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Cosmopolis
An Introduction

Mike Featherstone

IN THE recent phase of globalization in the wake of expanding marketi-
zation and reactive nationalisms, there has been a revival of interest in
cosmopolitanism.1 For some, the term holds out the prospect of global

democratization along with the hope that cosmopolitan groups will be in the
forefront of establishing values, institutions and lifestyles which are less
directly embedded within nation-state societies. For others, the cosmo-
politan is a figure to be reviled as it has become associated with ‘the revolt
of the elites’, the inability of upper and middle class groups to sustain a
sense of responsibility towards the growing numbers of the excluded around
the world. These mobile elites, who enjoy the freedom of physical movement
and communication, stand in stark contrast to those who are confined to
place, whose fate is to remain located (Lasch, 1996; see also Bauman, 2000;
Featherstone, 2000a, 2001; Urry, 2000).

Equally harsh in its judgement of cosmopolitanism is the perspective
which presents the cosmopolitan as dabbling rootlessly in a variety of
cultures. This view of the cosmopolitan as voyeur, parasite, or some sort of
cultural tourist again emphasizes this incapacity to form lasting attachments
and commitments to place and others, the inability to participate in a com-
munity for which one feels obliged to make sacrifices. This restless pursuit
of experience, aesthetic sensations and novelty, over duties, obligations and
social bonds, is allegedly something which best fits anglophone societies
such as the United States and Britain, in which the market values of the
trader, who looks, deals and moves on, are often seen to be key formative
features of the current world-view (See Featherstone, 1995, ch. 8).

This raises two related questions. First, the extent to which cosmo-
politan dispositions are closely associated with cities. Cities have long been
the sites for markets and the mixing of people, commodities, ideas and
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cultures. They have been the homes of a wide range of intellectual
and artistic social and cultural movements and institutions. Second, if
cosmopolitanism in the arts was associated with modernism in cities such
as Paris, London and New York, which have now become centres of cultural
heritage tourism, how far do more recently developed global cities such as
São Paulo, Singapore and Mumbai/Bombay manifest similar processes of
transnational cultural exchange and mixing? This points to a more funda-
mental question: while cosmopolitanism may well be a Western project and
projection, how far have varieties of cosmopolitanism avant la lettre been
present outside the West? What equivalent forms of cosmopolitan experi-
ences, practices, representations and carrier groups developed, for example,
in China, Japan, India and the Islamic world?2 What were the character-
istic forms of civility and civic virtues, urbanity and urbane conduct, and
how were notions of travel, exploration and cultural innovation valued?

The attempt to think around the answers to these questions makes us
aware that we should endeavour to understand cosmopolitanism in the
plural (Pollock et al., 2000). In addition, we need to do so in a way which
emphasizes the long histories of interconnection between Europe, Asia and
Africa, and not just see separate civilizational blocs. It has been well argued
that the flows of goods, technologies, people and ideas can be traced back
several millennia in the nascent world system (see Gunder Frank, 1998).
This further suggests we should not just focus on the cosmopolitan experi-
ences of global elites, or the artists, intellectuals and tourists from the West,
but focus on working-class cosmopolitan migrants who can be seen as
equally able to generate cosmopolitan perceptions. Pnina Werbner (1999)
has develop this position and argues against the presentation of migrant
workers as essentially locals, who take their culture with them and seek to
minimize cosmopolitan encounters in favour of ‘home plus’ (Hannerz, 1990).
For Werbner we can speak of working-class cosmopolitanism, those who
develop a knowledge and openness to other cultures, in a similar process,
but with different cultural hybrid results, to those evolved by elite groups.
The British Pakistani community, she argues, is a transnational community
who engage in a complex traffic in ‘objects-persons-places-sentiments’,
along with an ‘openness to strangers and strangerhood or difference’ which
is equally cosmopolitan (Werbner, 1999: 26).

If we look at the origin of the term cosmopolis, it refers to the links
between cosmos, the order of nature or the universe, and polis, the order of
human society (Toulmin, 1990). While many cultures have assumed there
is a direct link between the order of nature and the order of society, the
dream of western modernity was that science and technology would eventu-
ally discover and exploit the principal forms of order at work in both realms.
Technology would implement these findings to tame and control both
external nature and the inner nature and social life of human beings. Yet
the tragic or dark side of modernity emphasized the sacrifice of all previ-
ously existing forms of order through the pursuit of progress. At the start of
a new millennium, we are only too well aware of the dangers and risks of
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this process, of the finitude of nature as a living space for human beings
and other life forms, along with the seeming infinitude of our potential to
develop culture, to weave narratives around this process. The cosmopolitan
was meant to be someone who in principle could know everything, who
would learn how best to act from the accumulation of knowledge. Yet this
technological potential for the archiving and data-basing of cultures does
not offer any easy recipes for how to make adequate practical judgements,
especially when we globalize the scope of our actions beyond the site of our
accustomed set of identifications (Featherstone, 2000b).

