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The question “Whose Cosmopolitanism” is also a question about the complex genealogies and dynamics of cosmopolitan discourses and practices.  It is imperative to broaden the field of theoretical enquiry and examine the origins of modern discourses of cosmopolitanism in conjunction with the origins of capitalism. I believe that current theoretical work on cosmopolitanism largely brackets off this contradictory genealogy. While the current focus on the Enlightenment and Kant’s ideas of perpetual peace is an expression of a specific trend that is anxious to endow cosmopolitanism with a ‘positive’ genealogy, it is also essential to reveal the ‘negative’ genealogy of cosmopolitanism in a body of ideas that rationalise the universality of human nature in terms that are not necessarily optimistic and ameliorative. The current consensus of understanding cosmopolitanism as a discourse that absorbs and ‘rectifies’ the unacceptable effects of globalisation is only one option in theorising cosmopolitanism. It would seem equally important to pose the question of the role played by actual conflicts and the idea of violence as potentiality in the construction of discourses of cosmopolitanism. In other words, we need to ask the questions of whether violence could be justifiable on humanitarian grounds; what are the limits of such justification; can war be the vehicle of growing cosmopolitan consciousness of the world; how do sociology and political theory, but also literature and cinema, relate to conflict as a complex form of exchange in the modern globalised world; are there universal human rights that are available in the exceptional state of conflict but not in the situation of normality and peace; is equality the unspoken pivotal value of cosmopolitanism, or is the recognition of a universal human nature entangled in the acceptance of not simply difference but also inequality? Ultimately, whose versions of cosmopolitanism have been championed after the end of the Cold War, and who speaks for and against cosmopolitanism today? The embrace of the modern agenda of cosmopolitanism confronts us with the necessity to rethink the significance of class, gender, and race as conceptual tools. Rather than abandoning them (a trend that the prevalent strands of cosmopolitanism could easily encourage), we would need to lend them a new sophistication that considers their fruitfulness for cosmopolitanism.

In the context of a study of the genealogies of cosmopolitanism, we have to carve out a discursive space that looks beyond Europe and Eurocentrism. Research into the history of the idea of Europe and Europeanness reveals that Europeanness – and with it the European versions of cosmopolitanism – is itself a complex construct informed by power relations and the silencing of the weaker. One has to go beyond this narrowly European paradigm, and an important part of my agenda, in this respect, is the study of exile and exilic experiences as they relate to the discourses of cosmopolitanism. Three points seem essential here: a) exile as a trans-border global experience challenges substantially not only the premises of ‘methodological nationalism’, but also the predominantly Eurocentric picture of cosmopolitanism that obtains today, implying as it does that cosmopolitanism rests on tacitly adopted values that had been worked out in the course of a long European intellectual evolution ; b) exile as an individual experience (in writing, film-making, engaging in theoretical exploits etc.) questions the project of cosmopolitanism as implemented solely by supranational collective agents (NGOs; governments acting together; NATO as peace-keeper); c) the study of exile opens up the possibility of theorising cosmopolitanism not as a normative discourse (still the prevalent trend today, regardless of the political affiliations and sympathies of its exponents) but as an experiential perspective that describes one particular modus of relating to the world which is complemented by – and also competes with – other experiential modi. The question of ‘enforced’ cosmopolitanism becomes meaningful from this new perspective. 
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