
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CHAPTER 8
Media Practices and Cosmopolitan Dispositions

Various cosmopolitan dispositions, the previous chapter showed, are connected
to more privileged spheres of society. Mobility, education, gender (woman) and
political stance-taking emerged as important demographic traits connected to
various cosmopolitan dispositions. As argued in chapter 3, opinion-leading
accounts theorizing the conditions under which various cosmopolitanisms exist
tend to assume, to varying degrees, the integral role of various media practices
to an overarching process of cosmopolitanization. Empirical research on this
relationship is of a limited nature (as noted by Norris & Inglehart, 2009;
Kyriakidou, 2009; Ong, 2009; Robertson, 2010). Against this background, and
consistent with the general aim of this study – to tease out the conditions under
which various cosmopolitanisms “from below” can be identified (in which
research questions three and four explicitly address the role of media practices)
– this chapter seeks to contribute to research on the relationship between
media and cosmopolitanism. Here, central questions have revolved around the
extent to which “cosmopolitanism can be mass-mediated” (Rantanen, 2005:
122), whether media set in motion a “’mass cosmopolitanism’ which extends
beyond global elites” (Herbert & Black, 2013: 227) or, the extent to which “it is
possible for the media to cultivate an ideal identity for the spectator as a citizen
of the world: literally a cosmo-politan” (Chouliaraki, 2006: 2). In drawing upon
Merton’s findings that cosmopolitans approach the media as avenues for
incorporating culture from “the outside world” (1968: 461), the chapter seeks
to nuance the understanding of the relation between media and
cosmopolitanism by including the notion of media orientations in the analyses.

Mediated Cosmopolitanism?
The question regarding the extent to which the media landscape has become so
global and media practices so pervasive as to create a “mediated worldliness”
(Thompson, 1995/2001) or a “mediated cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005;
Robertson, 2010; Skrbis & Woodward, 2013) is a controversial issue (see, for
example, Halsall, 2006; Hafez, 2007; 2011). On the rhetorical level, such
concerns seem to forward a linear notion of “the media” possessing an inherent
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capacity to set in motion a universal process of cosmopolitanization that echoes
the utopian line of thinking in the “networks of universalization” paradigm (as
explored in Chapter 4).
In relation to findings presented in the previous chapter, in which the
association between various cosmopolitan dispositions and privileged spheres
of society was established, “the media” appear as somewhat of a deus ex machina
in their theorized capacity to engender cosmopolitan socialization. The
understandings forwarded in both the “networks of universalization” paradigm
and the “globalized life-worlds” paradigm (Chapter 4) is one in which the
media constitute a “meta-capital” (Couldry, 2003) in the sense that they are
understood as “affecting the habitus of individual agents in all fields” (2003:
668). In other words, what is implied in these paradigms (and to varying
degrees in the sociology of cosmopolitanism) is that the media landscape and
the practices pertaining to it constitute an environment that is superimposed on
society as a whole, in which a cosmopolitanizing impact of this media landscape
is resonating across all spheres of society. Cosmopolitanism thus, is less fixed
“solely by social location”, since it becomes an “increasingly available cultural
discourse” through media (Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: 26). As far as
cosmopolitan socialization goes, the media – in the generally optimistic
theorizing outlined in previous chapters – is understood as a counter-force to
that of social stratification and social reproduction. This line of thinking is
embodied in Posters argument that:
If the figure of the cosmopolitan suggests an upper or middle class liberal
persona, then the recent articulations of global culture are well beyond
those relatively restricted limits, extending the imagined community of
participants quite broadly across the planet and throughout all social
strata. (Poster, 2008: 699)
Through such lenses, one would expect that various modes of media uses and
consumptions, and having access to and memberships in various “technological
gateways of connectivity” (Christensen, 2013), should lead people to develop
cosmopolitan dispositions. Also, one would assume that these media practices
remain “untouched” by the logics of social stratification. In this respect, critical
theory and media sociology painted a more skeptical picture when delineating
the “de-cosmopolitanizing” power logics inherent in both media production
and consumption (Chapter 4). Against this backdrop, there are many questions
needed to be addressed in this chapter. To begin with, are various media
practices associated with cosmopolitan dispositions? If so, are these media
practices themselves socially stratified? What is the role of media orientations
(that is, an inclination of individuals to approach the contemporary media
landscape as a platform of cosmopolitan socialization)? Are these orientations
connected to cosmopolitan dispositions, and is it the case that such orientations
predispose people to certain forms of media use and media access? And finally,
are media orientations socially stratified? This chapter seeks to bring empirical
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clarity into these questions since it informs various discourses on the
relationship between media and cosmopolitanism (see Chapter 3 and 4) and
more generally corresponds to the aim of exploring the conditions in which
various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms can be identified.
Research on the mediation of distant suffering (which is here understood as
tapping into the moral cosmopolitan disposition and its relation to various
media practices) has, generally speaking, disproved notions of humanitarianism,
solidarity and global ethics as occurring in processes of mediation (Höijer, 2004;
Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013; Joye, 2009; 2010; Kyriakidou, 2011; Scott, 2013).
However, studies deploying more encompassing notions of cosmopolitanism
paint a picture of careful optimism (as seen in Chapter 3). For instance,
Szerszynski & Urry argue that media outputs, in a British context, might be
“helping to create a sensibility conducive to the cosmopolitan rights and duties
of being a ‘global citizen’” (2006: 122). Christensen’s study of Turkish migrants
in Stockholm concludes that media constitute “spaces for moral re-centering
and for re-shaping the form, scale, and context of everyday relational
experiences toward more cosmopolitan horizons” (Christensen, 2011: 898).
Robertson, in turn, ends her book Mediated Cosmopolitanism: The World of
Television News stating that a mediated cosmopolitanism is “at once inevitable
and an impossibility” (2010: 149).
To nuance this still emerging picture, and to begin addressing the various
questions that emerge in relation to the discourse on media and
cosmopolitanism, Table 15 puts different forms of media use and media access
in relation to the various cosmopolitan dispositions (as discovered in Chapter
6). For analytical purposes, the term “media practices” is here divided into
media use and access on the one hand, and media orientations on the other (see
Chapters 1 and 5 for discussions on the concept media practices and
operationalization). At this initial stage, what is asked is if there exists an
association between media use and media access and various forms of “actually
existing” cosmopolitanisms in Sweden. The associations of the media variables
and various cosmopolitan dispositions are here analyzed in relation to the
relevant demographic variables of gender, education, and mobility (see Chapter
7). This is done in order to account for the importance of various media
practices when the relevant demographic variables are controlled for (held
constant).
In essence, these analyses make empirical questions out of the assumption that
various media and technologies of communication – “technological gateways of
connectivity” (Christensen, 2013) allow people to become an “armchair
Columbus” (Billboard in Orgad, 2012: 1): whether various media practices are
practices that expand peoples’ imaginative horizons. Thus, the present analyses
looks for cosmopolitan agency in the consumption and uses of various media by
putting the practices and attitudes of people at the center of analytical attention.
This is not, then, to forward the reductionist view that cosmopolitan agency is
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located in text or technology. Rather, as emphasized by Skrbis & Woodward
texts and technologies: “rely on an audience to give them cosmopolitan energy
and aura, to make them into a token of cosmopolitan agency” (2013: 73).
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1.97***
(.33)
1.47***
(.31)
.83**
(.29)
.92***
(.26)
.61**
(.21)
-.73*
(.30)
-.50
(.27)
-.35
(.26)
.14
(.13)

Mid TV news (30min-1,5h/day)
Ref: does not watch TV-news

Low TV news (<30min/day)
Ref: does not watch TV-news

High radio news (>1h/day)
Ref: does not listen to radio news

Low radio news (30min-1h/day)
Ref: does not listen to radio news

High newspaper reading (>1h/day)
Ref: does not read newspaper daily

Mid newspaper reading (30min-1h/day)
Ref: does not read newspaper daily

Low newspaper reading (<30min/day
Ref: does not read newspaper daily

Subscribes to daily paper
Ref: does not subscribe

General

.04
(.13)

-.22
(.27)

-.43
(.27)

-.54
(.30)

.44*
(.20)

.81**
(.25)

.84**
(28)

1.60***
(.30)

2.10***
(.32)

Outlook

.22
(.14)

.06
(.28)

n.a.

-.23
(.32)

.65**
(.23)

.87**
(.29)

.71*
(.32)

1.22***
(.33)

1.57***
(.36)

.24
(.13)

.09
(.25)

-.01
(.26)

-.13
(.29)

.48*
(.21)

.77**
(.26)

.54*
(.28)

1.17***
(.29)

1.42***
(.32)

Cosmopolitan Disposition
Practice
Moral

.04
(.13)

-.69**
(.26)

-.92**
(.26)

-1.22***
(.29)

.41*
(.20)

.61*
(.25)

.85**
(.28)

1.32***
(.29)

1.76***
(.32)

Cultural

.26*
(.13)

-.33
(.27)

-.55*
(.27)

-.53
(.30)

.33
(.21)

.51
(.26)

.52
(.29)

1.13***
(.30)

1.48***
(.33)

Political

Cosmopolitan Dispositions, Media Use, Media Access, Control Variables. Regression Analysis (OLS). Un-standardized Coefficients (Standard
Error in Parenthesis).

News consumption
High TV news (1,5h/day)
Ref: does not watch TV-news

Table 15
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-.52*
(.22)
-.40*
(.20)
-.70**
(.27)
-.15
(.24)
-.16
(.23)
-.16
(.22)
-.04
(.17)
.21
(.17)
.35**
(.14)
.01
(.13)
.24
(.13)
.33**
(.12)

Mid TV consumption (1,5h-2,5h/day)
Ref: 0-30min/day

Low TV consumption (30min-1,5h/day)
Ref: 0-30min/day

High radio consumption (>3h/day)
Ref: does not listen to radio daily

Mid radio consumption (30min-3h/day)
Ref: does not listen to radio daily

Low radio consumption (<30min/day)
Ref: does not listen to radio daily

“New” media usage
High internet usage (>3h/day)
Ref: does not use internet daily

Mid internet usage (1h-3h/day)
Ref: does not use internet daily

Low internet usage (30min-1h/day)
Ref: does not use internet daily

Has smartphone
Ref: does not have a smartphone

Has surfing/reading pad
Ref: does not have surfing/reading pad

Member on Facebook
Ref: not member on Facebook

Reads blog
Ref: never reads blog

General
-.17**
(.06)

Continued

“Old” media consumption
High TV consumption (2,5h->3h/day)
Ref: 0-30min/day

Table 15

.31**
(.12)

.19
(.12)

.04
(.13)

.28*
(.13)

.12
(.16)

-.17
(.16)

-.42*
(.21)

-.23
(.22)

-.28
(.23)

-.72**
(.26)

-.56***
(.20)

-.62**
(.21)

-.15**
(.06)

Outlook

.19
(.13)

.09
(.14)

.05
(.14)

.35*
(.15)

.23
(.18)

.05
(.18)

-.02
(.24)

-.08
(.25)

.02
(.26)

-.59
(.30)

-.29
(.21)

-.39
(.23)

-.12
(.06)

.17
(.12)

.04
(.12)

-.04
(.13)

.40**
(.14)

.15
(.16)

-.05
(.16)

-.29
(.21)

.02
(.22)

.05
(.24)

-.49
(.27)

-.42*
(.19)

-.43*
(.21)

-.12*
(.06)

Cosmopolitan Disposition
Practice
Moral

.32**
(.12)

.28*
(.12)

.04
(.13)

.30**
(.13)

.11
(.16)

-.13
(.16)

-.07
(.21)

-.34
(.22)

-.42
(.23)

-.73**
(.26)

-.59**
(.19)

-.65**
(.21)

-.18**
(.06)

Cultural

.13
(.12)

.21
(.12)

.23
(.14)

.31*
(.14)

.09
(.16)

-.01
(.17)

-.38
(.22)

-.15
(.23)

-.13
(.25)

-.55*
(.28)

-.23
(.20)

-.39
(.22)

-.13*
(.06)

Political
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.39**
(.13)	
  
.57***
(.12)	
  
.48***
(.12)	
  
.51***
(.12)	
  

.62***
(.13)	
  
.64***
(.12)	
  
.42**	
  
.39**
(.14)	
  
4.76***	
  
24 %	
  
848	
  

2.85***	
  
25 %	
  
816	
  

	
  

.18
(.15)	
  

.14
(.15)	
  

	
  

.35
(.18)	
  

.59**
(.19)	
  

883	
  

17 %	
  

2.33***	
  

	
  

.12
(.15)	
  

.52***
(.14)	
  

.76***
(.13)	
  

.38**
(.14)	
  

.28
(.17)	
  

.62**
(.21)	
  

875	
  

20 %	
  

4.21***	
  

	
  

.15
(.13)	
  

.50***
(.12)	
  

.85***
(.12)	
  

.15
(.13)	
  

.13
(.15)	
  

.29
(.19)	
  

821	
  

23 %	
  

4.90***	
  

	
  

.51***
(.13)	
  

.52***
(.12)	
  

.52***
(.12)	
  

.57***
(.13)	
  

.36*
(.15)	
  

.78***
(.18)	
  

Cultural	
  
	
  

810	
  

20 %	
  

4.65***	
  

	
  

.44**
(.13)	
  

.43**
(.13)	
  

.53***
(.12)	
  

.47***
(.13)	
  

.02
(.15)	
  

.36*
(.18)	
  

Political	
  
	
  

	
  

Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Dependent variables “Cosmopolitanism disposition” are constructed scales (see Appendix 2 for
details). All “media use”-variables use the scale 1 = “No time at all”, 2 = “Less than 30 minutes”, 3 = “30 min – 1 hour”, 4 = “1h – 1 and a half h”, 5 = “1 and a half h – 2h”, 6 = “2h
– 2 and a half h”, 7 = 2 and a half h – 3 h”, 8 = “More than 3h” (see Appendix 1 for details). “Media access”-variables (Smartphone, gaming console) are dummy variables where
respondents’ access to a particular technology of communication is coded “1” and no access “0”. “Member on Facebook” is a dummy-variable (reference: “not member”).
Demographical variables are dummy variables: “have worked/studied abroad” (reference: have not worked/studied abroad); “travels outside of the Nordic countries more than
twice a year” (references: have never been outside Nordic countries/never, 1-2/year); “high education” (references: low, middle-low, middle-high education); “woman” (reference:
man); subjective class (references: farming home, white collar home, higher white collar home, entrepreneurial home). All missing values have been removed. Values are
rounded up to two decimals. “N.a” = regression could not estimate value.

Constant
	
  
Radj2
	
  
n	
  

	
  

Travel outside Nordic countries > 2 times/year
Ref: travels 1-2 times/year, never
	
  
Travel outside Nordic countries once or
twice/year
Ref: travels >2 times/year, never
	
  
Have studied or worked abroad
Ref: have not studied/worked abroad
	
  
Woman
Ref: man
	
  
High education
Ref: low, mid, mid-high
	
  
Taking political stance (left/right)
Ref: “neither left nor right”

Moral	
  
	
  

Cosmopolitan Disposition	
  
Outlook	
  
	
  

Practice	
  
	
  

General	
  
	
  

	
  
Control variables	
  

Continued

	
  

	
  