In terms of western notions of practice, the cosmopolitan political ideal
derives from the Kantian tradition and entails some notion of a polis extend-
ing around the globe. This ultimately implies some form of world state, or
federation of states, which would involve the development of cosmopolitan
or supra-national law and forms of citizenship and governance. The com-
patibility of this vision with the continuing impact of global marketization,
along with the de-globalizing reactions of identity politics and balkaniza-
tion, and the persistence of civilizational and cultural traditions, is an open
question. At the very least if global democratization is to move forward it
can be argued that it must not merely be the project of a western centre,
but become gradually assembled from a range of cross-cultural dialogues.
For some the danger is that cosmopolitan democracy and global governance
can be seen as just an extension of the Enlightenment’s Eurocentric
humanism, retaining much of its sense of self-importance and universalis-
tic authority (see Held, 1995). For others, the answer is to focus on the
potential to develop a different form of ‘planetary humanism’, which is sen-
sitive to the particularities of cultures and opposed to the authorization of
‘the permanent state of emergency’ type of interventions we have seen in
Kosovo and Afghanistan (see Gilroy, 2000).

*****

Many of these issues have been central to the work of Ulrich Beck, who is
well known for his writings on risk society and reflexive modernity. More
recently, in focusing on the global dimension of these processes, he has
examined the implications for sociology and suggested we need to re-
theorize our basic conceptual repertoire for social life. Beck has endeav-
oured to spell out a new ‘cosmopolitan manifesto’, and think through what
a cosmopolitan sociology could be (Beck, 1999; Boyne, 2001; see also Beck
and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002).

In his contribution to this collection, ‘The Cosmopolitan Society and its
Enemies’, Ulrich Beck highlights the process of cosmopolitanization. He sees
this as a methodological concept which provides an alternative image of
social life, one which seeks to comprehend the otherness of nature, other
civilizations and other modernities. Something which attempts to take us
beyond the limitations of ‘methodological nationalism’ with its exclusion of
‘the otherness of the other’. A cosmopolitan sociology, he argues, has to move
beyond the nation-state society seen as the power container of social
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processes and beyond the dualism between the nation-state and the inter-
national. For Beck, many of our normal social science concepts are becoming
empty ‘zombie’ categories, which fail to account for the ways in which notions
of class, power, democratization and justice are becoming reformed. We
need to be aware that cosmopolitan sensibilities are not just something
taking place ‘out there’, generated through greater global mobility and inter-
connectedness; rather, we need to consider cosmopolitanism ‘from within’.

This process of cosmopolitanization, whereby national identifications
are undermined, means that items which make up the fabric of our everyday
lives, elements as diverse as food and memory, can no longer be located
locally. Cosmopolitanization entails new ways of doing business and
working, new forms of identity and politics, new forms of everyday life, time
and space, new forms of sociability. Beck argues that we need an epistemo-
logical shift to correspond to this ontological shift. We need to rethink the
concept of society now that our sphere of experience is glocal (‘our roots are
our antennae’). A cosmopolitan sociology needs to investigate the ‘imagined
presence’ of distant others and distant worlds. This not only deterritorial-
izes our accustomed forms of identity and decision-making, but class and
power too. We have to learn to conceptualize class struggle in terms of a
two-frames-of-reference game: not only do the mobile deterritorialized
middle class have to learn how to act loyally in terms of both global corpor-
ate goals and local interests, but migrant workers who work in the West and
are active in their home country politics also have to learn how to operate
in two frames of reference.

At the same time, for Beck, cosmopolitanism produces a number of
dilemmas. There is the universalist–pluralist dilemma: is cosmopolitanism
single or multiple? For Beck the central characteristic of cosmopolitanism
is the dialogical imagination, the capacity to explore creatively the contra-
dictions within and between cultures. This clashing of cultures within our
own lives increases self-reflexivity and makes us aware of a global sphere
of responsibility. Cosmopolitan values, then, appeal to a higher amorality.
There is also the international law–human rights dilemma. Human rights
would seem to be the civic religion of cosmopolis, but it can easily turn into
a military humanism, as in the case of the Kosovo war. Cosmopolitanism
has to face the ethnic globalization paradox, the demands of an expanding
set of minorities for rights on the global stage. This entails finding ways of
steering between ethnic nationalism and neo-liberal versions of democratic
authoritarianism.

