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Introduction

In my paper, I want to answer the following research question: 

What is the future of cosmopolitanism? Is it a solid world community, or extreme individualism? 

Research Method

My intention is to look at the work of two modern day representatives of the two classic theories of cosmopolitanism: cynical and stoic cosmopolitanism. As representative of the modern day version of cynical cosmopolitanism I have selected the French writer Michel Houellebecq; and as the modern day representative of stoic cosmopolitanism I have selected the current Secretary-General of the United Nations, Kofi Annan. Both have described their versions of cosmopolitanism and the (future) international order that fits their cosmopolitan philosophy.   

Brief Outline of the Argument

Two Classic Theories of Cosmopolitanism

In the section above, I refer to two classic theories of cosmopolitanism: cynical and stoic cosmopolitanism.  I will briefly describe these two theories. 

Diogenes is considered to be the first cosmopolitan philosopher. His version of cosmopolitanism can be labeled cynical cosmopolitanism. According to this version of cosmopolitanism, being a citizen of the world means being all alone. In other words: Diogenes rejects patriotic ties but does not replace them with global ties. 

Another version of cosmopolitanism is stoic cosmopolitanism, defended for example by emperor Marcus Aurelius. According to this version, all people of the world share a common rationality and common values, despite their different cultural backgrounds. This version of cosmopolitanism is perhaps more positive: it emphasizes the togetherness of all men. It can provide a basis for modern theories of global responsibility, such as the theories of Charles Beitz or Thomas Pogge. 

Both classical cosmopolitan theories are essentially moral theories, not political ones. It is important to emphasize this point: even the stoics do not necessarily proclaim a world government, even though they do believe in the existence of a world community. 

The United Nations Secretary-General and Stoic Cosmopolitanism

The last words of the UN Secretary-General’s report In Larger Freedom are as follows: 

At no time in human history have the fates of every woman, man and child been so intertwined across the globe. We are united both by moral imperatives and by objective interests. We can build a world in larger freedom — but to do it we must find common ground and sustain collective action. This task can seem daunting, and it is easy to descend into generalities or stray into areas of such deep disagreement that differences are reinforced not overcome. Yet it is for us to decide whether this moment of uncertainty presages wider conflict, deepening inequality and the erosion of the rule of law, or is used to renew our common institutions for peace, prosperity and human rights.

The same message of global unity and global responsibility can be found in other reports written by or for the UN Secretary-General.
 The UN Secretary-General clearly sees the development of a global community, with its own values, and a shared responsibility for the fate of all people in the world. 

Michel Houellebecq and Cynical Cosmopolitanism 

According to cynical cosmopolitanism, being a citizen of the world means being all alone. This theory can be called “cosmopolitanism” because it regards all human beings as equal and as inhabitants of the world (as opposed to inhabitants of a particular community). The theory sees human beings as completely free. Michel Houellebecq has described extreme forms of individualist lives, especially in his works Les Particules Elémentaires and his latest book La Possibilité d'une Ile.     

Conclusion

The cosmopolitanism of the Secretary-General is more constructive and it is probably more widespread than the individualist cosmopolitanism of Michel Houellebecq. However, the work of the latter is worth studying because it describes so clearly the “worst-case scenario” of cosmopolitanism. 

� Paras. 220-221 of “In Larger Freedom”, UN Doc A/59/2005.  


� See e.g., ‘Our Global Neighborhood’, the Report of the Commission on Global Governance. Oxford University Press, 1999; “We, the Peoples: The Role of the United Nations in the Twenty-First Century”,  UN Doc A/45/2000.  See also Kofi Annan’s Nobel Lecture of 2001, and his book “Global values: the United Nations and the rule of law in the 21st century”, the Singapore lecture series, 2000. 