Table 15

In Table 15 then, the picture emerging of the role of different forms of media
use and media access and their relation to the various manifestations of
cosmopolitan dispositions is a contradictory one. In respect to the role of
media use in general (that is, watching TV, listening to the radio or podcasts
and surfing the Internet), the pattern is close to being exclusively negative
throughout the analyses of the different cosmopolitan dispositions. The
patterns displayed could be understood as indicating that while particular forms
of media use, indeed set in motion, a kind of “imaginative mobility”
(Szerszynski & Urry, 2002; Urry, 2007) allowing people to traverse the confines
of the local and to expand their horizons (for example, as observed in
Chouliaraki’s “ecstatic news” [2006]), this is hardly a logic applicable to media
use in general (see Lindell, 2012a). On the contrary, the negative associations
observed in relation to the general media use-variables imply “centripetal”, or
“de-cosmopolitanizing” uses of the media (as discussed in Chapter 3 and 4). As
such, media consumption in general emerge as instances where the media are
used as “technologies of the hearth” (Tomlinson, 2008), symbolically reenforcing the walls of the home (Andersson, 2006) rather than serving as routes
out of it –“technologies of the cosmos” (see also Hafez, 2011; Jansson, 2014).
The news (as observed in Chapter 3) has been given a privileged position in
discussions on mediated cosmopolitanism or humanitarianism (Chouliaraki,
2006; Joye, 2009; Norris & Inglehart, 2009; Robertson, 2010). This is because
of their institutional raison d’être – to inform citizens about the affairs of the
world outside their immediate sphere of being on a regular basis – and because
of notions of the “cosmopolitanization of news” (Rantanen, 2007), the
emergence of “global journalism” (Berglez, 2008) or a “networked journalism”
(Beckett & Mansell, 2008). On such premises, Chouliaraki contends that the
news, by virtue of being a main stage for human vulnerability, “fully participates
in the humanitarian imaginary – the dispersed communicative structure that
mundanely habituates the West into dispositions of solidarity with distant
others” (2013: 138; see also Beckett & Mansell 2008: 98; Skrbis & Woodward,
2013: 78).
In respect to the association between different forms of news consumption and
various cosmopolitan dispositions, then, the pattern is positive and statistically
significant as far as consumption of broadcast news (TV, radio) goes. Simply
put: people who are up to date with the news tend to be more cosmopolitan
than those avoiding the news, and this applies to all dimensions of “actually
existing” cosmopolitanisms explored here. The association is strongest in the
relation between TV-news and the cosmopolitan outlook (2,10) which implies
that a “high consumer” of TV-news on average scores 2,10 steps higher on the
cosmopolitan outlook-scale (1-10) compared to those avoiding TV-news
altogether.
Since similar patterns emerge in relation to the other cosmopolitan dispositions,
the findings support Norris & Inglehart’s analysis of the World Values Survey
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in which they found that news media encourages a “more cosmopolitan view of
the world” (2009: 188). As such one can, in following the more “optimistic
narrative” on mediation and cosmopolitanism (Chouliarki, 2006; see Chapter 3)
argue in agreement with Robertson that the power of the (television) news
resides in:
/…/ its potential to engage its viewers, as well as to inform them; to help
them remember as well as to know; and to make it possible for them to
recognize and identify with the distant Others who populate their
television screens /…/. (Robertson, 2010: 139)
This, of course, should also be understood conversely: that cosmopolitans, by
virtue of possessing an “expanded mode of reference” are more oriented to the
“extra-local” world (Merton, 1949/1968) and thus more inclined to watch the
news and orient themselves in a particularly “global” or “cosmopolitan” way in
the media landscape. This mode of thinking on the causality involved in the
rhetorics on mediated cosmopolitanism will be further discussed in the next
section by means of the concept of a (global) media orientation.
However, the association between newspaper consumption and cosmopolitan
disposition is here negative throughout. In the cases of the general, the moral,
and the political cosmopolitan disposition the associations are statistically
significant. On the one hand such results emerge as quite unexpected, firstly in
view of the fact that news media consumption is generally theorized as one of
the most potent sources of accretion when it comes to cultivating cosmopolitan
dispositions (Chouliaraki, 2006; Berglez, 2008; Norris & Inglehart, 2009;
Robertson, 2010; Bühlmann et al., 2013). Secondly, it contradicts previous
studies conducted in Sweden (Lindell, 2011), in which the reversed pattern
emerged. On the other hand, however, the results are explained by the fact that
most newspaper readership concerns reading a local or regional morning paper.
Ironically, subscribing to a newspaper is positively associated with the political
cosmopolitan disposition when, at the same time, reading the newspaper is
negatively associated with the very same disposition. This points to a potential
division between readership of “harder” (or more globally oriented) newspapers
and the more spectacularized (or more locally oriented) press. While this
strengthens the indication of complexity in the relationship between media and
cosmopolitanism, interpreting these particular findings should be made with
great care as they call for more investigation (for example in terms of a detailed
study of various media outputs and not newspaper reading in general) and
repeated measurements.
Moving ahead, online social networking has, because of its potential to involve
transcultural exchange regardless of temporal and spatial constraints, been
theorized and researched as platforms of “virtual cosmopolitanism” (McEwan
& Sobre-Denton, 2013; see also Herbert & Black, 2013). Various networks and
virtual spaces, it is argued, constitute what Clifford called “cosmopolitan
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contact zones” (1998), or virtual “cosmopolitan canopies” (Anderson, 2004)
since they facilitate “cosmopolitan encounters”:
/…/ where cosmopolitan frames of interpretation are enabled or
encouraged /…/ [these are] the zones and episodes of contact between
individuals and other people, objects, events and settings which are
culturally different to themselves. Encounters become types of ‘tests
cases’ for the durability and robustness of cosmopolitan values and
practices, challenging, extending, confirming or diminishing people’s
willingness to exhibit cosmopolitan generosities in the face of real-word
dilemmas and contexts. (Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: 54, 67)
In the Swedish sample, simply owning a smartphone is positively associated
with the various cosmopolitan dispositions. This suggests thus that these
“miniature media” are the embodiments of what Christensen (2013) refers to as
“technological gateways of connectivity”. Furthermore, reading blogs associates
with the general-, the outlook-, and the cultural cosmopolitan dispositions
which suggest the existence of a more “banal” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2002;
Kendall et al., 2009) or “pop” cosmopolitanism (Jenkins, 2004) to be
engendered as people orient through various “episodes of contact” with the
culturally different upon various online spaces, as discussed in the “globalized
life-worlds” paradigm (Chapter 4). The other, arguably “less banal” and more
“immersive” or aspirational (Kendall et al., 2009) variants of cosmopolitan
dispositions do not yield any significant associations with these kinds of media
practices. Such findings go in line with marketing research discerning a
connection between “consumer cosmopolitanism” and exposure to various
media (Yoon et al. in Riefler & Diamantopoulos, 2009).
The results displayed so far amount to an overarching and basic insight into the
general question regarding the relationship between various forms of media use
and media access and peoples’ cosmopolitan dispositions. Taken together, the
results point to an obvious, but not altogether accepted, fact that people do not
develop cosmopolitan dispositions by simply living in and experiencing the
contemporary media landscape: some media practices are “centripetal” while
other are “centrifugal”. Based on these results, we can conclude that if
cosmopolitanism is to occur in mediation, it relies for the most part on
particular forms of “cosmopolitan coverage” (Bühlmann et al., 2013), where the
broadcasted news stands out as a unique category (cf. Chouliaraki, 2006;
Robertson, 2010).
The sheer commonness of “miniature media”, such as smartphones and
increasing activity on online social networking sites, as well as nation-wide
reach of various news media in Sweden, feed into Skrbis & Woodward
contention that potential cosmopolitan encounters make up “a fundamental
dimension of everyday lives within the context of contemporary societies”
(2013: 67). By extension, against the background of their positive associations
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with various cosmopolitan dispositions, it is tempting to draw the conclusion
that these media practices constitute a counter-force to social stratification (as
explored in the previous chapter). Whereas such logics were found to impede
the dispersal of cosmopolitan dispositions in society, these media practices
seem to work in the opposite way, constituting cosmopolitanizing “metacapital” (Couldry, 2003).
Through the lens of critical theory and media sociology, Chapter 4 located two
instances were various “power logics” in media production and consumption
and usage could impede the hopes of the existence of anything like a mediated
cosmopolitanism. Priority given to local affairs, decreasing foreign
correspondence, and short-term competition for audience ratings are but a few
factors obstructing the existence of a mediated cosmopolitanism engendered by
the news (Moeller, 1999; see also Hall, 1980/1993). However, the positive
association between consumption of broadcast news and various cosmopolitan
dispositions is an indication that even though news production faces various
struggles in the production of “cosmopolitan coverage” (Bühlmann et al., 2013;
Dencik, 2013), the Swedish people under scrutiny here still find news an entry
point into the “extra-local world” (Merton, 1949/1968). These results should
be understood in relation to the relatively unique Swedish context of a strong
public service tradition along with high levels of trust in the media (Weibull,
2013a). In extension, it should be emphasized that one should be careful in
extrapolating such results across various media cultures and media systems.
This leaves us with the question concerning the sociology of media
consumption and the fact that media practices are always embedded in social
contexts. Simply put: if certain media practices serve as entry points in the
cultivation of various cosmopolitanisms “from below”, one must, in order to
follow Tester’s statement to “look beyond media in isolation” (1994: 104) ask:
according to what patterns are these particular media practices distributed
across different spheres of society?
In accordance with previous research (e.g. Hadenius et al., 2011;
Internetbarometern, 2011), Table 16 below shows the commonness of media
practices in Sweden. In total, 60 percent of Swedes watch more than thirty
minutes of TV-news everyday, 37 percent listen to the radio news for more
than thirty minutes. 70 percent own a smartphone and 58 percent read blogs. In
distributing these over various demographic characteristics, results, taken
together, reveal that these practices are quite evenly distributed across different
spheres of society. Factors such as education, subjective class, gender, and area
of living come across as fairly irrelevant as far as stratifying these media
practices unevenly across various spheres of society goes. Age however, splits
the population into the older, more “news-savvy” group and the younger, more
“connected” group.
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Table 16

Distribution of Cosmopolitanizing Media Practices Across Different Spheres
of Society (percentages)
Television
(”Play”-channels)
news

Radio (and
podcast) news

Smartphone
owners

Reads blogs

Gender
Woman
Man

65
69

34
37

68
73

60
56

Age
18-29
30-49
50-64
65-79

41
59
77
93

17
28
39
60

82
83
67
44

69
60
53
48

Education
Low
Mid-low
Mid-high
High

65
65
69
68

44
39
31
34

66
64
73
76

48
56
62
60

Subjective class
Farmer
Worker
Entrepreneur
White-collar
Higher-white collar

67
62
73
67
74

44
29
48
34
43

61
65
75
72
74

54
53
59
59
62

	
  

Area of living
Big city
Big city
(suburbs/outskirts)
City/town
City/town (outskirts)
Smaller town
Rural area
Mobility
Never been outside
Nordic countries
Travel outside
Nordic countries <
once a year
1-2 times/year
> 2 times/year
Have
worked/studied
abroad
Have not
worked/studied
abroad

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

59
67

33
28

73
81

66
58

72
66
65
73

37
35
34
55

67
70
68
59

63
57
51
56

88

21

63

47

60

34

61

58

67
73

35
40

72
77

58
59

68

37

76

57

67

35

68

61

Total
66
36
70
58
Comment: Proportion of Swedes who watch/listen to the news more than 30 minutes everyday, own
a smartphone, read blogs (percentages).

The fact that these “cosmopolitanizing” media practices are rather widely
dispersed across different spheres of society seems to suggest that
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cosmopolitanism is not necessarily exclusive to the highly mobile, the highly
educated (as Poster [2008] and Skrbis & Woodward [2013] have suggested), or
women for that matter. Following Couldry (2003), these media practices
emerge as “meta-capital” by way of making up a wide reaching “cultural
environment” (Meyrowitz, 1985) through which individuals engage with the
world at large. Tomlinson’s (2011) argument that the contemporary media
landscape, despite its complexities and contradictions, has by virtue of the
connectivity it affords meant “a real and significant movement towards a form
of cultural and political cosmopolitanism” (2011: 356) is partially verified here.
It thus seems that cosmopolitanism becomes slightly more “ordinary” (cf.
Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: ch 7) by way of these common media practices.
Still, against the background of the negative associations between most media
practices and the various cosmopolitan dispositions (Table 15), we cannot talk
about a general cosmopolitanization upheld by “the media” as an abstract,
homogenous, force (see also Lindell, 2012a; cf. Hannerz, 1990). The global
materiality of “the network” does not simply engender a “world-wide mind”
(Pelton, 2004) nor, in a more moral sense, does it make “a common, universal,
simultaneous heart throb” (Scientific American in Marvin, 1988: 199). Also,
more phenomenological notions that the contemporary media landscape
engdenders a “mediated worldliness” (Thompson, 1995/2001), a “pluricultural
life-world” (Ihde, 1993) or an “Umwelt on the global scale” (Johansen, 1997:
198. Italics in original) are somewhat obscured by the multidirectional results
presented here.
These theories imply that, since various media practices are integral to
contemporary social life, the life-world becomes globalized and this paves the
way for a general cosmopolitanization (cf. Beck, 2006). While one should
remain sympathetic to the fact that the spatial dimensions of life-worlds have
been re-structured as our means to orient in space have become more
sophisticated and more pervasive (Schütz & Luckmann, 1976), the results
shown here suggest that this does not necessarily amount to a process in which
people become cosmopolitans “by default” (Beck, 2006). Inquiries into
questions regarding media and cosmopolitanism must realize the spatial
ambiguity of the media landscape – it is a “cultural environment” (Meyrowitz,
1985) that simultaneously reinforces the walls of the homes and expands the
imaginative routes going out of it (Andersson, 2006; cf. Kendall et al., 2005;
Halsall, 2006).
Lastly, we should refrain from understanding the relationship between these
media practices and cosmopolitan dispositions as an instance of simple linear
causality, in terms of a cause (for example, exposure to news) and effect
(cosmopolitan cultivation). Rather, the associations between these media
practices and various cosmopolitan dispositions need to be scrutinized in a
relational manner, to which the concept of media orientations is central. While
results so far seem to suggest the relative existence of a mediated
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cosmopolitanism, the question concerning media orientation remains to be
scrutinized in order to nuance the still emerging picture.

Cosmopolitan Dispositions and Media Orientations
So far, this chapter has investigated cosmopolitan agency on the premises that it is
located in mediation – in various media practices (be it the consumption of
news media or the practice of being “connected”). Here, it was shown that
broadcast news consumption and connectivity (through smartphones or social
media - blogging) constituted what can be described as a cosmopolitan “metacapital” (Couldry, 2003). A significant part of the people in the national sample
immersed themselves in these practices that potentially precondition an
expansion of social imaginaries (as they related to the various cosmopolitan
dispositions under scrutiny). While this constitutes an initial understanding that
at face value seems to strengthen notions of an existing widely dispersed
“mediated cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen, 2005; Herbert & Black, 2013) that, in
effect, constitutes a counter-force to that of the social stratification of
cosmopolitanism, the fuller picture remains to be painted. The contention here
is that any account attempting to tease out the complex mechanisms in the
relationship between media practices and cosmopolitanism has to venture
beyond simply looking at the associations between media use/access and
cosmopolitan dispositions. This contention is guided by Skrbis & Woodward’s
argument that:
The mediated world does not simply work on an injection model,
meaning that ‘injections’ of mediated global awareness will result in an
equivalent intensification of cosmopolitan sentiments. (Skrbis &
Woodward, 2013: 97)
As such, this section turns to a “global media orientation” – that is, an
orientation towards the contemporary media landscape that involves
approaching it as a particularly globalizing “structure of opportunity”
(Madianou & Miller, 2012). In effect, this section asks firstly to what extent
various cosmopolitan dispositions are associated with this kind of global media
orientation. What is asked is the extent to which those endowed with various
cosmopolitan dispositions approach the media and their affordances in a
“global” or “cosmopolitan” way. In implying that “cosmopolitans” have a more
global – or “extra-local” – media orientation compared to locals, Merton argued
that:
[cosmopolitans] devote themselves more fully to the kind of vicarious
experience set forth in journals, whereas the locals are more immediately
concerned with direct interpersonal relations. The one tends to read about
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the great world outside, the other, to act in the little world inside. Their
reading practices reflect their ways of life. (Merton, 1949/1968: 460-461)
Secondly, the section turns, on the one hand, to the question of the extent to
which this orientation is itself socially stratified. On the other hand, it addresses
the question of the extent to which it preconditions the kinds of media use and
access that was shown to be associated with cosmopolitan dispositions (as
Table 16 showed).
In order to analyze this, various statements regarding the affordances of the
contemporary media landscape were posed to the respondents. To specify,
people guided by this orientation feel that the contemporary media landscape
allows them to engage with the world as a whole (see Appendix 1; see Chapter
5 for operationalization). Put together, these statements form a “global media
orientation” index (see Appendix 2).
In Table 17 below, this global media orientation is correlated to the various
cosmopolitan dispositions. The various media practices that related to the
cosmopolitan dispositions in the above analyses are here controlled for so as to
establish that the association is unique between the global media orientation
and the cosmopolitan dispositions. The homogeneous pattern of strong,
statistically significant associations between the global media orientation and all
the cosmopolitan dispositions is indicative of an intimate connection between
the two. In line with Merton, this suggests that those endowed with a
cosmopolitan disposition approach the contemporary media landscape in such
a way as to reinforce their cosmopolitan sentiment. Cosmopolitans enter into
practices of mediation with a cosmopolitan “intent”, or predisposition (cf.
Merton, 1949/1968). Similar patterns are reproduced in the comparative case
(see below). These results support the reconceptualization of the relationship
between the media and cosmopolitanism – from “mediated” to “mediatized”.
That is, the understanding that cosmopolitanism exist in symbiosis with
contemporary affordances of the media landscape rather than as outcomes of
various media practices (Lindell, 2012b; Christensen, 2014; Christensen &
Jansson, 2014).
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Table 17

Partial Correlations between Cosmopolitan Dispositions and Global Media
Orientation. Control variables News consumption (TV and radio), Owning
Smartphone, Reads Blog
Global
Media
Orientation
1

General

Outlook

Practice

Moral

Cultural

Political

.709***

.673***

.621***

.623***

.621***

.634***

General

.709***

1

.872***

.901***

.855***

.811***

.864**

Outlook

.673***

.872***

1

.708***

.799***

.873***

.843***

Practice

.621***

.901***

.708**

1

.909***

.626***

.796***

Moral

.623***

.855***

.799***

.909***

1

.629**

.819***

Cultural

.634***

.811***

.873***

.626***

.629***

1

.735***

Political

.634***

.864***

.843***

.796***

.819***

.735***

1

Global
Media
Orientation

Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Correlations remain
unchanged compared to bivariate correlations (correlations without control variables). This implies
that the association between a global media orientation and cosmopolitan disposition is unique. For
lack of space, the bivariate correlations are not displayed here.