Bryan Turner in his piece ‘Cosmopolitan Virtue, Globalization and
Patriotism’ explores an interesting twist in this argument to suggest that
cosmopolitanism need not be based on a colourless ‘amorality’ which seeks
to move beyond values, and a commitment to patriotism should not be seen
as an impediment. Introducing the notion of cosmopolitan virtue, he argues
that this involves both respect for other cultures and an ironic stance
towards one’s own. Turner’s starting point is citizenship theory and the
paucity of substantive content to attempts to think citizenship above the
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nation-state level. Discussions of global governance and global citizenship
frequently base their analysis on the extension of human rights discourse,
seen as akin to a new global religion capable of binding humanity together.
Yet such discussions tend often to side-step the related question of human
obligations. Turner wants to explore questions of human rights obligations
conceived as ‘cosmopolitan virtue’. He points out that the notion of global
citizenship, ‘being a citizen of the world’, has long been part of utopian
imagery and the democratic thinking that can be traced back to the attempts
to outline a vision of a world community (Augustine, Kant and Goethe et
al.). But if global citizenship is to emerge, Turner argues, we need to not
only think about global rights, but how to evolve a language of obligation
and virtue. To do this we need to recover the republican tradition which
sought to maintain a distinction between love of country (patriotism) and
respect for the state (nationalism). Following Mazzini, we should acknow-
ledge that love of one’s own country is not incompatible with commitment
to humanity. Yet while patriotism has a more immediate and tangible soli-
darity with place, this should not be taken to rule out a love for other places.
Love of country should be seen as a preparation for love of others. Hence
when we are asked the question ‘what are the obligations of a global
citizen?’, the answer is a respect for other cultures.

This respect for the cultural diversity of the global community is a
cosmopolitan virtue. Turner highlights irony as an important part of this
process. Irony is only possible if one has had some prior emotional com-
mitment; patriotism, with its commitment to place, is hence seen as com-
patible with the capacity for ironic distance. Modern cosmopolitanism is
associated with the effects of globalization processes, including the growth
of forms of multiple and quasi-citizenship, multiculturalism and cultural
hybridity. To live in these transient global political communities and interact
amongst a world of strangers, he holds, requires not only sensitivity and
flexibility, but irony and reflexivity, which means the capacity for constant
scrutiny and revision of one’s own perspectives. In the face of a globally
fragmented culture and complacent relativism, Turner argues, we need a
greater sense of human vulnerability that is capable of generating a set of
cosmopolitanism virtues which involve care for other cultures and ironic
distance from one’s own traditions. If there is now widespread acceptance
of the importance of human rights, then we need to accept the moral and
cultural obligations that underpin those rights.

Couze Venn in his contribution to this collection, ‘Altered States: Post-
Enlightenment Cosmopolitanism and Transmodern Socialities’, explores the
links between cosmopolitanism, hospitality and an ethics of responsibility,
which can take us beyond the limits of Enlightenment notions of citizen-
ship. Cosmopolitanism developed alongside colonialism, with the latter pro-
viding the key opportunity for realizing the Enlightenment’s vision of
modernity as a world transforming project. Colonialism provided the basis
for a re-classification of knowledge along with the impetus for the hom-
ogenization and transformation of other cultures to produce a Eurocentric
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cosmopolitan culture. The new cosmopolitan perspective increasingly
became pursued within the framework of the extension of nation-state gov-
ernmentality to the colonies, legitimated by notions of the West’s moral duty
to pursue a civilizing mission. The administrative and technological
systems, along with the implantation of a westernized civic space, provided
the basis for the development of cosmopolitan sensibilities. Yet this form of
cosmopolitanism became weakened with the fragility of the nation-state as
the basis for recognition in the emergent world of flows and neo-liberal
deregulation, associated with 20th century globalization.

This is the context for Venn to introduce a discussion of Derrida’s (2001)
attempt to rethink cosmopolitanism. Derrida points out that philosophy
emerged in the 18th century as the discourse associated with the questions
of the universality of rights in relation to a particular (Enlightenment)
humanism. This suggests, as Venn elaborates, that ‘The right of philosophy
from the cosmopolitical point of view is consequently the right to interrogate
international institutions on the question of their responsibility with regard
to human rights and universal history.’ This is a problem which today can no
longer be seen as a European one, or one which can be framed within the
logic of the nation-state. The difficulty has been that for too long the cosmo-
politan dream of the Enlightenment has combined a ‘narrative of progress,
constructed in terms of the victory of reason, with a universal history of the
human species, refigured as the teleological destiny of Europe’. We need,
then, not only to recognize the Eurocentricism of this process, but to recog-
nize that philosophy has always been hybrid and polyglot and drawn from
and grafted onto vernacular forms. Postcolonial theory recognizes too that
modernity is also hybrid and polyglot and grafted onto vernacular cultures.
It seeks to establish a non-Eurocentric model of cosmopolitanism which goes
beyond the hegemonic discourses based on the model of colonialism and
points towards the need to rethink the ethical basis of new forms of sociality.

Mustafa Dikeç, in his contribution ‘Pera Peras Poros: Longings for
Spaces of Hospitality’, continues the discussion of the theme of hospitality
raised by Couze Venn. To think about hospitality raises questions of
openings and recognition: making openings across boundaries and forming
giving spaces for strangers which make possible the mutuality of recog-
nition.3 Hospitality involves an asymmetrical social relationship, as we seek
to honour our guests and at the same time keep them at a distance. Yet as
Derrida (1999) points out, when we start we do not know what hospitality
is, as it is an experience beyond objective knowing directed to the other as
an absolute stranger. The challenge is to find a way between the general law
of hospitality, which is held to be unconditional, and the limited operative
laws which exist in the relations between states. This tension is central to
Kant’s discussion in ‘Perpetual Peace’ (1970[1795]), where hospitality looks
like it is a natural right, when in actuality it is dependent on inter-state
agreements. Hospitality, then, for Kant is regulated through the agreements
between states and acknowledges the exclusionary right of the host, for the
stranger can always be turned away. Here Dikeç mentions Kant’s remark
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that the stranger ‘cannot claim the right of a guest (residence)’ but only ‘a
right of resort (visit)’. The visit amounts to ‘the idea of passage, of the tran-
sitory, of the short period’ and does not involve residence, the establishment
of a home: constructing a habitus and secure dwelling. Hospitality, then, for
Kant is a limited condition, granting only the right of temporary sojourn,
and can be applied to citizens of states only.

Dikeç argues that we need to go beyond the Kantian tradition and
explore the ways in which hospitality is not simply a right but a sensibility
which can be developed in social relationships and interactions. Recog-
nition is central to this process and must be seen as something which is
stronger than tolerance, with its more passive stance of mutual non-
interference. It implies the act of engaging with and having reverence for
the stranger, in contrast to much of the current practice towards guest
workers, migrants and refugees we find around the world. Perhaps, as
Benhabib (1998:108) remarks, ‘democracies should be judged not only by
how they treat their members, but by how they treat their strangers’.

This suggests a move beyond the preconceived duality of host and
guest to a recognition that they are mutually constitutive – something which
Dikeç suggests should lead to a solidarity with strangers, an acceptance of
the political challenge of those who resist categorization. Instead of valuing
the immigrant for what he or she bring to us, or what we fear they will do
to us, we need to consider what we will do for the immigrant/stranger. This
means disrupting the seduction of home as a safe space and resisting ‘being
at home with oneself’. Ultimately, this rethinking of the boundaries between
hosts, guests and strangers points to a form of hospitality which goes beyond
the interests and authority of the state. It suggests that a cosmopolitics itself
depends upon the maintenance of open spaces in which hospitality can
develop, something which is central to Derrida’s (2001) article ‘On Cosmo-
politanism’. Derrida outlines the potential for a new cosmopolitics in the
call for ‘open cities’, or ‘cities of refuge’, across the world.

Verena Conley in her piece in this issue, ‘Chaosmopolis’, builds on
the work of Derrida and also Kristeva to suggest that discussions of cos-
mopolis should commence with ‘the world as a city’, something which differs
markedly from the homogenizing global city. Cosmopolis, the ‘world as city’,
should not be seen as a new form on the urban scale, an additional category
beyond the global postmetropolis. Rather, cosmopolis should be understood
as both a physical and a cyber-city, with active citizens informed by political
and cultural awareness. This continuation of the tradition of citizenship
rights makes the cosmopolis different from the global city dominated by the
market. Conley argues that the cosmopolis inflects the global city both aes-
thetically and ethically in a number of ways.

First, cosmopolis is composed of refugees, post-colonial subjects and
migrants to whom local citizens offer hospitality, accepting the other and
their cultural differences and welcoming the mutual transformation which
takes place. This entails mutual tolerance and understanding along with
non-violent transformation. Second, cosmopolites think towards the horizon,
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they think beyond their local space and interests towards those physically
distant and invisible others.

Third, with its emphasis upon connections, the temporary assemblages
in real or electronic space which take place between its citizens, cosmopo-
lis can be thought of as a shifting net, lacking a single controlling point of
view. Hence the cosmos, once thought to be ordered and stable, has become,
in the words of Guattari (1995), a chaosmos, whose citizens, the chaos-
mopolites, connect in temporary assemblages. This is something which may
well be easier to achieve in European cities with their spatial formation and
traditions favouring active citizenship, which contrast markedly with the
postmetropolitan global cities such as Los Angeles where habitability and
tolerance may be subordinated to functional consumer spaces in
homogenised shopping malls.