Comparative Cases: Cosmopolitan Disposition and Global
Orientation in Great Britain, Finland and former East Germany

Media

	
  

The analyses in the previous chapter identified a disposition of openness in
regard to legislative and governmental political and cultural issues in Great
Britain, Finland, and Germany. This disposition was referred to as an
“institutionally oriented cosmopolitan disposition”.
Table 18 below correlates this disposition with three individual statements
(belief in Internet as democratizer of world information, non-national bias in
media priorities and openness to international media). These individual
statements can be understood as capturing a media orientation ranging across a
protectionist-globalist spectrum. In all three countries the cosmopolitan
disposition is positively correlated with all three media orientations on levels
that are statistically significant. Similar to the results of the Swedish sample, this
suggests that the global media orientation is embedded in a wider cosmopolitan
disposition, or – that people endowed with a cosmopolitan disposition
approach the media landscape as a gateway of connectivity and that policy
efforts should be geared towards keeping this landscape as open as possible.
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Table 18

Correlation Between Institutionally Oriented Cosmopolitan Disposition and
Global Media Orientations in Great Britain, Finland, and Germany (N in
parenthesis)

	
  
Institutional
Cosmopolitanismindex

Internet
democratizes
world
information

Non-national
bias in media
priorities

Openness to
international
media (books,
music, film)

Institutional Cosmopolitanism-index
Great Britain

1
(704)

.13**
(684)

.38***
(699)

.40***
(692)

Finland

1
(704)

.15***
(962)

.27***
(962)

.20***
(967)

Germany (east)

1
(296)

.18**
(283)

.25***
(295)

.29***
(294)

Internet democratizes world
information
Great Britain

.13***
(684)

1
(810)

.08*
(795)

.15***
(789)

Finland

.15***
(962)

1
(1279)

.20***
(1244)

.23***
(1245)

Germany (east)

.18**
(283)

1
(382)

.17**
(375)

.16**
(372)

Non-national bias in media priorities
Great Britain

.38***
(699)

.08*
(795)

1
(843)

.52***
(812)

Finland

.27***
(962)

.20***
(1244)

1
(1285)

.59***
(1248)

Germany (east)

.25***
(295)

.17**
(375)

1
(424)

.65***
(412)

.15***
(789)

.52***
(812)

1
(824)

.23***
(1245)

.59***
(1248)

1
(1245)

Openness to international media
(books, music, film)
Great Britain
.40***
(692)
Finland

.20***
(967)

Germany (east)

.29***
.16**
65***
1
(294)
(372)
(412)
(418)
Comment: Source: ISSP 2003 National Identity. Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0.001,
**p≤0.01, *p≤0.05. Media orientation ”Internet democratizes world information” is derived from v46 ”A
benefit of the Internet is that it makes information available to more and more people worldwide”.
Media orientation “Non-national bias in media priorities” is derived from v40 ”[COUNTRY’S] television
should give preference to [COUNTRY] films and programmes” where the scale has been reversed.
Variable “Openness to international media” is derived from v45 “Increased exposure to foreign films,
music and books is damaging our national and local culture” were the scale has been reversed. All
three use the Likert scale (“Strongly agree”, “agree”, “neither agree” or “disagree”, “disagree”,
“disagree strongly”).
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Cosmopolitan dispositions are thus intimately connected to a global media
orientation. It has already been established to what extent the cosmopolitan
dispositions are distributed across different spheres of society, and results imply
that these dispositions are socially stratified (Chapter 7). This begs the question
of the extent to which the global media orientation follows similar patterns. In
Table 19 below, the global media orientation is associated with various
demographic traits. Results imply that the global media orientation is, in similar
fashion to the various cosmopolitan dispositions, more present among highly
educated people, people “on the move”, and women. By extension, this implies
that to a certain extent, moving about in a “global” or “cosmopolitan” manner
in the media landscape is connected to the “habitus” of the more privileged
strata of society (cf. Bourdieu, 1979/1984). Such findings tap into the sociology
of the “cosmopolitan taste”, in which a cosmopolitan orientation in aesthetics
and culture has been connected to more privileged social positions as it displays
that “one is able to appreciate the cultural products and practices of others,
suggesting openness and flexibility” (Skrbis & Woodward, 2013: 105; see also
Prieur & Savage, 2011; Meuleman & Savage, 2013).
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Table 19

Global Media Orientation in Different Spheres of Society. Regression
Analysis (OLS). Un-standardized Coefficients (Standard Error in
Parenthesis).
Global Media
Orientation

Mobility
Travels outside Nordic countries > 2 times/year (ref: travels 1-2 times/year,
never)

1.08***
(.19)

Travels outside Nordic countries once or twice/year (ref: travels >2 times/year,
never)

58***
(.15)

Have studied or worked abroad (ref: have not studied/worked abroad)

.03
(.12)

Demographics
Woman (ref: man)

.54***
(.11)

Age of respondent (years)

.00
(.00)

High education (ref: low, mid, mid-high)

.39**
(.12)

Taking political stance (left/right) (ref: “neither left nor right”)

.39**
(.13)

Urban residency (ref: “non-urban”)

.02
(.12)

Subjective class (ref: farmer)
Higher white-collar worker

.58
(.43)

White-collar worker

.53
(.42)

Entrepreneur

.84
(.44)

Worker

-.09
(.42)

Constant
4.25***
Radj2
14 %
n
945
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Dependent variable
“Global Media Orientation” is a constructed scale (1-10) (see Appendix 2 for details). All variables
except “age” are dummy variables: “have worked/studied abroad” (reference: have not
worked/studied abroad); “travels outside of the Nordic countries more than twice a year” (references:
have never been outside Nordic countries/never, 1-2/year); “high education” (references: low,
middle-low, middle-high education); “political stance-taking” (reference: neither left nor righ);
“woman” (reference: man); subjective class (references: farming home). All missing values have
been removed.

In the previous section, it was shown that certain media use and media access
are associated with various cosmopolitan dispositions (consumption of
broadcast news, owning a smartphone, and reading blogs). To what extent are
these practices actually the outcome of a global predisposition towards the
media landscape? Tables 20-23 show the extent to which the global media
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orientation is related to the likelihood of engaging in these media practices.
Since age emerged as an important factor in explaining the distribution of
various media practices (Table 16), it is included as a control variable in these
models.
Table 20

Odds Ratio for Consuming News (radio) Daily. Logistic Regression. 95 %
Confidence Intervals (CI).

Variable
Global media
orientation

Category
5-item index (1-10)

Age

Years

Intercept

Odds ratio
1.12**

CI
1.03-1.22

1.04***

1.03-1.05

.24

Initial: -2 log
likelihood

1133.32

Reduction -2 log
likelihood

83.59***

Nagelkerke R

2

12 %

n
932
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Radio consumption
variable is a binary variable from the original scale 1 = “No time at all”, 2 = “Less than 30 minutes”, 3
= “30 min – 1 hour”, 4 = “1h – 1 and a half h”, 5 = “1 and a half h – 2h”, 6 = “2h – 2 and a half h”, 7 =
2 and a half h – 3 h”, 8 = “More than 3h”. Here recorded as follows 1 = 0, 2-8 =1. Hosmer and
Lemeshow-test = .270 (note that this value is supposed to be non-significant for the model as a
whole to be significant).
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Table 21

Odds Ratio for Consuming News (TV) Daily. Logistic Regression. 95 %
Confidence Intervals (CI).

Variable
Global media
orientation

Category
5-item index (1-10)

Age

Years

Intercept

CI
1.01-1.37

1.04***

1.02-1.06

1.43

Initial: -2 log
likelihood

392.71

Reduction -2 log
likelihood
Nagelkerke R

Odds ratio
1.18*

24.73***

2

8%

n
932
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. TV consumption variable
is a binary variable from the original scale 1 = “No time at all”, 2 = “Less than 30 minutes”, 3 = “30
min – 1 hour”, 4 = “1h – 1 and a half h”, 5 = “1 and a half h – 2h”, 6 = “2h – 2 and a half h”, 7 = 2 and
a half h – 3 h”, 8 = “More than 3h”. Here recorded as follows 1 = 0, 2-8 =1. Hosmer and Lemeshowtest = .804 (note that this value is supposed to be non-significant for the model as a whole to be
significant).

Table 22

Odds Ratio for Blog Reading. Logistic Regression. 95 % Confidence
Intervals (CI).

Variable
Global media
orientation

Category
5-item index (1-10)

Age

Years

Intercept

Odds ratio
1.21***

CI
1.12-1.30

.98***

.97-.99

.66

Initial: -2 log
likelihood

1286.90

Reduction -2 log
likelihood

42.20***

Nagelkerke R

2

6%

n
945
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Hosmer and Lemeshowtest = .743 (note that this value is supposed to be non-significant for the model as a whole to be
significant).
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Table 23

Odds Ratio for Owning Smart Phone. Logistic Regression. 95 %
Confidence Intervals (CI).

Variable
Global media
orientation

Category
5-item index (1-10)

Age

Years

Intercept

CI
1.02-1.20

.95***

.94-.96

15.98

Initial: -2 log
likelihood

1123.36

Reduction -2 log
likelihood
Nagelkerke R

Odds ratio
1.10**

119.68***

2

17 %

n
945
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Hosmer and Lemeshowtest = .000 (note that this value is supposed to be non-significant for the model as a whole to be
significant).

	
  

Table 20 shows that for every increased step on the global media orientation
scale (1-10) the likelihood of listening to the radio news on a daily basis
increases by 12 %. Similarly, for every year older people get, the likelihood of
daily radio news consumption increases by 4 %. Turning to TV-news
consumption, Table 21 shows that the likelihood of consumption on a daily
basis increases by 18 % for every step on the global media orientation scale and
by 4 % for every year. For blog-reading the likelihood derived from the global
media orientation is 21 %. However, for every year that respondents get older,
their likelihood to read blogs is 98% of the rate of the previous year. As for
smartphones, the likelihood of owning one is increased by 10 % for every step
on the global media orientation-scale. Similar to the pattern of blogs, the
likelihood to read them amounts to 95 % for every increased year (compared to
the previous year). This latter model however, is not statistically significant.
Taken together, these results imply a strong correlation between having a global
media orientation and indulging in the various “cosmopolitanizing” media
practices - results that go in line with previous studies unravelling the socioculturally structured nature of media consumption (Reimer, 1994; van Deursen
& van Dijk, 2014). This, in effect, obscures the notion of cosmopolitanism as
solely an outcome of certain media practices.
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Conclusion – Mediatized Cosmopolitanism
In turning to research questions 3 (in what ways are different patterns of media use and
access relating to various manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?) and 4 (in what ways
are different media orientations relating to various manifestations of cosmopolitan
dispositions?) this chapter has sought to discern the complex relation between
media practices and cosmopolitan dispositions. Firstly, it was found that certain
forms of media consumption and media access (consumption of broadcast
news, reading blogs and owning a smartphone) were positively associated with
various cosmopolitan dispositions (Table 15). Among these, news consumption
(TV) emerged as a particularly “cosmpolitanizing” media practice supporting
previous emphasis on the importance of televised news in cosmopolitan
cultivation (Chouliaraki, 2006; Robertson, 2010). Secondly, a “global media
orientation” (that is a predisposition toward the globalizing affordances on
offer in the contemporary media landscape) emerged as intimately connected to
cosmopolitan dispositions (Table 17). The global media orientation, in turn,
was found to condition respondents’ likelihood of watching/listening to the
news, owning a smartphone and reading blogs (Tables 20-23). Finally, results
showed that people with high levels of education and mobility, as well as
women, tend to be the ones who are the most global in their orientations in the
media landscape (Table 19).
Taken together, these results imply that the forms of media use and media
access that were associated with cosmopolitan dispositions are themselves
highly dependent upon respondents’ being endowed with a global media
orientation. People oriented by this latter disposition are significantly more
likely to consume broadcast news on a daily basis. Also, they are more likely to
read blogs and own a smartphone. Already here, the relationship between
media practices and cosmopolitan dispositions become highly complex, and far
from being a matter constituted by simple cause and effect, as also noted by
Andersson & Jansson (2012: ch 6), Skrbis & Woodward (2013) and Christensen
(2013). Rather than a linear model in which a cosmopolitan outlook or
disposition is the outcome of certain media practices, the picture that has
emerged is one where a global media orientation plays a central role. While
cosmopolitan dispositions were associated with certain forms of media
consumption and media access, these are preconditioned by the global media
orientation. Understanding the relationship between media practices and
cosmopolitan disposition might thus be best achieved in circular fashion (see
figure 2 below).
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Visualization of Circular Relationship Between Media Practices and
Cosmopolitan Dispositions.

Thus, the question of “cosmopolitan agency” in relation to the media (as raised
in Chapter 4) has become a complicated one. A cosmopolitan disposition is
coupled with a global orientation towards the media landscape that predisposes
people towards certain cosmopolitanizing media use and access. On the basis
of such an argument, it seems more fruitful to talk about how cosmopolitans
rely on the affordances of the media in order to maintain and cultivate their
taste for the wider world (Merton, 1949/1968; Holton, 2009: 134). This
involves opposing the epistemological presumption that “cosmopolitan
agency” is located in technology or in the messages of the media and the
subsequent analysis of the capacity of technology or media to conjure up the
cosmopolitan (see e.g. Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013; Chouliaraki & Blaagaard, 2013).
To a certain degree thus, results inform Hafez contention that “Aside from
within certain cosmopolitan elites the modern media have hardly globalized
values of many ordinary people” (2011: 489). When forms of cosmopolitan
dispositions manifest themselves in the outlooks and practices of people, they
are coupled with the idea that the media landscape is a structure of cosmopolitan
opportunity (cf. Madianou & Miller, 2012). And not everyone appropriate the
affordances of the media from such premises. It is in this sense that it is fruitful
to understand cosmopolitanism as mediatized rather than mediated.
Such an understanding takes “mediatization” to designate the increased
saturation of the media in all spheres of social life, and the related notion that
the media to an increasing extent take part in the social construction of reality
(Krotz, 2009; see also Hjarvard, 2008; 2012; Lundby, 2009a; Hepp, 2012; 2013).
Against the present findings, cosmopolitanism should thus be understood as
operating in “complex coexistence” (Lindell, 2012b) with the affordances of
various “technological gateways of connectivity” (Christensen, 2013).
Cosmopolitan agency is not, in other words, located in “the network”, or in the
contemporary media landscape as such, but rather in the circular movement
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between cosmopolitan dispositions, global media orientations, and certain
media practices.
Such contentions problematize the generally optimistic discourse on the
“potency” – and taken for granted role – of “the media” in relation to
cosmopolitanization (as unraveled in Chapter 3). Rather than working as an
external force of cosmopolitanization, results imply that media practices are
intertwined with the logics of a complex social structure in which certain agents
are more “cosmopolitan” than others. In the context of cosmopolitanism, it is
thus problematic to single out “the media” as a “meta-capital” (Couldry, 2003)
that would democratize cosmopolitanism across societal spheres “beyond
global elites” (Herbert & Black, 2013: 227; Poster, 2008) and render it “massmediated” (Rantanen, 2005: 122; see also Hannerz, 1990; Hebdige, 1990).
There is much more to the conditions under which cosmopolitan dispositions
come to manifest themselves. The fact that the global media orientation
displayed a tendency to belong to those occupying privileged positions in
society (Chapter 7, Appendix 3) emphasizes the importance of understanding
the relationship between media practices and cosmopolitanism as integrated in
the overall structure of a given society. With Tomlinson thus, we can say that a
process of disembedding and ushering of outlooks toward the world at large,
geared by “mediated global experiences” remain “heavily unbalanced” (1994:
170). Consequently, these findings argue for a situated mediatized cosmopolitanism.
Based on the findings of this study the next, concluding chapter sets out to
conceptualize such overarching understanding of the conditions under which
various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms can be identified.
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CHAPTER 9
A Mediatized Cosmopolitanism Situated in the Social
Dynamics of Society

This study set out to understand a particular mode of “being-in-the-world”
pertaining to increasingly interconnected social life: cosmopolitanism. The
premise of the study was to follow the general trend ushered by the
“cosmopolitan turn” (Delanty & He, 2008) in the social sciences: to
epistemologically understand cosmopolitanism as located in peoples’ outlooks
and practices as a general disposition of “worldly” openness (cf. Holton, 2009;
Kendall et al., 2009; see also Phillips & Smith, 2008; Nowicka & Rovisco, 2009;
Hansen, 2010). Against the background of the general aim to establish the
conditions under which various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms
can be identified, the study set off to contribute empirically to two intersecting
fields of social research. On the one hand, the study sought to contribute to the
interdisciplinary field of cosmopolitanism studies (Delanty, 2012) by shedding
light on the problem of identifying and locating cosmopolitanism in different
spheres of society (Skrbis et al., 2004; Kendall et al., 2009). On the other hand,
the study sought to nuance the largely “media-centric” field of “media and
morality” (Ong, 2009; Scott, 2013) by turning the relationship between media
practices and various cosmopolitan dispositions (rather than to the media
themselves). Such an inquiry inspired a survey to be deployed amongst the
Swedish population (n = 1 025). This final chapter aggregates the key findings
and discusses the contributions of the study. It then turns to the limitations of
the study, and proposes ways forward for research seeking to understand
contemporary cosmopolitanism and media practices. The chapter ends with
some concluding remarks.