Fourth, there is the question about the extent to which cosmopolites
have the rights to intervene in far away places where citizens and the
environment are being abused. Cosmopolites are called upon to defend
others’ rights as well as their own in a world where individual citizens are
increasingly disenfranchised by transnational corporations and other
bodies. Yet it is clear that today’s cosmopolite is a long way from the cosmo-
politan as the western expatriate permanently en voyage. Today there are
physical and electronic movements on a global scale and the challenge is
to invent new habitable spaces in an unstable chaosmos in which it is
impossible to find the centre.

David Chaney, in his contribution ‘Cosmopolitan Art and Cultural
Citizenship’, discusses the tensions between cosmopolis, the cosmopolitan
outlook, and the potential for cultural citizenship. For Chaney, cosmopolis
refers to the place which encompasses the variety of human culture, with
the cosmopolitan someone who is able to readily move between these
cultures. The cosmopolitan is able to live with this instability and lack or
order and accept the fact that the cosmopolis will continue to undermine
the premises of culture. This tension has been played out in the develop-
ment of public cultural institutions such as museums, galleries, academies,
etc., which were pulled between forces to create a national culture to
‘civilize’ the urban working classes, and more explicit cosmopolitan cultural
values. With the development of new institutions of mass communication
(the press, cinema, radio, television), and the greater commercialization of
culture, the balance was tipped towards cosmopolitanism. In Britain insti-
tutions like the BBC under Lord Reith had a strong agenda to develop a
public service national culture and stood against a commercial cosmo-
politanism. The Arts Council likewise sought to foster a national culture,
but also had the cosmopolitan agenda of bringing in the best of global
culture.

Yet as this era of ‘welfare liberalism’ gave way to neo-liberal globaliz-
ation and the dominance of the market in the late 20th century, we experi-
enced the fragmentation of the cultural order. The boundaries between high
and popular culture became blurred, with an enlarged sense of the
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legitimate cultural order through additions such as cooking and sport. In
each of these cultural forms we find a continuum running from profession-
alized to classical and popular operating alongside a stronger interest in
innovation/seriousness. Cosmopolitanism in the arts and cultural sphere was
robbed of its controversial character. A new wave of reinvestment in remod-
elled cultural institutions such as galleries, museums and theatres has bol-
stered the status of the arts as a national and international resource (e.g.
the Tate Modern in London, the Guggenheim in Bilbao). A new global
cosmopolitanism has been used to re-energise local identities and a new
cosmopolitan public culture has developed. Yet as the power of the nation-
state to enact cultural policies became curtailed, cultural citizenship began
to emerge as an important issue in the life-politics of radical democracy.
Increasingly, cultural policy makers have recognized that their role is to
help people decide for themselves what counts as culture; not only popular
culture, but the new media and a global cosmopolitan culture are seen as
increasingly relevant for developing cultural citizenship.

Mica Nava in her paper, ‘Cosmopolitan Modernity: Everyday Imagi-
naries and the Register of Difference’, argues that a good deal of the recent
debates on cosmopolitanism have missed out the historical trajectory of the
cosmopolitan imagination and its vernacular expressions in everyday life.
Focusing on metropolitan London in the first decades of the 20th century,
she explores the development of a ‘cosmopolitan modernity’, a revolt against
conservatism and narrow national identifications. In 1909, Selfridge’s
department store opened in London, attracting a massive amount of interest.
Gordon Selfridge, the American self-made retailing entrepreneur, used the
store along with its advertising and newspaper to actively support cosmo-
politanism and modernism – something which drew the ire of G.K. Chester-
ton, whose nationalist and traditionalist sensibilities were offended not only
by what he saw as Selfridge’s cosmopolitanism and vulgar Americanism, but
also by the ‘mindless, automaton’ women shop-workers. Selfridge also sup-
ported avant-garde modernism in the arts and introduced both performances
and store interior design and clothing displays to reflect particular themes.
For example, the avant-garde Russian Ballet’s performance of Scheherazade,
with its Arabian Nights themes and seductions which crossed the racial
barriers, inspired new fashions and décor. Likewise the introduction of the
tango, which offered an eroticized male ‘other’, also produced new styles in
the store and across the city. Nava argues that both can be seen as provok-
ing interesting inversions of the usual orientalist narratives in the ways they
connected fantasies of cultural difference with a new eroticism for women.

The argument here goes against much of the cultural historical
writings and postcolonial work in the last decades which has focused on the
invention of Englishness, on England’s conservative modernity, cultural
insularity, racism and sense of global superiority. There has been little atten-
tion given to the cultural opposition and historical detail of dissonant
patterns of resistance and desire. A good deal of the discussion of cosmo-
politanism has centred on questions of cosmopolitan democracy, or the
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aesthetic cosmopolitanism of travellers. But such perspectives miss the non-
intellectual dialogical relationship of the cosmopolitan to both the parental
culture and abroad, with its complex dynamics of identification and dis-
tanciation, of desire and repudiation. In particular, the location of women
has been neglected and with it questions of the non-rational and affective
as opposed to reflexive side of cosmopolitanism. Women are too often paired
with ‘home’ and the complexities of their identifications with ‘abroad’ and
outsiders minimized. Often there is a desire to escape the dull security of
family, home and country along with a strong attraction to difference and
willingness to take risks. Early 20th century consumer culture provided
‘other’ fashions and cultural products which seeped into the popular imagin-
ation and helped develop a cosmopolitan consciousness.

Elina Vuola in her piece in this collection, ‘Remaking Universals?
Transnational Feminism(s) Challenging Fundamentalist Ecumenism’,
explores the tension between third world feminists seeking to uphold notions
of universal human rights and those anti-universalist first world theorists
and feminists who have a strong suspicion of foundationalism. In Latin
America, for example, the Catholic Church is often seen as defending and
representing the South, as countering the secularized North, with its moral
decline and lack of values, by standing up for the values of family and patri-
archy. Hence in Latin America the Pope can sometimes sound like a radical
liberal theologian in denouncing western demographic imperialism. Vuola
reminds us that feminism needs to go beyond the form of critique which
sees all religion as patriarchal. Instead it should attempt to reinterpret
religious thought from a position inside these traditions, as well as attempt-
ing to stimulate some inter-religious global dialogue between women.

It is apparent that an anti-Eurocentric cultural relativist stance on
human rights can be found both amongst western intellectuals and funda-
mentalist religious leaders. This raises a number of questions. Who has the
right to speak for whom? Who speaks on behalf of third world women? Who
represents and interprets religion – whose Islam is Islam? Vuola argues that
feminists clearly need both cultural relativism and universalism and calls
for a non-ethnocentric universalism, something which echoes Enrique
Dussel’s thematizing of a concrete universalism constructed as an alterna-
tive to abstract universalism (see Kellner, 1987). Consequently, for Vuola,
feminists need to move beyond the universalism–relativism debate. There
is a need to see feminism as a political movement, not just a
discourse/theory. and to develop forms of transcultural feminist cooperation.

Anthony Woodiwiss in his contribution ‘Human Rights and the Chal-
lenge of Cosmopolitanism’ accepts that human rights can be a potential
achievement of a cosmopolis, but the crucial questions are related to
implementation and enforcement. A key event in the birth of the inter-
national human rights discourse was the 1948 United Nations Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. From the start there was a tension between
proponents of civil and political rights (led by the United States) based on
the common/civil law tradition, and the proponents of social and economic
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rights (led by the Soviet Union) based on Marx’s Communist Manifesto and
other sources. West European and Latin American states stood somewhere
in between these positions. Between 1948 and 1954 work took place on
elaborating two conventions; the International Convention on Civil and
Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International Convention on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR). Both conventions were approved in
1966 and ratified by 1976. ICCPR laid out the rights for protection against
torture, arbitrary arrest, freedom of worship, freedom of belief and freedom
to vote. ICESCR outlined the right to work, social security, adequate
standard of living and education, the right to cultural participation, and pro-
tection of religious, gender and racial rights. Both became bogged down with
problems of ‘justiciability’, the difficulty of establishing judicial remedies
for violations.

In the 1980s and 1990s there was greater resistance to social and
economic rights from the United States under Reagan and Bush and also a
lack of enthusiasm for civil and political rights on the part of many Asian
states. A distinction arose between the justiciable civil and political rights
and the more programmatic economic and social rights. The problem with
the latter for developing societies was that they were seen as much more
expensive to implement than civil and political rights. Following this logic,
it can be assumed that the unprotected would only gain real access to these
rights when their societies had reached the western level of development,
something which neo-liberal economic globalization policies, which
widened the gap between the rich and poor nations in the 1990s, seems to
endlessly defer.

For Woodiwiss one way forward is to challenge the World Trade
Organization view that such economic, social and cultural rights lacked any
genuine justiciability at the international level and should be left to the dis-
cretion of governments to implement. Many of the unprotected in ‘develop-
ing societies’ are denied the rights which are theirs in international law. Yet
this operates as a double bind, for to obtain these rights in the future means
sacrificing much of what they value in social and cultural relations, the
social ties which they depend upon to protect them from the powerful and
the vagaries of fate. Hence Woodiwiss concludes that we have a good deal
of work in prospect if we are to make international humans rights discourse
truly multilingual and an achievable part of cosmopolis (see Santos, 1998,
for a discussion of the question of multicultural human rights).