Contributing to two Fields
On the overarching level, this study is an attempt to discern specific modes of
“being-in-the-world” in times of globalization. Such inquiries with a more
“orientational” perspective on the consequences of globalization have not, as
Szerszysnki & Urry (2002) have argued, sufficiently come to the fore in the
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social sciences (see also Tomlinson, 1994; 1999; Bude & Dürrschmidt, 2010).
Rather than assuming that globalization is coupled with an “intensification of
consciousness of the world as a whole” (Robertson, 1992: 8), this study made
such a statement a topic for empirical concern. In short, this study has tried to
locate dispositions into the wider trend described as the “spatialization of social
theory” (Featherstone & Lash, 1995: 1) and study them empirically. As such the
study has asked: are we “cosmopolitans” now? What is cosmopolitanism when
understood and studied “from below” (Gilroy, 2004)? In what societal contexts,
and in relation to which media practices can various cosmopolitanisms be
identified?
As argued throughout part one of this study, such questions – the conditions
under which various “actually existing” (Malcomson, 1998) cosmopolitan
dispositions manifest themselves – fall into two intersecting fields. At present,
both fields are deficient in certain respects. In the general sociology of
globalization and the sub-field of cosmopolitanism studies (Delanty, 2012)
there are the problems identified as “the problem of attribution” (that is the
problem of coming to terms with the indicators of a cosmopolitan disposition)
and the “problem of identification” (that is the problem of locating
cosmopolitanisms in various social contexts) (Skrbis et al., 2004; Kendall et al.,
2009). Scholars in the field of cosmopolitanism studies imply that the diverging
discourses on cosmopolitanism have left the concept far too “muddy”
(Calhoun, 2008) – or a “free-floating discursive geist” (Holton, 2009) without
anchoring in empirical research (see also Phillips & Smith, 2008). Critics of the
field, as Hansen points out, argue that this has produced “intellectual
cacophony and obscurity” (2010: 151). At the same time, and potentially as a
consequence of this, the field is divided regarding the question of the social
location of cosmopolitanism. While some argue for cosmopolitanisms’ “chainlink” (Ong, 2009) to capital (see e.g. Rofe, 2003; Weenink, 2008; Kennedy,
2009; Jansson, 2011; Igarashi & Saito, 2014), others emphasize that it is rather
the “victims of modernity” (Pollock et al., 2000) who find themselves in
contexts of cosmopolitan socialization (see also Werbner, 1999; Lamont &
Aksartova, 2002; Nava, 2002) (see Chapter 2).
Furthermore, as argued in Chapter 3, the tendency in the field of
cosmopolitanism studies is to account for “the media” as a potent factor in
conditioning a general cosmopolitanization. Until recently, research in media
and communication has had little to contribute to this tendency. A general lack
of empirical research into these questions has been observed by many (e.g.
Kyriakidou, 2009; Norris & Inglehart, 2009; Ong, 2009; Robertson, 2010;
Christensen, 2013). Over the last decades, however, Ong (2009) argues, there
has been a significant increase in the number of studies focusing on the
capacity of the media to enact transnational moral geographies: a field (or at
least an area of research) of “media and morality” has emerged in media and
communication studies. While posing important questions, and producing
research that has questioned the “cosmopolitan” or humanitarian potential of
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the media (see e.g. Moeller, 1999; Höijer, 2004; Chouliaraki, 2006; Kyriakidou,
2008a; 2008b; 2011; Scott, 2013), this field does not engage with
cosmopolitanism as a multidimensional display of a more generally expanded
social imaginary – as the dispositional outcomes of life in what has been
described as “global modernity” (Featherstone & Lash, 1995). Rather,
cosmopolitanism has often been understood as a moral response to specific
genres of media content – what Hannerz referred to as an “electronic empathy”
(1996: 121). This points to another problem in this field – the tendency to study
the extent to which certain messages of the media can be held to bring forth a
“cosmopolitan spectator” or peoples’ “global imaginary” by studying the
semiotic-discursive make-up of various media texts (as done in various ways by
e.g. Chouliaraki, 2006; 2008; 2013; Joye, 2009; Moyo, 2010; Orgad, 2012;
Papastergiadis, 2012; Bondebjerg, 2014).
While some (e.g. Szerszynski & Urry, 2002; Robertson, 2010; Christensen,
2011; Jansson, 2011) have studied the relationship between various media
practices and a more encompassing cosmopolitan orientation, and
methodologically focused on people rather than on the media themselves (see
also, Phillips & Smith, 2008; Lindell, 2011; 2012a; 2014), the fuller picture
remains to be painted.
It is against this background that the present study invoked cosmopolitanism as
indicative of a generally expanded social imaginary (involving the mode in
which we orient in the world and relate to others, as defined by Taylor [2004])
and set out to tease out the conditions under which various cosmopolitanisms
would manifest themselves. From the outset, it was argued that starting out
from the problematics in these two distinct but related fields, in an attempt at
integrating media and communication studies with “the wider social sciences”
(Tulloch in Couldry, 2004: 123; see also Halloran, 1983) would yield a unique
opportunity to more precisely come to terms with conditions under which
cosmopolitan dispositions exist. The approach endorsed, takes into account
“time-space reordering” media (Thompson, 1995/2001) in carving out their
role in “cosmopolitanization” by seeing them as embedded in the societal
dynamics of a given society. In practice, this involved discovering various
cosmopolitan dispositions in an open-ended manner, locating these in different
spheres of society and in relation to various media practices, which in turn were
scrutinized in their societal situatedness. Methodologically, this was realized by
deploying a survey amongst a Swedish sample (n = 1 025) (see Chapter 5).
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A Mediatized Cosmopolitanism Integrated with the Social Dynamics of
Society
Against the background of the problem area and field of inquiry delineated
above, four research questions were posed:
-

RQ1: What types of cosmopolitan dispositions unfold in the outlooks
and practices of people?

-

RQ2: In which spheres of society can different manifestations of
cosmopolitan dispositions be identified?

-

RQ3: In what ways are different patterns of media use and access
relating to different manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?

-

RQ4: In what ways are different media orientations relating to various
manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?

Turning firstly to the question regarding the ways cosmopolitanism unfolds in
the outlooks and practices of people (RQ1) in attempting to modify the debate
on “problem of attribution”. This endeavor relied on a semi-exploratory
approach (by means of Principal component analyses) in order to capture the
interrelations between a multitude of theoretically derived indicators of the
tenets of a cosmopolitan disposition (following the overarching working
definition of this disposition being a worldly openness across moral, cultural and
political dimensions in outlooks and practices [see Chapter 2]). Based on this, Chapter
6 located a “general cosmopolitan disposition” in the Swedish sample from
which a summarized scale was created. The chapter went on to also construct
scales measuring moral, political and cultural cosmopolitan dispositions, as well
as a more practice-oriented disposition, and a more outlook-oriented
disposition.
While the main purpose of this particular endeavor was to pave the way for
subsequent analyses of the societal conditions under which various forms of
“actually existing” cosmopolitanisms manifest themselves, it introduces an
important methodological argument into the field of cosmopolitanism studies.
The intellectual backdrop here is a discourse split between those who argue that
it is “un-cosmopolitan” to define and “measure” cosmopolitanism (Pollock et
al., 2000) and those following Kant’s dictum that “observations without
concepts are blind, concepts without observations are empty” (Kant in Skrbis
et al., 2004: 119) and go on to argue that the concept is rendered meaningless if
not applied and studied in its “mundane reality” (Kendall et al., 2009; see also
Skrbis et al., 2004; Holton, 2009; Roudometof, 2012). The methodological
rationale guiding this study is argued to be but one way in which to approach
cosmopolitanism as “actually existing” (Malcomson, 1998) in “mundane reality”
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(Kendall et al., 2009). The kind of semi-exploratory approach endorsed here,
analyzing the relationship between multiple indicators and the subsequent
discovering of “latent” dimensions, puts high demands on data. Here, the
problem of large-scale studies on cosmopolitanism based on secondary data is
well noted (Roudometof, 2005; 2012; Olofsson & Öhman, 2007; Pichler, 2012).
The argument made from the findings so far is that quantitative studies on
cosmopolitanism “from below” demand an explicit methodological effort
designed to come to terms with the theoretical complexity of the term in an
empirically based setting. The design adopted here is one way of attempting to
do so.
Chapter 7 turned to the question of the societal location of cosmopolitan
dispositions and the “problem of identification” (RQ2). An “expanded social
imaginary” embodied as various cosmopolitan dispositions, it was argued,
should not be assumed apriori to be evenly dispersed in society. It is, rather, an
empirical question. Furthermore, the argument made here was that metadiscussions on the Western “bias” of cosmopolitanism remain ignorant to the
important question of how cosmopolitanism is distributed within (a Western)
society. Again, the field of cosmopolitanism studies divides itself between those
emphasizing the “structural realities” (Skrbis et al., 2004) pertaining to the
existence of cosmopolitan dispositions (see also Pichler, 2008; 2012; Phillips &
Smith, 2008; Kendall et al., 2009) and those arguing that cosmopolitanism can
“happen anywhere, at any time” (Delanty, 2009; see also Pollock et al., 2000).
In tandem with the former strand, findings of the Swedish survey sample
indicated an association between various cosmopolitan dispositions and more
privileged spheres of society. Most evidently, these dispositions were connected
to high levels of education and transnational mobility (both long term and
regular, repeated travels) among people assuming a political position and
women. The fact that women emerged as more prone to be endowed with
various cosmopolitan dispositions (particularly the more morally orientated
disposition) contradicts the usual description of the cosmopolitan as an homme
du monde (“man of the world”) (as argued by Tomlinson, 1999) and leads the
mind to Virginia Woolf’s statement: “As a woman I have no country. As a
woman I want no country. As a woman my country is the whole world.”
(Woolf in Nava, 2002: 90). Such results reproduce findings of related studies
conducted in Swedish settings (Höijer, 2004; Jansson & Lindell, 2014) and as
such, they should be interpreted in the light of a wider structural transformation
of Swedish society – in which it is women, rather than men, who create
“outwardly-going” life-trajectories for themselves.
While not necessarily a prerequisite for cosmopolitan cultivation, transnational
mobility indeed plays an important role in it (as also noted by Merton,
1949/1968; Hannerz, 1990; Skribs et al., 2004; Kennedy, 2009; Gustafsson,
2009; Jansson, 2011; Skrbis & Woodward, 2013). The same goes for education
(as also shown by Merton, 1949/1968; Phillips & Smith, 2008; Weenink, 2008;
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Pichler, 2008; 2012; Schueth & O’Loughlin, 2011; Lindell, 2011; 2012a; Igarashi
& Saito, 2014). The association between assuming a political position and
various cosmopolitan dispositions should be taken to denote that those
politically engaged are simply more concerned with their surrounding world (at
both local and global levels).
While no direct associations between class (that is, farmer or working classes,
white-collar classes and entrepreneurial classes) and various cosmopolitan
dispositions were observed, class, it seems, play an indirect role. Again, while
not a necessary prerequisite for cosmopolitan cultivation, belonging to more
privileged spheres of society (in terms of social origin) has a tendency to
precondition ones’ inclination towards transnational mobility, to pursue higher
education and becoming politically engaged (see Appendix 3; see also Bourdieu,
1979/1984). Such life trajectories, in turn, are gateways through which
cosmopolitan dispositions are cultivated.
The connection between more privileged positions in society and various
cosmopolitan dispositions brings into question the wider discussion of
cosmopolitanism itself becoming a form of capital (cf. Bourdieu, 1986).
Increasingly, studies of various “fields” (in the Bourdieuan sense [see Bourdieu,
1997]) imply that cosmopolitanism has become either a form of capital on its
own, or a specific embodiment of a field-specific symbolic capital (Rofe, 2003;
Weenink, 2008; Jansson, 2011; 2013; Prieur & Savage, 2011; Meuleman &
Savage, 2013; Bühlmann et al., 2013; Igarashi & Saito, 2014; Christensen &
Jansson, 2014). Calhoun (2002) and Brennan (2002), in turn, have suggested
that cosmopolitanism is nothing more than a self-referential rhetoric among
“frequent flyers” – a way for these fractions in society to reaffirm their elite
positions by way of “distinction”.
Such observations question whether the findings of this study actually imply
that cosmopolitan cultivation de facto takes place in, for example, transnational
mobility and as we pursue higher levels of education. The alternative
explanation is, to the discussion above, that people in more privileged spheres
of society are simply more prone to describe themselves as cosmopolitans, since
cosmopolitanism arguably has emerged as a form of capital in these spheres of
society (as Weenink [2008] and Kennedy [2009] argues). Cosmopolitanism in
this sense involves a mode of stylization of the self – a distinction deployed “to
fulfill a social function of legitimating social differences” (Bourdieu, 1979/1984:
7; cf. Lizardo, 2005). The crux, it seems, is that any method relying on people’s
self-reports (such as interviews or surveys) will have serious problems in
differentiating distinction from disposition. To underline this, and to further the
understanding of the tension between these two seemingly opposing
interpretations, the cosmopolitan disposition and its location in different
spheres of society can be illuminated in the light of Bourdieu’s analysis of an
“aesthetic disposition” (Bourdieu, 1979/1984):
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The aesthetic disposition, a generalized capacity to neutralize ordinary
urgencies and to bracket off practical ends, a durable inclination and
aptitude for practice without a practical function, can only be constituted
within an experience of the world freed from urgency and through the
practice of activities which are an end in themselves, such as scholastic
exercise of the contemplation of works of art. In other words, it
presupposes the distance from the world /…/ which is the basis of the
bourgeois experience of the world. (Bourdieu, 1979/1984: 54)
Much like the aesthetic disposition, then, the cosmopolitan disposition has
most prominently emerged out of a “distance from necessity” (ibid), that is,
amongst those able to maintain a “child’s relation to the world” (ibid), in this
case through the privilege of cultivating themselves with high levels of
education and being “on the move” in international contexts. Following
Bourdieu, it is thus precisely because of cosmopolitanism being a “bourgeois
experience of the [increasingly globalized] world” that it has become an
increasingly important facet of the power dynamics in a different range of social
fields (Rofe, 2003; Weenink, 2008; Jansson, 2011; Prieur & Savage, 2011;
Meuleman & Savage, 2013; Bühlmann et al., 2013).
By singling out one element of the wider cosmopolitan disposition, namely the
extent to which people outright describe themselves as “citizens of the world” we
can start inquiring about the notion that cosmopolitanism is also a way of
distinction in a globalizing world. Thus, here we would expect “positional”
factors (subjective class and education) to associate with a positive response to
the statement “I am a citizen of the world”. Table 24 below gives an initial
indication that this is the case. For the wider cosmopolitan disposition,
subjective class played only an indirect role (in the sense that it preconditions
the inclination to travel and to pursue higher education). Here, by contrast, it
becomes evident that workers are significantly less prone to describe
themselves as “citizens of the world” compared to other classes. The same goes
for education were those with higher levels are more disposed to view
themselves as “citizens of the world”.
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Table 24

“I am a Citizen of the World” by Subjective Class and Education.
Regression Analysis (OLS). Un-standardized Coefficients (Standard Error
in Parenthesis).
“I am a citizen of the world”

High education (ref: low, mid, mid-high)

.63**
(.21)

Subjective class (ref: higher white-collar worker)
Worker

-.83**
(.31)

White-collar worker

-.42
(.28)

Entrepreneur

-.18
(.38)

Farmer

.69
(.71)

Constant
6.54***
Radj2
2%
n
891
Comment: Levels of statistical significance: ***p≤0,001, **p≤0,01, *p≤0,05. Independent variables are
dummy variables: “high education” (references: low, middle-low, middle-high education); subjective
class (reference: higher white-collar worker). All missing values have been removed.

In line with findings from this study, this suggests that cosmopolitanism must
mutually be understood as a disposition de facto cultivated in certain practices
connected to a relative privilege – a “distance from necessity” (that is, tied to
social position) – and consequently as an increasingly important tenet of
cultural capital across various social fields. In extension, in terms of its more
structural sociology – the findings of this study suggest that the cosmopolitan
disposition emerges, in some respects, as the late-modern and global equivalent
of the “modern” aesthetic disposition, since social “fields” become increasingly
transnational in character. It would seem, then, that transnational or global
social contexts are simultaneously spaces of cosmopolitan socialization and
spaces in which people are expected to display a cosmopolitan ethos. It must be
noted, though, that this study has only begun to unravel the relation between
cosmopolitanism as disposition and distinction. Table 25 below presents a twodimensional taxonomy over cosmopolitanism in this respect. This taxonomy
emphasizes the complexities involved in forms of “actually existing
cosmopolitanisms” as it moves away from a rather simplistic dichotomization
between “cosmopolitans” on the one hand and “locals” on the other (as seen in
Merton [1949/1968] and Hannerz [1990]). From this, some key areas for future
research on cosmopolitanism are pointed out.
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Table 25

Taxonomy over Cosmopolitan Disposition/Distinction.

Understands oneself as
citizen of the world

Displays actual cosmopolitan outlooks and practices
Yes

No

Reflexive
cosmopolitanism

Artificial cosmopolitanism

Yes

No

Organic cosmopolitanism

“Locals”

Reflexive cosmopolitanism: One of the main findings of this study is that
cosmopolitanism is both a distinction and an “actual” disposition of worldly
openness. These people, captured by the “general cosmopolitan disposition”
explored in Chapter 6, act and think globally, and have the conceptual
apparatus and inclination (or reflexivity) to understand themselves as being
“citizens of the world”. The structural tendencies, as discussed above and
throughout this study, point towards the understanding that these dispositions
are primarily cultivated in relation to transnational mobility, education, political
engagement and gender (woman) (Chapter 7). Its relation to various media
practices are discussed below in relation to research questions 3 and 4 (and
Chapter 8, in detail).
Artificial cosmopolitanism: When people do not display cosmopolitan sentiments
in outlooks and practices, yet describe themselves as and identify with being
“citizens of the world”, cosmopolitanism loses its prospect as a paradigmatic
mode of “being-in-the-world” in the global era. Instead, it becomes a tool of
social differentiation for people in more privileged spheres of society – a
distinction (as Table 24 and previous research on “cosmopolitan identities”
implicitly suggest [Pichler, 2008; 2012; Schueth & O’Loughlin, 2011; see
Calhoun, 2002; Brennan, 2002 for theoretical discussions]). Cosmopolitanism is
in this sense an artificial construct for self-stylization. Here, Andersson has
discerned an “elective cosmopolitanism” amongst skilled EU migrants that
does not necessarily involve a disposition of worldly openness but rather an
openness directed towards those who “occupy the same social context” (2013:
159). Likewise, Lizardo has suggested that contemporary multicultural bias of
capital has lended itself to a “new form of distinction” (2005: 106. Italics in original).
The present study has only glanced at the surface by observing its connection
to the highly educated non-working classes. Future research should understand
more thoroughly the workings and expressions of such operations since they
are likely to become more significant parts of the “rules of the game” across
various social fields in a globalizing world (cf. Weenink, 2008).