Nigel Clark in his contribution ‘The Demon-Seed: Bioinvasion as the
Unsettling of Environmental Cosmopolitanism’ discusses the implications
of the convergence of environmental and cosmopolitan sensibilities, which
produces an unsettling ‘weedy opportunism’, a very different type of
‘globalization from below’. One of the examples of the world risk society dis-
cussed by Ulrich Beck (1996) is the deterritorialization of environmental
problems through the mobility of invasive species. Cosmopolitanism should
not just take its impetus from the movement away from the nation-state as
the frame of reference for social relations, but also should refer to
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transplanted life forms, ‘smart pollution’, ever on the look out for trans-
national opportunities. The increasing flows of images, information, people
and commodities, which are seen as intrinsic to globalization (Appadurai,
1990), are also accompanied by the mobility of biotic invaders.

Yet Clark points out we are much happier tracing what culture does
to nature than considering what nature achieves on its own account, the bio-
logical invasiveness which is a form of ‘globalization from below’. Here we
continue to promulgate a nature–culture dualism with culture seen as
mobile, dynamic and cosmopolitan as we search for new experiences and
pursue cultural complexity and difference, whereas nature is cast as some-
thing which should have a set identity, as fixed, docile and territorially
located. As Clark puts it, ‘effectively, we are being called on to act as cos-
mopolitans as we explore the potentialities of culture, but to revert to an
older construction of environmentalism when we consider the fate of nature’.
As biological beings we are still concerned with contamination and
patrolling our ‘natural borders’. In effect, we project onto nature the
qualities which we feel culture lacks. Hence the cultural turn in the human-
ities and the social sciences with its veneration of flux, movement and
mobile cultures has helped bolster this timeworn binary of an active articu-
late culture and a docile silent nature (see Franklin et al., 2000).

Furthermore, cosmopolitan cultural performances are taking place in
an autonomous sphere of culture seen as environmentally innocuous. We
want a world in which we can move, but we need a world in which most
other living things stay put. The Europeans sought to turn nature into a
garden and took this practice with them around the world through coloniz-
ation and trade, but then there was always the problem of the unintended
environmental consequences of the flora and fauna, including weeds and
vermin, that they brought with them. Needless to say, the weed colonization
frequently outpaced the human one, and each human techno-cultural inter-
vention offered multiple unintended opportunities to other organisms. Yet,
Clark is careful to avoid seeing this process as merely a product of western
modernity; rather, he argues that disturbances such as invasions and
hybridization are endemic in the living world and global ecological flows
have a very long history.

Martin Hand and Barry Sandywell in their paper ‘E-topia as Cosmo-
polis or Citadel’ examine the democratizing and de-democratizing impact
of the Internet. Challenging what they see as the ideological simplification
and technological fetishism of the emerging international academic com-
munity, they argue for a global sociology of the Net. The dangers of the view
that the extension of cyber-communications with cheaper Internet tech-
nologies will lead to greater cosmopolitan democratization is that it misses
the ways in which the Internet is also used to contribute to a nostalgic sense
of identity and a reactionary community politics. On the other hand, there
are also those who emphasize that digital communications is very much a
reflex of global capitalism. Hand and Sandywell draw attention to three
variants of this dystopian discourse.
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First, there is cyber-exclusion, the view that the Information Age is
merely turns an era of corporate dominated cyber-imperialism which
produces new forms of gender, ethnic and age-based exclusions. Second,
there are variants of global citadel theory which see the new information
society as one dominated by the privatization of public space with the
replacement of citizens by consumers who inhabit the surveillance protected
spaces of shopping malls and gated communities. Third, there is the
electronic panopticon with greater possibilities for surveillance and new
corporate marketing strategies. Hand and Sandywell argue that we need to
move beyond the technological essentialism of these debates which presents
information technology as either an intrinsically democratizing or de-
democratizing force. In contrast, the history of the Internet represents a non-
synchronic set of contingent processes, rather than a linear development.
The interlacing of the social and the technical cannot be understood as a
neutral juxtaposition of humans and things and should be better understood
as creating a configuration akin to a performative praxis (poesis). Hence the
need to go beyond root metaphors of structure and system so that
human–machine configurations are better understood as decentred pro-
cesses, and the Internet as a product of the dialectic of the natural and the
social in hybrid ‘technopoeic’ ensembles.