	
  

171	
  

Organic cosmopolitanism: Turning in the opposite direction, there is the organic
cosmopolitanism. This concept describes people who are cosmopolitan in outlook
and practice, but reluctant or unable to identify with being “citizens of the
world”. This type of cosmopolitanism is thus freed from any “artificial”
element of self-stylization. It is in this category that Lamont & Aksartova’s
(2002) and Skrbis & Woodward’s (2013) “ordinary cosmopolitanism” and
Werbner’s (1999) “working class cosmopolitanism” belong. More research
should be dedicated to such cosmopolitanism from “the periphery”. Endeavors
discerning the “structural tendencies” of cosmopolitanism (such as the present
one) will always have difficulties in coming to terms with an organic
cosmopolitanism since it is in principle a more “anonymous” and unarticulated
form of actually existing cosmopolitanism. Consequently, researchers should be
careful not to overlook more “unexpected” manifestations of cosmopolitanism.
Locals: Lastly, there are those people who are more or less parochial in outlook
and practice, and who do not identify themselves as being “citizens of the
world”. These are the locals (cf. Hannerz, 1990). What makes this group
interesting is that they, for various reasons (ranging from right-wing nationalist
motifs to left-wing anti-globalization ideologies) remain “local” in spite of
structural transformations of global interconnection and interdependency and
the “complex connectivity” (Tomlinson, 1999) it brings to social life.
Returning to the “reflexive” cosmopolitan disposition investigated in this study,
and its “class-bias”, the notions of a “mediated cosmopolitanism” (Rantanen,
2005; Robertson 2010; Skrbis & Woodward, 2013), an “imagined
cosmopolitanism” (Schein, 1999) or a “global imagined community” (Poster,
2008) emerge as quite invigorating modes in which to engage with the discourse
on cosmopolitanism. The view in such accounts, as shown in Chapter 3, is that
“the implosive power of the media” makes just about anyone “cosmopolitan”
(Hannerz, 1990) since “other cultures” come visit us through the media, in our
homes (Hebdige, 1990). Here, as far as cosmopolitan socialization goes, the
question is the extent to which the contemporary media landscape and the
affordances of connectivity pertaining to it constitute a counter-force to that of
social stratification. Against the backdrop of the findings discussed above, one
is eager to follow the more “optimistic narratives” (as delineated by Chouliaraki
[2006]) in media research, and ask whether cosmopolitanism can be “massmediated” (Rantanen, 2005), and become a “mass-cosmopolitanism which
extends beyond global elites” (Herbert & Black, 2013: 227) – across “all social
strata” (Poster, 2008: 699).
Chapter 8 set out to empirically illuminate such propositions, and the related
tendency of cosmopolitanism studies to approach “the media” as “potent” in
their capacity of cosmopolitan socialization (see Chapter 3). As such, the
chapter turned to the question of the relationship between various media
practices and cosmopolitan dispositions (RQ3, RQ4).
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As far as more “general” media consumption (such as watching TV, surfing the
web etc.) goes, findings revealed a negative association in relation to all
cosmopolitan dispositions. By contrast, other forms of media use and media
access (consumption of broadcast news, owning a smartphone and online social
networking in the shape of reading blogs) emerged as “cosmopolitanizing
media practices” in relation to all cosmopolitan dispositions (particularly TVnews consumption). In line with arguments of a “banal cosmopolitanization”
(Beck, 2006) or a “pop cosmopolitanism” (Jenkins, 2004), it was found that the
most “mediatized” form of cosmopolitan disposition was the more culturally
biased one. So far, such divergent results imply both “centripetal” and
“centrifugal” media practices – media are both “technologies of the hearth” and
“technologies of the cosmos” (Tomlinson, 2008; see also Silverstone, 2007;
Orgad, 2012; Jansson, 2014). Thus, putting aside the more celebratory
appraisals of “the media” in discourses on cosmopolitanism, there is a less
optimistic note in Tomlinson’s estimation:
/…/ we might be mistaken in regarding them [the media] as globalizing
technologies, as tools for extending cultural horizons, as exit portals from
the narrow ties of locality, as facilitators of a cosmopolitan disposition.
Rather the opposite, they might more plausibly be considered as
technologies of the hearth: as imperfect instruments by which people try,
in conditions of mundane deterritorialization, to maintain something of
the security of cultural location-of fixity in a culture of flow. (Tomlinson,
2008: 68)
Following the present results, media practices must be understood in a dual
sense of operating from the logics of de-/cosmopolitanization. Indeed, various
media sometimes do constitute “technologies of the cosmos”. One has to keep
in mind, however, that “the media” cannot be understood in isolation. The
“non media-centric” (see e.g. Couldry, 2006; Hesmondhaulgh & Toynbee,
2008a; Morley, 2009) approach endorsed here argues not only that it is people
(rather than the messages of the media) that should occupy the center of
analytical attention when it comes to understanding the relationship between
media and cosmopolitanism – for where is cosmopolitanism the most
meaningful if not in the outlooks and practices of actual people? Also, a non
media-centric analysis should venture beyond studying only the relationship
between peoples’ patterns of media consumption and access, and account also
for what different people think of the media – their predispositions towards the
contemporary media landscape and its globalizing affordances.
Here, the “cosmopolitanizing media practices” were found to be
preconditioned by a “global media orientation”. In short, those media practices
working as “technological gateways of connectivity” (Christensen, 2013) were
significantly more likely to belong to people approaching the media landscape
as a structure of cosmopolitan opportunity (cf. Madianou & Miller, 2012). Such a
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predisposition, in turn, was not only found stratified according to the same
patterns as the various cosmopolitan dispositions (cf. Prieur & Savage, 2011;
Meuleman & Savage, 2013). The “global media orientation” was also strongly
correlated with the various cosmopolitan dispositions, implying that it is mainly
“cosmopolitans” who approach the media landscape from such premises.
Taken together, this puts into question the validity in claims made about the
“massification” of cosmopolitanism on account of the media (Rantanen, 2005;
Poster, 2008; Herbert & Black, 2013).
In sum, this implies a circular relationship between media practices and various
cosmopolitan dispositions. In contrast to understanding cosmopolitan
dispositions or global imaginations as brought forth in mediation (see e.g.
Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013; Chouliaraki & Blaagaard, 2013), these dispositions
must be understood as intimately connected with the inclination to approach
the media landscape as an opportunity of cosmopolitan cultivation and
socialization. The mediated sphere of appearance that potentially connect
peoples from the corners of the world – the “mediapolis” - Silverstone (2007)
contended, requires active engagement in it on behalf of audiences and users.
Some people, it seems, are more active than others. Needless to say,
Christensen holds, “transnational flows of media and global commercial
cultures are far from de facto engendering a cosmopolitan ethos and openmindedness” (2013: 2402; see also Tomlinson, 1994; 1999; Hafez, 2011). Here,
Skrbis & Woodward (2013) as well as Jansson & Andersson (2011) stress the
importance of not conjuring up a simple “injection model” (in the sense that
the messages of the media “inject” audiences with a particular notion and thus
come to alter the attitude or behavior of that audience) when understanding the
relationship between media practices and cosmopolitanism. If the historical
trajectory of media and communication studies should teach one lesson, this
would probably be the lesson that media seldom work on the basis of the
injection model (for an overview see for example McQuail, 2010). The findings
of this study suggest that this lesson is particularly valid in the study of the
conditions in which various forms of “actually existing” cosmopolitanisms
exist.
In brief, the media do not simply make us “cosmopolitans by default” (Beck,
2006: 19). Rather, cosmopolitans engage in certain media practices with the intent
of reaffirming his or her orientation towards the world as a whole (cf. Merton,
1949/1968). It is in view of such findings, and the following reconceptualization of the relationship between media practices and
cosmopolitanism that it becomes more fruitful to invoke a discourse of a
mediatized cosmopolitanism, as opposed to a mediated one (Lindell, 2012b;
Christensen, 2014; Christensen & Jansson, 2014). In this view,
cosmopolitanism exists in tandem with certain affordances of the contemporary
media landscape, and not as the outcome of these practices. Furthermore, such
a view stresses the importance of not understanding the media in isolation but
rather in social context (this is not only a reconciling argument amongst

	
  

174	
  

“mediatization-scholars” of divergent positions [see e.g. Hjarvard, 2008; 2012;
Hepp, 2012; 2013], it has also been stated explicitly in relation to the field of
“media and morality” by Tester [1994]; see also Chapter 4).
In their association with relatively privileged spheres of society and some
specific media practices the general picture on the conditions under which
various cosmopolitan dispositions manifest themselves is relatively
homogeneous. While the detailed discussion on these conditions and
associations have already been held (Chapter 7 and 8), Table 25 below teases
out the distinct differences in the “conditions of cultivation” between the
various dispositions. On the grounds of being the more “banal” and less
“immersive” and aspirational (Szerszysnki & Urry, 2002; Dower, 2003; Kendall
et al., 2009) of dispositions, the cultural disposition is “less demanding” in
terms of moments of cultivation. As discussed above, it is the most mediatized
of the dispositions (cf. Szerszynski & Urry, 2002; Jenkins, 2004). Other
differences include the moral disposition which stands out as the only one not
cultivated in transnational mobility and together with the practice oriented
disposition it is the only disposition in which political stance-taking is not
relevant. The political disposition emerges as the only disposition associated
with subscribing to a daily paper. All dispositions, as already noted, are
associated with high levels of education, TV-news consumption, and owning a
smartphone and gender (woman).
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Living abroad

High level of
international travel

Blog consumption

Radio news
consumption

Smartphone

TV news
consumption

Political stance taking

Blog consumption

Radio news
consumption

Smartphone

TV news
consumption

Political stance taking

Woman

Woman

Living abroad

High level of
education

Outlook

High level of
education

General

Practice

Radio news
consumption

Smartphone

TV news
consumption

Living abroad

High level of
international travel

Woman

Radio news
consumption

Smartphone

TV news
consumption

Woman

High level of
education

Moral

Cosmopolitan Disposition

High level of
education

Summary: Conditions of Cosmopolitan Cultivation

Blog consumption

Facebook membership

Radio news
consumption

Smartphone

TV news
consumption

Political stance taking

Living abroad

Mid-high level of
international travel

Woman

High level of
education

Cultural

Political

Subscribes to daily
paper

Smartphone

TV news
consumption

Political stance taking

Living abroad

High level of
international travel

Woman

High level of
education

Comment: Bold indicates that a condition is relevant for all cosmopolitan dispositions. Italics indicates that a condition is unique to a particular disposition.

	
  

	
  

Table 26

Conditions of cultivation

	
  

Taken together, this study has argued for an understanding of the relationship
between media practices and cosmopolitan dispositions that take its
embeddedness in the social dynamics of a given society into account. The
picture of the conditions under which various cosmopolitanisms “from below”
manifest themselves emerges as one emphasizing the importance of a privileged
position in society. While not necessarily a prerequisite, this is certainly a
structural tendency pertaining to cosmopolitan cultivation. Various media
practices, while related to cosmopolitan dispositions, do not escape the logics
of social stratification. Rather, findings suggest that various forms of media use
and media access are but some tools in an overall strategy of maintaining a
cosmopolitan disposition (see Figure 3).
Social origin

Class

Education

Transnational
mobility

Political
stance taking

Urban
dwelling

Gender
(woman)

“Global media
orientation”

Cosmopolitan
disposition

“Cosmopolitanizing
media practices”

Figure 3

Mediatized Cosmopolitanism as Integrated in the Social Dynamics of Society

Limitations and Ways Ahead
By seeking to outline what could be referred to as certain “orientational”
consequences of globalization (cf. Szerszysnki & Urry, 2002; Bude &
Dürrschmidt, 2010; Beck & Levy, 2013), this study provides important insights
into the sociology of cosmopolitanism, on the one hand, and the questions
regarding the role of various media practices in the process described as
“cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006), on the other. On the grander level, the
study constitutes an attempt at understanding some specificities of
contemporary, globalized and mediatized social life (Krotz, 2007; cf. Giddens,
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1990; Thompson, 1995/2001 Beck, 2006), a question that has mostly been the
topic of theoretical and not empirical concern. While the study, and the
methodological rationale guiding it is argued to contribute novel insights to
these questions, the limits pertaining to the assumed approaches must be
pointed out along with suggestions for future research agendas.
Firstly, the approach assumed here provides a large-scale “snapshot” of the
societal conditions under which cosmopolitan dispositions come to exist. From
a quantitative perspective, what is expected is not only repeated measurements
of the present study design, but also novel ways in which to put the
summarized model (Figure 3 above) presented here to the test. What is more,
as stated in the introduction, this study deals with people’s predispositions
towards a cosmopolitan “being-in-the-world” rather than a “lived” or
“enacted” cosmopolitanism. This also begs the question of the extent to which
it is at all possible to understand more “immersive” manifestations of
cosmopolitanism by way of survey methods. While a survey, such as the one
deployed in this study is based on the analysis of respondents’ outlooks and
practices, what is needed is an approach that is able to get an “inside view” of
the “everyday experiential dimension” of cosmopolitanism, as argued by
Christensen (2014; see also Bude & Dürrschmidt, 2010; Skey, 2012). What is
needed, in fact, are more phenomenological accounts of the
“agentic/experiential” aspects of cosmopolitanism (Christensen, 2014) as
“lived” (Delanty, 2009). On the one hand, such an approach would involve a
further move-away from more “media-centric” (Morley, 2009; see also Couldry,
2006) approaches to the relationship between media and cosmopolitanism. On
the other hand, it would surmount the inherent problem of operationalization
pertaining to quantitative efforts in the field, and endorse a more open-ended
and flexible approach well suited to capture the inherent complexity of
cosmopolitanism. A related problem concerns the fact that, while generating a
large-scale “snapshot” of specific aspects of the social world at a given moment
in time, the survey method is crippled in its capacity to reach a more detail level
of description.
Research on the relationship between media and cosmopolitanism would
benefit from being able to differentiate more carefully between different media
practices than is done here, especially in regard to various media contents (a
relevant example would be the ability to discern in greater detail differences
between public service and commercial outputs, fact and fiction, and so on). As
for quantitative efforts, the present, semi-exploratory approach has been an
attempt at breaking new grounds in studying cosmopolitanism as “actually
existing” in the outlooks and practices of people. While attempting to capture
the theoretical diversity ingrained in the concept, the present open-ended
exploration of cosmopolitan dispositions is by no means exhaustive. As such, a
call for further methodological development and creativity and ensuing studies
of the constellations and “internal contradictions” (Beck, 2006) of
cosmopolitanisms is in place.
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Secondly, this study looks to the relationship between media and
cosmopolitanism on the very general level. Some studies have suggested that
the “true” globalizing power of the media resides in their capacity to create
global or transnational social cohesion in the mediation of events relevant for
audiences on global scales (Dayan & Katz, 1992; Couldry et al., 2010). In the
field of “media and morality” the implicit assumption is that if a (moral)
cosmopolitanism is to arise in the process of mediation, it is most likely to do
so in the mediation of humanitarian disaster (Tester, 1994; Höijer, 2004;
Kyriakidou, 2011; Scott, 2013), as we are confronted with disturbing and
engaging images of “distant suffering” (Chouliaraki, 2006; 2013). While this
kind of research deals with large-scale “media events” it is often (more or less
explicitly) concerned with cosmopolitanism as transnational empathy (as argued
above). As such, more research needs to be conducted on the “high-holidays”
of the mass media (Dayan & Katz, 1992) from a more encompassing grasp on
cosmopolitanism. This would, for instance, involve pursuing questions of
cosmopolitan identification and transnational integration in relation to “global
media events” (see also Couldry et al., 2010; Robertson, 2010).
Finally, while this study has discerned the general conditions under which
cosmopolitan dispositions can be identified, it has done so exclusively in the
case of Sweden. From the outset, it was argued that Sweden is likely to
constitute a rather “unique case” for the study of cosmopolitanism. This is
partly because of its “media system” (Hallin & Mancini, 2004), the related high
level of trust in the media (Weibull, 2013a), and partly because of its, relatively
speaking, “strong” welfare system implying a more egalitarian distribution of
wealth and “life opportunities” across spheres of society. Comparative insights
from England, Germany, and Finland were included to emphasize the fact that
the landscape might look different in different national and cultural settings.
While comparative research on the topic does exist (see e.g. Pichler, 2008; 2012;
Norris & Inglehart, 2009, Lindell, 2012a; 2014), more studies need to account
for differences and similarities between various context from the more
encompassing notion of cosmopolitanism invoked here. Lastly, following the
taxonomy emerging out of the discussion on the relation between cosmopolitan
disposition and distinction, future research concerned with central issues
concerning social life in a globalizing world should attempt to understand more
clearly the various categories put forward (reflexive, artificial and organic
cosmopolitanisms, as well as “localism”), and not least the relations between
them.
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Concluding Remarks
Our present times, in which many people have a shared sense of a world
as a whole, and experience this through travel, work and exposure to the
media, are thus perfectly suited to the proliferation of the idea of
cosmopolitanism. (Skrbis et al., 2004: 117)
The increasing numbers of accounts describing the “cosmopolitan potential” of
our times originate in academia (as in the quote above, taken from Chapter 3),
political discourse (such as Al Gore’s World Telecommunications speech), and
self-celebratory rhetoric of global mass media (such as CNN’s Ted Turner).
Indeed, to an unprecedented degree, humanity is connected – not only by
means of physical transportation but also through satellites and underwater
cables allowing transnational symbolic communication. In finance and
entertainment, work, and leisure, war and peace, the world operates on the scale
of global interconnection. It makes sense, then, to speak of a globalization of
the life-world and the “blurring boundaries” between categories of near and far
pertaining to the constitution of the social world (Chapter 4). If our
sensibilities, our mental faculties – or dispositions – were to operate in perfect
tandem with “the network”, no doubt the inhabitants of the “connected” West
would all be cosmopolitans: cosmopolitanism would be the leitmotif of a general
social imaginary – the “structure of feeling” of our present times (Nava, 2002).
Not only would we care for “distant others” and mourn faraway disasters,
identify with the culture of “the other” and experience a sense of belonging to
the world as a whole. We would also actively contribute to improving the world
according to cosmopolitical principles of human rights.
The findings of this study suggest that such an expanded mode of reference is
not straightforwardly gaining root in times of globalization. This problematizes
the contention among theorists of a cosmopolitan democracy that “From the
sociological point of view, we are all more or less, directly or indirectly, willy
nilly citizens of the world” (Archibugi, 2010: 327). On the macro-political level,
increased economic inequality in times of radical neoliberalism and the
resurgence (or persistence) of xenophobic nationalism across “cosmopolitan
Europe” (Beck & Grande, 2007) obviously contradict such notions. In the
Swedish case, the fact that the right-wing populist and nationalist party (the
Sweden democrats) since their 2010 entry into parliament has held the position
as the third most popular party constitute a more local contradiction.
Moreover, the discursive “othering” of the cosmopolitan, in relation to “people
of the real world” in ongoing Swedish conservative political rhetoric
(Wettergren & Jansson, 2013) shed further light on the inherently dialectical,
and locally appropriated process of cosmopolitanization.
Does this render the cosmopolitan project irrelevant? Rather the opposite. Not
only does current political developments point to the pressing importance of
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the cosmopolitan discourse as such – as a general “invitation to be an exile
from the comfort of patriotism” in an age of global interdependence and
interconnection (Nussbaum, 1994). What is further emphasized is that, as far as
a more sociological take on cosmopolitan socialization and cultivation goes,
current developments point to the fact that one cannot “think the nation
away”, as many authors have tended to do (as argued by Skrbis & Woodward,
2013: 34). Contrary to Beck’s call for a “methodological cosmopolitanism”
(Beck, 2006; Beck & Sznaider, 2006) emphasizing the epistemological and
methodological globalization of “the social” and the resulting re-orientation of
the social scientific gaze toward transnational contexts, the findings of this
study demarcate the nation-state and the societal dynamics operating in a
particular society as pivotal in fashioning – or domesticating – the wider metaprocess of cosmopolitanization. On the one hand, it is within systems of the
nation-state that certain civic attitudes pertaining to political engagement and
education, which in turn predispose cosmopolitan dispositions, are fostered.
On the other hand, it is the societal dynamics of social stratification of the same
nation-state that come to shape both the “distribution” of cosmopolitan
dispositions across different spheres of that society, and the practices pertaining
to various “time-space reordering” media, that potentially expand people’s
imaginative horizons. Understanding cosmopolitanism necessitates an
understanding of the societal dynamics of locality. In terms of the structural
tendencies of cosmopolitan socialization, the nation-state is one such “local”
starting point (cf. Stevenson, 2002; Kendall et al., 2009). By extension, anyone
concerned with the actual underpinnings of cosmopolitan democracy and
governance, or social life in a globalized era for that matter, should turn to the
critical examination of the various contexts of cosmopolitan socialization and
its dynamics of (de)cosmopolitanization.
Critics of cosmopolitanism have contended that the concept is nothing short of
the buzzword of contemporary popular and academic discourse. By contrast,
this study has argued that cosmopolitanism offers an altogether novel analytical
take on “global modernity”, an entry point for understanding aspects of social
life previously largely unaccounted for. In an academic landscape that
predominantly has, through the lenses of various theories of globalization,
concerned itself with the “exteriority” of interconnected and interdependent
social life, cosmopolitanism offers a critical scrutiny of its “interiority” (Swain,
2009; cf. Tomlinson, 1994). This study has shown that this “interiority” – what
has here been approached as the cosmopolitan disposition – is not simply an
outcome of the structural transformation that is globalization. On the contrary,
people deal with, are subject to, and “internalize” globalization on different
premises, and as far as the cultivation of cosmopolitan dispositions goes, “the
media” is no “meta-capital” deployed by people across “all social strata”
(Poster, 2008; cf. Rantanen, 2005; Herbert & Black, 2013). What has emerged
throughout the present study is rather a complex mediatized cosmopolitanism that is
impossible to disentangle from logics of social stratification.
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SUMMARY