********

The prospects for cosmopolitanism depend upon the maintenance of a
certain degree of ‘world openness’, a capacity to embrace the culture of the
other or receive the other’s culture unconditionally, as we noted above in
the discussions of hospitality. Yet following the World Trade Centre attack
of September 11th, the immediate prospect is of a world divided more
sharply into friends and enemies, with a renewal of civilizational rhetoric.
In the 1990s the awareness of globalization processes focused for the greater
part on economic globalization, with some analyses and critiques of the
social and cultural consequences. More recently, in the closing years of the
last decade and the first years of the new century, the events in Seattle,
Davos and Genoa have focused attention on political globalization, the
protest and struggle to formulate alternative globalizations and open up a
global public sphere. The destruction of The World Trade Centre on Sep-
tember 11th switched emphasis yet again, with some commentators pre-
dicting a spiralling deglobalizing reaction. Others viewed the aftermath
reaction as a reassertion of the global hegemonic agenda of the United
States, with an attempt to endorse a permanent state of emergency, in which
the erosion of the sovereignty of other nation-states became questioned and
redefined in the name of a higher authority and global order. A new form of
military globalization?4

It can be argued, as does Bryan S. Turner (2002) in his forthcoming
contribution to the Theory, Culture & Society special section on September
11th entitled ‘State(s) of Emergency’, that the attack on New York has made
Carl Schmitt’s (1996) ideas about state emergency, the crisis of liberalism,
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decisionist politics and the division between friend and foe highly relevant
to understanding contemporary US politics. Since the US attack, the world
has become increasingly divided into friends and enemies with the main
enemy increasingly constructed, following the lead of Samuel Huntington
(1996) and Francis Fukuyama (1989, 2002), as ‘Islam’ (or, as in the more
recent auxiliary formulation, the axis of evil of Iraq, Iran and North Korea).

This position presents an image of the world as one with strong borders
and greater regulation of global flows. It seeks to take us back to an image
of the purity and separation of cultures – something which is difficult to
sustain alongside the neo-liberal demands for continuing deregulation of the
global market. These narratives also clash with the range of mobilities which
have become embedded within economic globalization processes: the flows
of migrant workers, the hybrid forms of identities and cultures, the cosmo-
politan tendencies. In the wake of September 11th, we have seen increas-
ing regulation of travel and a resurgence of nationalism, yet the
interdependencies of the global economy not only means that the rich coun-
tries cannot readily loosen the ties that bind them to the poorer countries.
It also means that the cycles of indebtedness and poverty, along with the
demands for greater social justice, themselves become increasingly visible
on the global stage, and the struggles to form a global public sphere in which
these issues circulate and register is also under way. This tension points
towards the need for more active intervention and global governance. Yet
the key question is, what type of governance will emerge?

Notes

1. This special issue takes its impetus from the international conference on Cos-
mopolis: Democratizing Global Economy and Culture, organized by Theory, Culture
& Society and the Network Institute for Global Democracy, held in Helsinki in June
2000. Earlier version of the papers with the exception of those by Turner, Dikeç,
Sandywell and Hand were presented at the conference. I would like to thank my
co-organizers Heikki Patomäki and John Tomlinson along with Antero Auneslu-
oma, Roger Bromley, Pauline Eadie, Kostas Kotzias, Neal Curtis, Chris Farrands,
Sandra Harris, Johanna Hiltunen, Soile Kauranen, Liisa Laakso, Ana Maria Maciel,
Ali Mohammadi, Terry McSwiney, Matt Merefield, Karita Kreander-Vatanen, Tuija
Kurvinen, Myrian Santos, Aleksi Vienonen, Katarina Sehm Patomäki, Teivo
Teivainen, Aleksi Vienonen and Chris White, for all the tremendous work which
made the conference possible. 

Thanks are also due to Theory, Culture & Society colleagues Roy Boyne, Mike
Hepworth, Scott Lash and Bryan Turner for their help and encouragement with this
issue. Special thanks are due to Couze Venn who, in addition to helping with the
conference organization, also played a central role in the processing, selecting and
editing of the papers.
2. In this context it is interesting to note Levenson’s (1971: 5; Robbins, 1998: 15)
argument that there were two stages of Chinese cosmopolitanism:

When Confucianism was vital . . . it was cosmopolitan: it did not simply cor-
respond to ‘day-to-day life in rural China.’ But when China ceased to be a
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world and became a nation, or struggled to become one, Confucianism was
provincial in the larger world that contained the Chinese nation. The intel-
lectuals left it then for a new cosmopolitanism.

3. For a discussion of recognition, see the special issue of Theory, Culture & Society
18(2–3) on Recognition and Difference: Politics, Identity and Multiculture. The
issue is also published in the Theory, Culture & Society Book Series (Featherstone
and Lash, 2002).
4. The extent to which this could be seen as new, or indeed as a predominantly
American project, has been systematically addressed by Hardt and Negri (2000)
in their influential Empire (see discussions in Theory, Culture & Society by Olma
(2001) and Thorburn (2001)). For Negri’s direct reaction to September 11th and the
crisis in Empire he sees it as having generated, see his forthcoming interview in
the Theory, Culture & Society special section on ‘State of Emergency’.
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