This chapter provides a summary of this dissertation.

Scope of Study and Premises: Chapters 1 - 4
This study is concerned with specific aspects of contemporary, increasingly
globalized and mediatized (Krotz, 2007) social life. While ”the world” has been
argued to operate on the level of global interconnectedness and
interdependency, questions concerning a potential expansion of people’s
outlooks and practices in a global world remain less studied (Tomlinson, 1999;
Szerszynski & Urry, 2002; Bude & Dürrschmidt, 2010). Since the mid-1990s
social scientists have returned to the Ancient Greek term cosmopolitanism
(”cosmopolitan” denoting ”citizen of the world”) in order to address such
questions regarding expanded ”social imaginary” (Taylor, 2004) that stem from
the increasingly “glocal” nature of social life. Significant parts of the world’s
population now live in media landscapes wherein various media practices allow
for the expansion of their ”little worlds” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2006).
Potentially, ”time-space reordering” (Thompson, 1995/2001) media practices
make ”cosmopolitan” a relevant adjective describing contemporary social life.
Such claims are best approached as empirical questions. Thus, this study poses
four research questions:

	
  

-

RQ1: What types of cosmopolitan dispositions unfold in the outlooks
and practices of people?

-

RQ2: In which spheres of society can different manifestations of
cosmopolitan dispositions be identified?

-

RQ3: In what ways are different patterns of media use and access
relating to different manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?

-

RQ4: In what ways are different media orientations relating to various
manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?
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The concerns of this study are relevant to two separate, but connected, fields of
academic inquiry. As the study asks about how cosmopolitan dispositions
manifest themselves in the outlooks and practices of people, and in which
spheres of society these dispositions exist, it taps into central concerns in the
field of ”cosmopolitanism studies” (Delanty, 2012; see also Skrbis et al., 2004;
Kendall et al., 2009). And since the study addresses the role of various media
practices in the process of ”cosmopolitanization” (Beck, 2006), it relates to the
emerging field of ”media and morality” and “media and cosmopolitanism”
(Ong, 2009). Combining these two intersecting fields, it is argued, will yield a
nuanced take on the conditions under which various cosmopolitan dispositions
exist in society.
Chapter 2 traces the concept of cosmopolitanism from its roots in Cynic
philosophy, through its Stoic and Enlightenment embodiments, and arrives in
contemporary endeavors to ”sociologize the discourse of cosmopolitanism”
(Holton, 2002: 158). Efforts within this latter strand are central to the present
study as it relies on the concept of cosmopolitanism in order to describe
contemporary ”internal developmental processes within the social world”
(Delanty, 2009: 53). Drawing on ”theoretical demands” from central
theorizations on the cosmopolitan ideal type, the chapter presents a working
definition of the cosmopolitan disposition as a worldly openness across moral,
political and cultural dimensions manifested in peoples’ outlooks and practices. An
open-ended methodological way of conduct starting out from this working
definition, the study argues, can fruitfully identify and locate ”actually existing
cosmopolitanisms” (Malcsomson, 1998) in different spheres of society. The
chapter ends by delineating the controversies around the social location of
various cosmopolitan sentiments. On the one hand, there are scholars
emphasizing the tendency of cosmopolitan dispositions to emerge in privileged
spheres of society, and on the other, there are those arguing that
cosmopolitanism can occur at ”any time, in any place” (Delanty, 2009). A
concluding argument is that both the questions regarding the constituents of
cosmopolitan dispositions and their social location are best treated as empirical
questions.
Chapter 3 addresses the negligence of the role of various media practices in
debates on the conditions of cosmopolitan cultivation. On the one hand, ”the
media” have been sidelined from analytic attention and, on the other hand, they
have been assumed to be ”potent” in their capacity to set in motion – or
facilitate – processes of cosmopolitanization. While the concerns regarding
cosmopolitanism have dwelled in the periphery of media and communication
studies, they have recently come to occupy more central positions (see, for
example, Rantanen, 2005; Silverstone, 2007; Robertson, 2010). While important
empirical work has started to crop up in the field of ”media and morality” (see
e.g. Höijer, 2004; Chouliaraki, 2006; Kyriakidou, 2011; Scott, 2013), more work
needs to be done from the perspective of actual people (as opposed to studies
of the media themselves). Also, studies need to be conducted from a more
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encompassing notion of cosmopolitanism that extends beyond a focus on
potential moral responses to certain mediated content.
Chapter 4, in turn, further addresses the negligence of the media in matters
related to cosmopolitanism by locating cosmopolitanism in wider structures of
thinking within the field of media and communication and related areas of
inquiry. Much of contemporary theorizing on media and cosmopolitanism,
Chapter 4 argues, fall back into utopian celebration of technology originating in
Saint-Simonism and 19th century functionalism. Such ”networks of
universalization”-thinking (Mattelart, 2000) involve the technologically
determinist conflation of the reach of technology, and the conscience – or
moral geographies – of human beings. An opposing structure of thinking
includes critical media sociology and the study of power relations in both media
production and consumption. This paradigm brings to the fore various ”decosmopolitanizing” logics of capitalist media ownership and the socially
stratified character of media consumption. A last paradigm emphasizes the
subtle expansions of the life-world – reality as taken-for-granted in everyday life
- in the contemporary media environment. This chapter stresses the various
ways in which to theorize cosmopolitan agency in relation to media practice.

Study Design, Findings and Conclusions: Chapters 5 - 9
Chapter 5 outlines the study design. Starting from the working definition of
cosmopolitan dispositions presented in Chapter 2, this chapter presents a
”semi-exploratory” approach argued to be able to identify and locate
cosmopolitan dispositions in different spheres of society and in relation to
various media practices. The chapter presents the survey method as the most
relevant way in which to address the present research questions. A web-based
survey was thus distributed to 2 500 respondents in Sweden (the answering rate
was 41 %, n = 1 025).
Chapter 6 addresses the first research question (which types cosmopolitan dispositions
unfold in the outlooks and practices of people?). By way of an exploratory approach
(realized through principal component analyses), this chapter is able to identify
a “general cosmopolitan disposition” in the Swedish sample. Here, analyses also
came to show that the previous analytical definitions of cosmopolitanism
proved to hold valid in the present sample (the division between cultural,
political and moral cosmopolitanisms, as well as the division between
cosmopolitan outlook and cosmopolitan practice). While this chapter seeks to
pave the way for subsequent analyses of the conditions under which various
cosmopolitan dispositions exist, it ushers an important methodological way of
conduct into the field of cosmopolitanism studies – it shows one way in which
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it is possible to identify various manifestations of “actually existing”
cosmopolitanisms in survey research.
In addressing the second research question (in which spheres of society can different
manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions be identified?), Chapter 7 sets out to relate
various cosmopolitan dispositions to various demographical traits. Findings
reveal an association between occupying privileged positions in society and
being endowed with a cosmopolitan disposition. In line with previous research,
frequent international travel, having lived abroad and higher levels of education
associate positively (on levels that are statistically significant) with cosmopolitan
dispositions. Also, gender (woman) and political stance taking emerge as
positively associated with the cosmopolitan disposition. Subjective class and
social origin play indirect roles as they precondition an inclination to travel and
to pursue higher levels of education. This does not imply that people that
happen to occupy privileged positions in society are blessed with a “moral
superiority” (Tomlinson, 1999). Rather, the cultivation of cosmopolitan
dispositions rely on the mobilization of certain resources (such as travelling)
which certain people, because of a stratified society, are more able to do than
others.
Chapter 8 deals with research questions three and four (in what ways are different
patterns of media use and access relating to different manifestations of cosmopolitan
dispositions? and in what ways are different media orientations relating to various
manifestations of cosmopolitan dispositions?). Results indicate that there is no general
category of “the media” operating as a “meta-capital” (Couldry, 2003) of
cosmopolitan socialization. This is emphasized firstly, by the fact that certain
media practices are negatively associated with various cosmopolitan
dispositions, whereas others (such as news consumption, reading blogs and
owning a smartphone) were positively associated. Furthermore, a “global media
orientation”, that is, an individuals’ inclination to approach the contemporary
media landscape as a “technological gateway of connectivity” (Christensen,
2013) is strongly correlated with various cosmopolitan dispositions. This
orientation, in turn, displayed a tendency to belong to the mobile and the well
educated, as well as women and the politically engaged. What is more is that
this orientation preconditions the media practices that are positively associated
with cosmopolitan dispositions (for example, news consumption). All in all,
these results indicate a circular relationship between media practices, a global
media orientation, and various cosmopolitan dispositions. Such results suggest
a conceptual move-away from notions of a “mediated cosmopolitanism”
operating as a counter-force of social stratification (Rantanen, 2005; Herbert &
Black, 2013; see also Poster, 2008). Instead, results imply a “mediatized
cosmopolitanism”, that is, a cosmopolitanism that is connected to the
affordances of the contemporary media landscape, but nonetheless cannot be
understood outside the dynamics of given societal contexts.
Aggregating the findings of the study, Chapter 9 discusses the relationship
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between media and cosmopolitanism as best understood as a mediatized
cosmopolitanism integrated in the dynamics of a given societal context.
Contrary to stressing the need for a “methodological cosmopolitanism” (Beck
& Sznaider, 2006) in understanding contemporary social life and
cosmopolitanisms “from below”, present findings inform the need to study the
global in the local, and to situate cosmopolitanism and its relation to the media
in societal context. One such context is the nation-state. As present results
show, it is in within the confines of the nation-state that certain structures come
to promote cosmopolitan socialization (such as education and civic attitudes).
At same time, it is the dynamics of social stratification of the very same nationstate that come to intervene with the “distribution” of cosmopolitan
dispositions across society. Media practices that provide a growing spectrum of
symbolic resources (Thompson, 1995/2001) that potentially expand our “little
worlds” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2006) are not immune to such dynamics, but
rather intimately embedded in them.
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SAMMANFATTNING

Detta kapitel ger en sammanfattning av avhandlingen på svenska.

Studiens Spännvidd och Premisser: Kapitel 1 – 4
Denna studie intresserar sig för specifika aspekter av det samtida, alltmer
globaliserade och medialiserade (Krotz, 2007) sociala livet. Medan ”världen”
ofta framhävs som sammanlänkad och ömsesidigt beroende på ett globalt plan
har frågor som berör människors förhållningssätt och praktiker i en global värld
inte blivit tillräckligt studerade (Tomlinson, 1999; Szerszynski & Urry, 2002;
Bude & Dürrschmidt, 2010). Sedan mitten av 1990-talet har samhällsvetare
återvänt till begreppet ”kosmopolitism” (där ”kosmopolit” avser
”världsmedborgare”) för att kunna adressera frågor rörande en potentiellt sett
expanderad social föreställningsvärld (Taylor, 2004) som härstammar ur det
sociala livets alltmer ”glokala” karaktär. En betydande del av världens
befolkning lever i medielandskap vari olika mediepraktiker tillåter en expansion
av människors ”små världar” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2006). Potentiellt sett leder
olika ”rum-tid-komprimerande” mediepraktiker till att det samtida sociala livet
blir ”kosmopolitiskt”. Sådana påståenden, argumenterar kapitlet 1, gör sig bäst
som empiriska frågor. Från denna utgångspunkt ställer föreliggande studie fyra
forskningsfrågor:

	
  

-

FF1: Vilka typer av kosmopolitiska dispositioner återfinns i människors
förhållningssätt och praktiker?

-

FF2: I vilka samhällssfärer kan olika kosmopolitiska dispositioner
identifieras?

-

FF3: På vilka sätt relateras olika former av medieanvändning och
medietillgång med olika former av kosmopolitiska dispositioner?

-

FF4: Hur relaterar olika medieorienteringar till olika former av
kosmopolitiska dispositioner?
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Denna studies åtaganden kopplas till två separata, men relaterade, akademiska
fält. För det första kopplas studien till fältet ”cosmopolitanism studies”
(Delanty, 2012; se även Skrbis et al., 2004; Kendall et al., 2009) eftersom den
intresserar sig för hur kosmopolitiska dispositioner manifesteras i människors
förhållningssätt och praktiker, samt i vilka samhällssfärer dessa dispositioner
kan identifieras. Eftersom studien berör relationen mellan olika mediepraktiker
och kosmopolitiska yttringar hör studiens åtaganden, för det andra, hemma i
fälten ”medier och moralitet” och ”medier och kosmopolitism” (Ong, 2009).
Behållningen med att studien tar sin startpunkt i två olika fält är att det tillåter
en nyanserad, dubbelsidig - om man så vill, förståelse för förutsättningarna i
vilka olika kosmopolitiska dispositioner existerar i samhället.
Kapitel 2 följer kosmopolitismen, från dess rötter i Cynisk filosofi, genom sina
yttringar inom stoicismen och upplysningen. Slutligen landar kapitlet en
diskussion kring samtida försök att ”sociologize the discourse of
cosmopolitanism” (Holton, 2002: 158). Det är just dessa senare försök som är
centrala för föreliggande studie, eftersom man här söker beskriva samtida
”internal developmental processes within the social world” (Delanty, 2009: 53).
Inspirerat av de många olika ”teoretiska krav” som läggs på den kosmopolitiska
idealtypen argumenterar kapitlet för en initial definition av en kosmopolitisk
disposition som en världslig öppenhet genom moraliska, politiska och kulturella
dimensioner som manifesteras i människors förhållningssätt och praktiker. Här
menar kapitlet att ett explorativt metodologiskt angreppssätt som startar i en
sådan definition utgör goda premisser för att identifiera och lokalisera ”faktiskt
existerande kosmopolitismer” (Malcomson, 1998. Författarens översättning) i
olika samhällssfärer. Avslutningsvis redogör kapitlet för kontroverserna kring
vart i samhället, dvs hos vilka människor, olika kosmopolitiska element yttrar
sig. Å ena sidan finns de som betonar att kosmopolitismen tenderar att
manifesteras i priviligierade samhällssfärer, och å andra sidan finns det de som
menar att kosmopolitism är något som kan äga rum ”när som helst, vart som
helst” (Delanty, 2009. Författarens översättning). Ett avslutande argument är att
dessa frågor bör hanteras som empiriska frågor.
Kapitel 3 vänder sig till fältet ”cosmopolitanism studies” och dess ignorans
gentemot frågor som berör olika mediepraktiker och dess förhållande till olika
kosmpolitiska dispositioner. Å ena sidan har ”medierna” hållits i skymundan
från analytisk uppmärksamhet, och å andra sidan har de antagits vara ”potenta”
i sin kapacitet att utgöra centrala medverkande krafter i kosmopolitaniseringsprocesser. Vänder man sig till medie- och kommunikationsvetenskapen är det
först det senaste decenniet som frågor av kosmopolitisk karaktär rört sig in mot
centrum, från periferin (se exempelvis Rantanen, 2005; Silverstone, 2007;
Robertson, 2010). Även om viktiga studier genomförts (exempelvis Höijer,
2004; Chouliaraki, 2006; Scott, 2013) så behöver mer göras utifrån ett
perspektiv som sätter människor i fokus, och som arbetar från en mer
omfattande definition som hanterar kosmopolitism som något större än ett
moraliskt förhållningssätt till vissa typer av medierat innehåll.
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Kapitel 4 fortsätter att adressera ignoransen gentemot mediernas roll i frågor
kring kosmopolitism genom att placera den senare i olika tankestrukturer inom
medie- och kommunikationsvetenskap och närliggande fält. Stora delar av den
samtida teoretiseringen kring relationen mellan medier och kosmopolitism,
argumenterar kapitlet, faller tillbaka in i ett utopiskt förhållningssätt gentemot
teknologi som har sitt ursprung i Saint-Simonianism och tidig funktionalism.
Ett sådant ”networks-of-universalization”-tänk (Mattelart, 2000) innebär att
man på ett teknikdeterministiskt sätt blandar ihop teknologins ”räckvidd” med
människors medvetanden och moralens geografi. En alternativ tankemodell
utgörs av kritisk mediesociologi där fokus riktas mot olika maktrelationer i både
medieproduktion och konsumtion. Detta paradigm lyfter fram olika
”avkosmopolitaniserande” logiker i kapitalistiskt medieägande, samt
mediekonsumtionens sociala stratifiering. Ett sista paradigm betonar
möjligheterna kring att det samtida medielandskapet bidrar till en underliggande
och subtil expandering av livsvärlden – verkligheten som vi tar den för given i
vardagslivet.

Studiens Design, Resultat och Slutsatser: Kapitel 5 – 9
Kapitel 5 presenterar studiens design. Genom att ta sin början i den initiala
definitionen av kosmopolitiska dispositioner som presenterades i kapitel 2 så
lägger detta kapitel fram en ”semi-explorativ” ansats. En sådan ansats möjliggör
identifiering och lokalisering av olika kosmopolitiska dispositioner i samhället
och i relation till olika mediepraktiker. Kapitlet presenterar
enkätundersökningen som den mest lämpliga metoden för att besvara sådana
frågor. En web-baserad enkätundersökning var således distribuerad 2 500
respondenter i Sverige (bruttosvarsfrekvensen var 41 %, n = 1 025).
Kapitel 6 vänder sig till den första forskningsfrågan (vilka typer av kosmopolitiska
dispositioner mynnar ut i människors förhållningssätt och praktiker?). Genom en
explorativ ansats (realiserad genom faktoranalys) identifierar kapitlet en
“generell kosmopolitisk disposition” i det svenska urvalet. Analyserna kan
också fastställa att tidigare uppdelningar av kosmopolitiska dispositioner i
mindre beståndsdelar reproduceras i en svensk kontext (uppdelningen mellan
kulturell-, politisk- och moralisk kosmopolitism, samt mellan kosmopolitiskt
förhållningssätt och praktik). Även om detta kapitel främst har i syfte att bana
väg för vidare analyser av förutsättningarna i vilka olika kosmopolitiska
dispostioner existerar, illustrerar analyserna ett sätt genom vilket det är möjligt
att identifiera kosmopolitism “underifrån” i enkätundersökningar.
Kapitel 7 vänder sig till den andra forskningsfrågan (i vilka samhällssfärer
manifesteras olika kosmopolitiska dispositioner?) för att lokalisera olika
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kosmopolitiska dispositioner i relation till olika demografiska variabler.
Resultaten pekar på en tendens att människor i mer priviligierade positioner i
större utsträckning orienteras av en kosmopolitisk disposition. I linje med
tidigare forskning visar sig internationellt resande, erfarenheter av att ha levt
utomlands samt högre utbildning vara statistiskt signifikant kopplade till olika
kosmopolitiska dispositioner. Även kön (kvinna) och politiskt engagemang
kunde kopplas till kosmopolitiska dispositioner. Klass och socialt ursprung
spelar indirekta roller då en “högre” klasstillhörighet utgör en inkörsport till
internationell mobilitet och eftersträvandet av en högre utbildning. Detta
betyder inte att människor som råkar befinna sig i en priviligierad position i
samhället är ”moraliskt överlägsna” (Tomlinson, 1999) andra, utan snarare att
kosmopolitisk kultivering är avhängigt kapaciteten att mobilisera vissa resurser.
I ett stratifierat samhälle har vissa människor denna kapacitet i högre
utsträckning än andra.
Kapitel 8 vänder sig till forskningsfråga 3 och 4 (på vilka sätt relateras olika former
av medieanvändning och medietillgång till olika kosmopolitiska dispositioner, samt hur
relaterar olika medieorienteringar till olika former av kosmopolitiska dispositioner?).
Resultaten visar att medierna inte fungerar som ett ”meta-kapital” (Couldry,
2003) för kosmopolitisk socialisation. Detta synliggörs för det första genom det
faktum att vissa mediepraktiker helt enkelt är negativt associerade med olika
kosmopolitiska dispositioner, medan andra (exempelvis nyhetskonsumtion,
bloggläsning och att äga en smartphone) är positivt korrelerade. Vidare visar sig
en ”global medieorientering” (individers benägenhet att förhålla sig till det
samtida medielandskapet som en portal för global sammanlänkning) vara starkt
korrelerad med olika kosmopolitiska dispositioner. Denna orientering visar sig i
sin tur ha en tendens att tillhöra mer priviligierade positioner i samhället.
Orienteringen visar sig också utgöra en viktig faktor för människors benägenhet
gentemot de mediepraktiker som är förknippade med olika kosmopolitiska
dispositioner. Dessa resultat föreslår ett konceptuellt skifte ifrån föreställningen
om en ”medierad kosmopolitism” som ogiltigförklarar kosmopolitismens
sociala stratifiering (Rantanen, 2005; Herbert & Black, 2013; se även Poster,
2008) till en ”medialiserad kosmopolitism”. Det senare alternativet betonar att
samtida kosmopolitiska dispositioner i hög grad och upprätthålls genom vissa
mediepraktiker, men tillägger att relationen mellan medier och kosmopolitism
måste förstås i relation till en social kontext.
Kapitel 9 slår samman studiens resultat och för diskussionen om en
”medialiserad kosmopolitism” som är integrerad med olika dynamiker inom ett
samhälle vidare. I motsats till att vilja påskynda ett samhällsvetenskapligt skifte
mot en ”metodologisk kosmopolitism” (Beck & Sznaider, 2006) betonar
resultaten från denna studie vikten av att studera och förstå det globala i det
lokala – att kontextualisera olika kosmopolitiska yttringar och dess relation till
olika mediepraktiker i det samhälle vari de existerar. En sådan kontext är
nationalstaten. Resultaten i föreliggande studie visar att det är inom
nationalstatens gränser som vissa strukturer kommer att påskynda en
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kosmopolitisk socialisering (exempelvis utbildningsväsendet och vissa
medborgerliga attityder och värderingar). Samtidigt är det också de dynamiker
av social stratifiering inom samma nationalstat som spelar en viktig roll i
”distribueringen” av olika kosmopolitiska dispositioner i samhället.
Mediepraktiker som bidrar med ett ”växande spektrum av symboliska resurser”
(Thompson, 1995/2001: 262) och potentiellt sett expanderar våra ”små
världar” (Szerszynski & Urry, 2006) är inte immuna mot sådana dynamiker,
utan snarare intimt sammankopplade med dem.
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APPENDIX 1
Survey: “Globalization and the Media”

In this appendix the survey used to collect the empirical material for this study
is presented. It is important to note that since the survey was distributed to a
Swedish population the questions below have been translated from Swedish
into English. Also, the survey was administered and distributed by TNS-Sifo as
part of their web-panel, and as such the layout of the survey was different from
than the one presented below. Selected pictures of the survey as these appeared
to the respondents are attached at the end of this appendix.

Survey
Globalization and the Media
You have been selected to participate in this survey about orientations in a
global world and media habits. The survey takes 8 minutes to complete. Your
participation is anonymous and the results of this survey will only be used for
research purposes.
Part 1 – Orientations in a Global World
Question 1:
Below you will be presented with various statements. Mark on each row the
alternative that best fits your opinion.
Measurement: Scale 1 (“I don’t agree at all”) to 10 (“I completely agree”).
• I contribute to global humanitarian causes (for example, by donations,
voluntary work).
• Other cultures and new, distant places are not interesting to me.
• Generally speaking, I have many contacts in other parts of the world.
• The United Nations (UN) was a failed project from the start.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I avoid being exposed to an international culture.
The world feels big and ungraspable.
The place where I grew up is the place where I feel the most at home.
There are problems in the world that can only be solved by international
cooperation.
All human beings are equally worth and should have the same rights.
I choose “fair trade” groceries over the regular range of groceries.
Immigration enriches Sweden’s cultural life.
Global crises and catastrophes do not engage me.
I can imagine myself living in a developing country for a longer period of
time.
I can imagine myself supporting a child from another part of the world.
I feel that I participate in the world as a whole.
I feel empathy towards exposed and vulnerable people in other parts of
the world.
I am a citizen of the world.
Government aid to developing countries should be reduced in order to
finance our own welfare.

Part 2 – Media and Technology
Question 2:
Below you will find statements regarding media and technologies of
communication. Mark on each row the alternative that best fits your situation.
Measurement: Scale 1 (“I don’t agree at all”) to 10 (“I completely agree”).
Generally, media and technologies of communication…
• …make me experience the world as a smaller place.
• …give me the opportunity to have contact with people and cultures in
other parts of the world.
• …make me badly updated about what is going on in the world.
• …motivate me to travel and meet new people and cultures in other
parts of the world.
• …make me take the initiative to help reduce problems in other parts of
the world.
• …make me feel anxious about the problems that exist in the world.
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Below you will be asked a few questions about your media habits. Please mark
the alternative that best fits your habits.
Question 3a:
On an average day, how much time, in total, do you spend watching TV and
“Play”-channels (such as SVT Play, TV4 Play)?
0 – “No time at all”
2 – “Less than 30 min”
3 – “30 min to 1 hour”
4 – “1 hour to 1 and a half hour”
5 – “1 and a half hour to 2 hours”
6 – “2 hours to 2 and a half hours”
7 – “2 and a half hours to 3 hours”
8 – “More than 3 hours”
97 – “I don’t know”

Question3b:
How much of your TV watching time do you spend on programmes about
societal issues (such as news, foreign affairs, documentaries)?
0 – “No time at all”
2 – “Less than 30 min”
3 – “30 min to 1 hour”
4 – “1 hour to 1 and a half hour”
5 – “1 and a half hour to 2 hours”
6 – “2 hours to 2 and a half hours”
7 – “2 and a half hours to 3 hours”
8 – “More than 3 hours”
97 – “I don’t know”
Question 4a:
On an average day, how much time, in total, do you spend listening to the radio
or “podcasts”?
0 – “No time at all”
2 – “Less than 30 min”
3 – “30 min to 1 hour”
4 – “1 hour to 1 and a half hour”
5 – “1 and a half hour to 2 hours”
6 – “2 hours to 2 and a half hours”
7 – “2 and a half hours to 3 hours”
8 – “More than 3 hours”
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97 – “I don’t know”
Question4b:
How much of your radio or podcast listening time do you spend on
programmes about societal issues (such as news, foreign affairs,
documentaries)?
0 – “No time at all”
2 – “Less than 30 min”
3 – “30 min to 1 hour”
4 – “1 hour to 1 and a half hour”
5 – “1 and a half hour to 2 hours”
6 – “2 hours to 2 and a half hours”
7 – “2 and a half hours to 3 hours”
8 – “More than 3 hours”
97 – “I don’t know”
Question 5:
On an average day, how much time, in total, do you spend reading a newspaper
(either print- or web edition)?
0 – “No time at all”
2 – “Less than 30 min”
3 – “30 min to 1 hour”
4 – “1 hour to 1 and a half hour”
5 – “1 and a half hour to 2 hours”
6 – “2 hours to 2 and a half hours”
7 – “2 and a half hours to 3 hours”
8 – “More than 3 hours”
97 – “I don’t know”
Question 6:
On an average day, how much time, in total, do you spend surfing the Internet?
0 – “No time at all”
2 – “Less than 30 min”
3 – “30 min to 1 hour”
4 – “1 hour to 1 and a half hour”
5 – “1 and a half hour to 2 hours”
6 – “2 hours to 2 and a half hours”
7 – “2 and a half hours to 3 hours”
8 – “More than 3 hours”
97 – “I don’t know”
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Question 7:
Do you have access to the following media?
Measurement: “Yes”/”No”
•
•
•
•
•
•

Internet
Morning paper
Smartphone (for example Iphone, Samsung Galaxy)
Personal computer
“Pad” for reading or surfing (for example Ipad, Ativ Pad)
Gaming console (for example Xbox, Playstation, Nintento)

Question 8:
Which social media platforms are you a member on?
Measurement: “Active member”, “Member but not active”, “Not member”.
•
•
•
•

Facebook
Youtube
Twitter
Instagram

Question 9:
What do your blog-habits look like?
Measurement: “Daily”, “5-6 times a week”, “3-4 times a week”, “1-2 times a
week”, “More seldom”, “Never”.
• How often do you read a blog?
• How often do you blog yourself?
Which kinds of blogs do you read the most? (Measurement: open question).
Question 10:
To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Mark on each row
the alternative that best fits your opinion.
Measurement: Scale 1 (“I don’t agree at all”) to 10 (“I completely agree”)
• New developments in media technology interest me.
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• I belong to those who are among the first in getting the latest media
technology.
• Innovations in information and communication technology involve
improvements for society at large.
Part 3 – Background
Question 11:
Are you a woman or a man? Measurement: “Woman/”Man”.
Question 12:
In which year were you born? Measurement: “Year”.
Question 13:
Which type of education do you have? Mark the alternative that best fits your
highest education.
1 – “Not completed mandatory school”.
2 – “Completed mandatory school”.
3 – “Studies at high school or similar”.
4 – “Certificate from high school or similar”:
5 – “Studies after high school (not university/college)”.
6 – “Studies at university/university college”.
7 – “Degree from university/university college”.
8 – “Studies/degree from research education”.
Question 14:
If you were to describe your current home and the home you grew up in, which
of the following alternatives would fit best?
Current home/Home grew up in:
1 – “Working class home”.
2 – “Farming home”.
3 – “White collar home”.
4 – “Higher white collar home”:
5 – “Entrepreneurial home”.
Question 15:
In which type of area do you live?
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1 – “Big city: centrally”.
2 – “Big city: outskirts/suburb”.
3 – “City or bigger town: centrally”.
4 – “City or bigger town: outskirts”.
5 – “Smaller town”.
6 – “Rural area”.
Question 16:
Political orientations are often placed on a left-right-scale. Where would you
place yourself on such a scale?
1 – “Far to the left”.
2 – “Somewhat to the left”.
3 – “Neither left or right”.
4 – “Somewhat to the right”.
5 – “Far to the right”.
Question 17:
How many times per year do you travel to a country outside the Nordic
countries (“Norden”)?
1 – “I have never been outside the Nordic countries”.
2 – “Never”.
3 – “Between 1-2/year”.
4 – “Between 2-4/year”.
5 – “Between 4-6/year”.
6 - “Between 6-8/year”.
7 - “Between 8-10/year”.
8 - “More than 10/year”.
9 – “I live longer periods outside the Nordic countries every year”.
Question 18:
Are you a Swedish citizen?
1 – “Swedish citizen”.
2 – “Citizen of another country”.
3 – “Dual citizenship – Sweden and another country”.

Question 19:
Where did you, your mother and your father mainly grown up? Mark one
alternative for yourself, one for your mother and one for your father.
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1 – “Rural area in Sweden”.
2 – “Smaller town in Sweden”.
3 – “City or town in Sweden.”
4 – “Stockholm, Gothenburg or Malmö”.
5 – “Another Nordic country”.
6 – “Another European country”.
7 – “Country outside Europe”.
Question 20:
Have you worked or studied abroad?
1 – “No”.
2 – “Yes, for 3 months or less”.
3 – “Yes, between 3 and 6 months”.
4 – “Yes, between 6 months and 1 year”.
5 – “Yes, for more than a year”.
Question 21:
What is your occupation?
1 – “Worker”.
2 – “White collar worker”.
3 – “Own company”.
4 – “Retired”.
5 – “Student”.
6 – “Working at home”.
7 – “On sick leave”.
8 – “Farmer”.
9 – “Other”.
10 – “Unemployed”.
11 – “Don’t know”.
Question 22:
Did you work/are you working in public or private employment?
1 – “State”
2 – “Municipality”.
3 – “Region” (County Council)
4 – “Private”
5 – “Non-profit organization or foundation”
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Selected pictures of the survey as presented to respondents
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APPENDIX 2
Summarized Scales

In this appendix the scales created for the analyses in this study are presented in
detail. The scales were created by computation using the formula (Item 1+Item
2…+ Item N)/N of items in order to harmonize them for comparison (1-10).
Figure A2-1

General Cosmopolitan Disposition Scale

Comment: Cronbach’s alpha = .83. PCA on all variables is presented in Chapter 6 (Table 8).
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Cosmopolitan Practice Scale
Table A2-1

Cosmopolitan Practice Items (PCA)
Component 1
Contributing to humanitarian causes

.690

“Fair trade” consumption

.707

Imagine living in developing country

.585

Imagine supporting child in another part of the
world

.734

Support state in contributing to humanitarian
.669
causes
Comment: One component extracted in PCA. Reliability analysis: Cronbach’s alpha = .71.

	
  
	
  
	
  

Figure A2-2
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Cosmopolitan Outlook Scale
Table A2-2

Cosmopolitan Outlook Items (PCA)
Component 1
Immigration enriches cultural life

.749

Feeling of participation in the world as a whole

.723

Empathy for “distant sufferers”

.753

Citizen of the world

.797

Interest in distant places and cultures

.521

Engaged in global crises and catastrophes
.613
Comment: One component extracted in PCA. Reliability analysis: Cronbach’s alpha = .79.

Figure A2-3

Cosmopolitan Outlook Scale
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Moral Cosmopolitanism Scale
Table A2-3

Moral Cosmopolitanism Items (PCA)
Component 1
Contributing humanitarian to causes

.617

“Fair trade” consumption

.649

Human beings are equal in dignity and rights

.590

Imagine supporting child in another part of the
world

.682

Support state in contributing to humanitarian
causes

.710

Empathy for “distant sufferers”

.786

Engaged in global crises and catastrophes

.622

Comment: One component extracted in PCA. Reliability analysis: Cronbach’s alpha = .79.

Figure A2-4
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Political Cosmopolitanism Scale
Table A2-4

Political Cosmopolitanism Items (PCA)
Component 1
International political cooperation necessary

.504

“Fair trade” consumption

.658

Feeling of participation in the world as a whole

.772

Citizen of the world

.772

Support state in contributing to humanitarian
causes

.622

Comment: One component extracted in PCA. Reliability analysis: Cronbach’s alpha = .69.

	
  
	
  
	
  

Figure A2-5
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Cultural Cosmopolitanism Scale
Table A2-5

Cultural Cosmopolitanism Items (PCA)
Component 1
Generally many contacts abroad

.476

Immigration enriches cultural life

.725

Interest in international culture

.702

Citizen of the world

.736

Interest in distant places and cultures

.682

Comment: One component extracted in PCA. Reliability analysis: Cronbach’s alpha = .69.

	
  

Figure A2-6
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Global Media Orientation Scale
Table A2-6

Global Media Orientation Items (PCA)
Media and technologies of communication…

Component 1

…make me experience the world as a smaller
place

.606

…put me in contact with peoples and cultures in
other parts of the world

.790

…motivate me to travel to meet people and
cultures in other parts of the world

.762

…make me take initiative to help to overcome
problems in other countries

.720

…make me feel uncomfortable
problems that exist in the world

.502

over

the

Comment: One component extracted in PCA. Reliability analysis: Cronbach’s alpha = .70.

	
  
	
  
	
  

Figure A2-7

Global Media Orientation Scale
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APPENDIX 3
Complimentary Analyses

This appendix presents analyses necessary for contextualizing the relationship
between different demographic traits (making up larger “spheres of society”),
media practices (including media use/access and media orientations) and
cosmopolitan dispositions. The appendix uses basic bivariate modes of analysis
to study the extent to which the predictors (two forms of mobility and political
stance taking) of cosmopolitan dispositions are themselves influenced by
various positional characteristics (gender, education, age, subjective class and
residential patterns). Finally, social mobility and inclination to pursue higher
levels of education are analyzed in relation to the role of social origin.
Living Abroad by Gender, Education, Age, Subjective Class and
Residential Patterns
Table A3-1

Living Abroad by Gender. Percentages (Frequencies in Parenthesis)
Have not lived
abroad
Have lived
abroad

Woman
72 %
(367)

Man
67 %
(347)

28 %
(141)

33 %
(170)

Total

100 %
100 %
(508)
(517)
2
Comment: Chi -test indicated that the relationship is not statistically significant (p = 0,07)

Table A3-2

Living Abroad by Education. Percentages (Frequencies in Parenthesis)

Have not lived
abroad

Low
87 %
(79)

Mid-low
80 %
(259)

Mid-high
67 %
(183)

High
57 %
(188)

Have lived
abroad

13 %
(12)

20 %
(66)

33 %
(92)

43 %
(140)

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(91)
(325)
(280)
(328)
Comment: Tau-C-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000). Tau-C
value = 0,23 indicates that mobility increases with level of education.
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Table A3-3

Living Abroad by Age. Percentages (Frequencies in Parenthesis)

Have not lived
abroad

18-29
76 %
(180)

30-49
67 %
(218)

50-64
74 %
(166)

65-79
63 %
(150)

Have lived
abroad

24 %
(57)

33 %
(108)

26 %
(59)

37 %
(87)

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(237)
(326)
(225)
(237)
Comment: Tau-C-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,05). Tau-C value
= 0,07 indicates a weak connection between high age and mobility.

Table A3-4

Living Abroad by Subjective Class. Percentages (Frequencies in Parenthesis)
Blue-collar
workers

Entrepreneurs

White-collar
workers

Have not lived
abroad

78 %
(248)

66 %
(71)

66 %
(395)

Have lived abroad

22 %
(71)

34 %
(37)

34 %
(203)

Total

100 %
(319)

100 %
(108)

100 %
(598)

Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,01).
Cramer’s V value = 0,12 indicates an association between the variables.

Table A3-5

Have not
lived
abroad
Have lived
abroad

Living Abroad by Residential Pattern. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)
Big city:
centrally
54 %
(67)

Big city:
suburb/outskirts
66 %
(132)

City:
centrally
74 %
(151)

City:
outskirts
81 %
(146)

Smaller
town
70 %
(143)

Rural
area
66 %
(76)

46 %
(57)

34 %
(68)

26 %
(52)

19 %
(35)

30 %
(60)

34 %
(39)

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(124)
(200)
(203)
(181)
(203)
(115)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000).
Cramer’s V value = 0,17 indicates an association between the variables.
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Travelling Outside the Nordic Area by Gender, Education, Age,
Subjective Class and Residential Patterns
Table A3-6

Travel Outside Nordic Area by Gender. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)
Woman
21 %
(108)

Man
23 %
(118)

1-2 times/year

61 %
(312)

56 %
(290)

>2 times/year

17 %
(88)

21 %
(110)

Never been outside
Nordic countries/Do
not travel

Total

100 %
100 %
(508)
(518)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is not statistically significant (p = 0,166).

Table A3-7

Travel Outside Nordic Area by Education. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)

	
  
Never been
outside Nordic
countries/Do not
travel
	
  
1-2 times/year
	
  
>2 times/year

Low	
  
37 %
(34)

Mid-low	
  
27 %
(87)

Mid-high	
  
24 %
(67)

High	
  
12 %
(38)

55 %
(51)

59 %
(192)

54 %
(153)

63 %
(206)

8%
(7)

14 %
(47)

22 %
(61)

25 %
(83)

	
  
Total	
  

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(92)
(326)
(281)
(327)
Comment: Tau-C-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000). Tau-C
value = 0,17 indicates a connection between high education and mobility.
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Table A3-8

Travel Outside Nordic Area by Age. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)

	
  
Never been
outside Nordic
countries/Do not
travel
	
  
1-2 times/year
	
  
>2 times/year

18-29	
  
22 %
(52)

30-49	
  
21 %
(67)

50-64	
  
23 %
(52)

65-79	
  
23 %
(54)

63 %
(149)

61 %
(198)

58 %
(131)

52 %
(124)

15 %
(36)

19 %
(60)

19 %
(43)

25 %
(59)

	
  
Total	
  

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(237)
(325)
(226)
(237)
Comment: Tau-C-test indicated that the relationship is not statistically significant (p = 0,213).

	
  
	
  

Table A3-9

Travel Outside Nordic Area by Subjective Class. Percentages (Frequencies
in Parenthesis)
	
  
Never been
outside Nordic
countries/Do not
travel
	
  
1-2 times/year
	
  
>2 times/year

Blue-collar
workers	
  
35 %
(111)

Entrepreneurs	
  
17 %
(18)

White-collar
workers	
  
16 %
(97)

54 %
(171)

60 %
(65)

61 %
(366)

12 %
(37)

23 %
(25)

23 %
(135)

	
  
Total	
  

100 %
100 %
100 %
(319)
(108)
(598)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000).
Cramer’s V value = 0,16 indicates an association between the variables.
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Table A3-10 Travel Outside Nordic Area by Residential Pattern. Percentages
(Frequencies in Parenthesis)
	
  
	
  
Big city:
centrally
Never been
outside Nordic
countries/Do not
travel

9%
(11)

Big city:
Suburb,
outskirts
15 %
(29)

City:
centrally

City:
outskirts

Smaller
town

Rural
area

20 %
(40)

30 %
(55)

25 %
(51)

34 %
(39)

1-2 times/year

59 %
(72)

58 %
(116)

63 %
(128)

58 %
(104)

59 %
(120)

53 %
(60)

>2 times/year

33 %
(40)

27 %
(54)

17 %
(34)

12 %
(22)

16 %
(32)

13 %
(15)

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(123)
(199)
(202)
(181)
(203)
(114)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000).
Cramer’s V value = 0,17 indicates an association between the variables.

	
  
	
  

Political Orientations by Gender, Education, Age, Subjective Class and
Residential Patterns
	
  
	
  

Table A3-11 Political Orientation by Gender. Percentages (Frequencies in Parenthesis)
Woman
36 %
(184)

Man
31 %
(160)

Neutral

25 %
(129)

23 %
(120)

Right

38 %
(195)

46 %
(237)

Left

Total

100 %
100 %
(508)
(517)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,05).
Cramer’s V value = 0,08 indicates a weak association between the variables.
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Table A3-12 Political Orientation by Education. Percentages (Frequencies in Parenthesis)
Low
33 %
(30)

Mid-low
35 %
(114)

Mid-high
31 %
(87)

High
34 %
(113)

Neutral

39 %
(35)

26 %
(84)

25 %
(71)

18 %
(60)

Right

29 %
(26)

39 %
(127)

44 %
(122)

47 %
(156)

Left

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(91)
(325)
(280)
(329)
Comment: Tau-C-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,04). Tau-C value
= 0,06 indicates a weak connection between education and political orientation.

Table A3-13 Political Orientation by Age. Percentages (Frequencies in Parenthesis)
18-29
27 %
(64)

30-49
35 %
(113)

50-64
40 %
(90)

65-79
33 %
(77)

Neutral

33 %
(79)

25 %
(81)

24 %
(55)

14 %
(34)

Right

40 %
(94)

41 %
(132)

36 %
(80)

53 %
(126)

Left

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(237)
(326)
(225)
(237)
Comment: Tau-C-test indicated that the relationship is not statistically significant (p = 0,564).

Table A3-14 Political Orientation by Subjective Class. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)
Blue-collar
workers

Entrepreneurs

Left

41 %
(130)

20 %
(22)

Whitecollar
workers
32 %
(192)

Neutral

34 %
(109)

19 %
(21)

20 %
(119)

Right

25 %
(80)

60 %
(65)

48 %
(287)

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
(319)
(108)
(598)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000).
Cramer’s V value = 0,18 indicates an association between the variables.
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Table A3-15 Political Orientation by Residential Pattern. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)
Big city:
centrally
Left

38 %
(47)

Big city:
Suburb,
outskirts
29 %
(58)

City:
centrally

City:
outskirts

Smaller
town

Rural
area

39 %
(79)

33 %
(59)

32 %
(64)

32 %
(37)

Neutral

22 %
(27)

17 %
(34)

27 %
(55)

26 %
(47)

27 %
(55)

26 %
(30)

Right

40 %
(49)

54 %
(107)

34 %
(68)

41 %
(75)

41 %
(84)

42 %
(48)

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
100 %
(123)
(199)
(202)
(181)
(203)
(115)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,025).
Cramer’s V value = 0,10 indicates an association between the variables.

The Role of Social Origin
Table A3-16 Level of Education by Social Origin. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)
	
  
Low
	
  
	
  
Mid-low
	
  
Mid-high
	
  
High

Blue-collar
workers	
  
12 %
(68)

Entrepreneurs	
  
8%
(7)

White-collar
workers	
  
5%
(17)

37 %
(219)

25 %
(23)

24 %
(83)

25 %
(147)

27 %
(25)

32 %
(109)

27 %
(157)

41 %
(38)

39 %
(133)

Total

100 %
100 %
100 %
(591)
(93)
(342)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000).
Cramer’s V value = 0,14 indicates an association between the variables.
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Table A3-17 Subjective class (current) by social origin. Percentages (Frequencies in
Parenthesis)

Subjective class
(current)

Grew up in…
…blue-collar
worker home
44 %
(252)

…entrepreneurial
home
13 %
(12)

…white-collar
worker home
15 %
(50)

Entrepreneur

8%
(45)

30 %
(28)

10 %
(35)

White-collar
worker

49 %
(288)

57 %
(52)

75 %
(258)

Blue-collar
worker

Total

100
100
100
(590)
(343)
(92)
Comment: Cramer’s V-test indicated that the relationship is statistically significant (p = 0,000).
Cramer’s V value = 0,26 indicates an association between the variables.

Analysis
A number of conclusions are to be drawn from the analyses above, all of them
relevant in any attempt at understanding the wider conditions under which
various cosmopolitan dispositions can be identified. Firstly, high levels of
education, white-collar, and entrepreneurial classes (in relation to workers and
farmers) as well as (big) city dwelling are associated with having lived abroad
(Tables A1-A5). Education displays the strongest association: 43 % of people
with “high” levels of education have lived abroad compared to 13 % amongst
those with the lowest education levels. Theoretically, such results should not be
a surprise as it is reasonable to assume that those endowed with higher levels of
economic, social and cultural forms of capital have greater possibilities for
international travel (cf. Bourdieu, 1979/1984). In these spheres of society,
travelling has become a capital in itself, thus included in the social reproduction
of those classes (as argued in different ways by Rofe, 2003; Kaufmann et al.,
2004; Urry, 2007; Weenink, 2008; Kennedy, 2010; Bühlmann et al., 2013).
These findings largely reproduce patterns displayed in previous representative
studies of Sweden (Gustafsson, 2009; Weibull, 2013b). However, age, usually
associated with travelling and various forms of mobilities (ibid) in the sense that
young people are expected to travel more, did not indicate any strong
associations with travelling. Likewise, gender was not associated with having
lived abroad.
Secondly, turning to the frequency of international travel outside the Nordic
countries the same patterns are reproduced (Tables A6-10). Education, class
and city dwelling emerge as associated linked to international travel, whereas
gender and age remain non-significant. For instance, 25 % of people with
“high” education travel outside the Nordic region more than two times per
year, whereas only 8 % of those with the lowest education do. Similarly, 23 %
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of the people in the entrepreneurial and white-collar classes go outside the
Nordic region more than twice a year. This rate is reduced by almost half when
compared to the farmer- and working classes (12 %) (cf. Gustafsson, 2009;
Weibull, 2013b). This is explained not only by the obvious fact regarding less
financial resources amongst blue-collar workers, but also by the above
discussion regarding the inclination and predisposition for mobility amongst
those occupying more privileged positions in society (in this sense, choosing to
travel also becomes, to a certain extent, a matter of priority). Big-city dwellers
distinguish themselves from others as around 30 % of them leave the Nordic
region more than twice a year whereas people living in other areas display
numbers between 12 % and 17 % in this category of travel. Gender remains
non-significant.
Thirdly, political orientations were associated with gender, education, subjective
class, and residential patterns (Tables A11-A15). In reproducing a traditional
pattern the results indicate that historically men tend to lean slightly more
towards the political right compared to women in Sweden (Holmberg &
Oscarsson, 2004). The same goes for age: older people tend to vote to the right
(ibid). No clear patterns emerge in relation to education except the interesting
fact that it is among people with “low” education that political neutrality (in the
sense that a person is neither leaning to the political left or the political right) is
the most common (39 %). This resonates with the fact that 34 % of the farmer
and working class people display political neutrality. This implies that people
occupying higher positions in society (class and education) are more likely to
assume a political position compared to those occupying lower positions. No
clear pattern emerges in relation to residential patterns.
Lastly, it is necessary to comment on the social stratification of the inclination
to pursue higher levels of education. The reason for this is, not only that
education has emerged as an important predictor of cosmopolitan dispositions,
but also of mobility and the extent to which people assume a political position.
Here (Table A16), it was found that the level of education was statistically
significantly associated with social origin: people from “entrepreneurial” or
white-collar backgrounds are more likely to pursue higher levels of education
(39 % and 41 % respectively). In contrast, 27 % of people from blue-collar
backgrounds did pursue high levels of education (cf. Bourdieu, 1979/1984;
1997; see also Igarashi & Saito, 2014). Furthermore, social origin was
significantly related to subjective class (Table A17). While a general tendency of
social mobility is observed as most people today are white-collar workers and a
only a small share of people move “downward” (< 15 %), it is evident that a
pattern of social reproduction exists parallel to this process (cf. ibid). For
example, 44 % of those who grew up in a “blue-collar home” have remained
blue-collar workers in their current condition (this means, in effect, that 81 %
of the current blue-collar classes originate in this segment of society). Among
those growing up in “entrepreneurial homes” 30 % have remained
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“entrepreneurs” and 75 % of those growing up in “white-collar” homes have
themselves become part of this segment of society.
Taken together, these results inform the present study in the sense that they
connect important predictors of cosmopolitan dispositions – mobility and
political stance taking – to wider structural characteristics pertaining to Swedish
society. This allows understanding cosmopolitanism as integral to society as a
whole rather than solely in relation to various mobility, political orientations or
various media practices.
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Cosmopolitanism in a Mediatized World
In many ways the contemporary media landscape invites us to experience
a belonging to many places at the same time, mourn the victims of faraway
tragedies, expose ourselves to foreign cultures and engage in political issues in
places far from our local context of living. In other words, we are invited to
become citizens of the world - cosmopolitans. But are we? And if so, how is such
cosmopolitanism expressed in a given society, under what social conditions, and
in relation to what media practices?
Contemporary social theory depicts a global, or cosmopolitan mode of orienting
in the world as paradigmatic for social life in global modernity. To date, little is
known about the structural realities of such orientations. By means of a national
survey deployed in Sweden, this study seeks to tease out the conditions under
which cosmopolitan outlooks and practices become manifest in society. Findings
suggest that the distribution of various cosmopolitan dispositions in society
complies with logics of social stratification. Being “connected” and simply living
in a potentially global media landscape does not nullify this pattern. Media are
both gateways of connectivity and tools for maintaining sedentary lifestyles.
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