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This conceptual article argues for revisiting and revising notions of cosmopolitanism and hos-
pitality in light of the increasingly interconnected local to global domain of contemporary tour-
ism. We briefly trace the contributions of three key philosophers in modernity who have
contributed to the theorization of these concepts: Immanuel Kant, Emmanuel Levinas, and
Jacques Derrida. We then note some shortcomings of these approaches for contemporary prob-
lems of cosmopolitan hospitality and argue that Gilles Deleuze's conceptual apparatus enables a
novel theorization to overcome the limitations of current approaches. This is done through an
affective and posthumanist perspective, which introduces a new ethical understanding of cos-
mopolitan hospitality, dissolves problematic conceptual dualisms, and puts the focus on rela-
tional encounters, beyond spatiality.
© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-

ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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Introduction

Tourism's relation to international mobility and its global scope, and to relational encounters, makes it a fertile ground for the-
orizing on both cosmopolitanism and hospitality. In tourism studies, the concept of cosmopolitanism has been widely explored in
recent decades. It has been framed as the capacity of individuals to cross cultural and national borders through physical space
to which a layer of cultural awareness or consumerist entitlement was added. While early strands of tourism research explored
cosmopolitanism as a sort of cultural literacy and social exchange whereby the ethnocentrism, stereotyping and cultural arrogance
of many forms of tourism could be eschewed (Johnson, 2014; Swain, 2009), a more recent critical stream of research has
condemned the highly consumerist cosmopolitanism of currently dominant commodified Western culture in tourism under neo-
liberal globalization (e.g., Butcher, 2018; Molz, 2011a; Salazar, 2010; Shepherd & Salazar, 2017), and calls for a moral turn (Caton,
2012; Cooke, Grimwood, & Caton, 2016) where ethics and justice can play a more prominent role (Boluk & Carnicelli, 2019).

On the concept of hospitality much of the research has focused on commercial hospitality and on the managerial and organi-
zational practices of the hospitality industry (e.g., Clarke & Chen, 2009; cf. Lashley, 2016). Tourism's hospitality has been described
as the capacity of individuals to welcome strangers in relational encounters, to create welcoming spaces for these others, and to
make them feel cared for; where layers of monetary exchange are added to social exchange, and where hospitality is seen more
predominantly as commercial than social and cultural. However, perceiving the hospitality's host–guest relationship uniquely
through the commercial lens narrows it to the relationship between a provider and a consumer of the hospitality, where the
focus is on technical knowledge. Against this dominant approach, a critical stream of research on hospitality has materialized
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over the years, focusing, among other things, on the interaction between hospitality and society in the context of global travelers
(Bell, 2009; Molz & Gibson, 2007b); on acts of welcoming in relational encounters (Grit, 2014; Höckert, 2018; Lynch, 2017); on
spatialities of care and connection towards the stranger that would take tourism towards more just futures socially and ecologi-
cally (Grimwood, 2015); and on the affective and embodied experience of visitors in touristic places (Gibson, 2010; Veijola, 2014).
Hence, while mainstream research focuses on the consumerist and market version of hospitality, there is an alternative stream
where hospitality's host–guest relationships are perceived as relational encounters in a socio-cultural setting, and which calls
for critical analysis, social responsibility, and a moral turn (Höckert, 2018).

Yet, despite the vital role that hospitality plays in tourism, and the role tourism plays in cosmopolitanism, the philosophical
underpinnings of most research on cosmopolitanism and hospitality remain often unacknowledged. Furthermore, how hospitality
and cosmopolitanism relate to each other is yet surprisingly unexplored and poorly conceptualized. The aim of this paper is to
elucidate the intertwinement of cosmopolitanism and hospitality, to critically analyze current theorizations of cosmopolitanism
and hospitality, and provide a new theoretical and philosophical foundation that overcomes the limitations of current frameworks
within the critical strand of research on these concepts. Following Deleuze, our article proposes an affective and posthumanist
approach that emphasizes affect, and calls forth a situated ethics of cosmopolitan hospitality that affirms the more-than-human
and blurs entrenched conceptual dualisms. A promising new avenue towards a cosmopolitan hospitality for a more globally
just tourism emerges here.

In what follows, the way to this conceptualization arrives, first, through a brief journey of the work of Immanuel Kant, Em-
manuel Levinas, and Jacques Derrida, three philosophers who are recognized in tourism studies for their key philosophical contri-
butions to cosmopolitanism and hospitality. This is then followed by a brief description of the main calls made by tourism
researchers for novel theorizations in the fields of hospitality and cosmopolitanism. In the subsequent section, a Deleuzian affec-
tive and posthumanist approach is presented, making evident its capacity to overcome the limitations found in Kant, Levinas, and
Derrida's approaches. The final section offers some concluding points and calls for the adoption of an affective and posthumanist
conception of cosmopolitan hospitality in tourism pedagogy and praxis.
Philosophical underpinnings of cosmopolitanism and hospitality

In this section we introduce the way in which Kant, Levinas, and Derrida theorize on the concepts of cosmopolitanism and
hospitality.

Immanuel Kant is one of the most influential moral and political philosophers, and within his moral philosophy he firmly sit-
uates an approach to institutional cosmopolitanism and a global approach to hospitality. He grappled with his concern about a
cosmopolitan right and the need for a more universal hospitality in various philosophical writings, ranging from his early essay
Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Aim (Kant, 1784/2007) to his popular essay Toward Perpetual Peace (Kant,
1795/2006), where Kant advances his political cosmopolitanism to enable perpetual peace in the world by States working
together. At this point he is especially concerned about injustice, in the form of human rights violations, being perpetrated by co-
lonialism and imperialism, and he is searching for more just institutional structures within and between States to enable perpet-
ual peace. Kant (1795/2006) introduces a novel category of public right to address this, a cosmopolitan right to hospitality, i.e., the
right to present oneself and initiate contact with a foreign individual or State without being treated with hostility or violence. It is
“a natural right” that Kant situates “in the original common possession of the surface of the Earth and the fact that originally no
one has more of a right to be at a given place on Earth than anyone else” (p. 358). However, this right is limited by the fact that,
ultimately “[i]t is the right of the visited party to deny visitors entry into its territory, as long as this can be done without causing
their death” (p. 358).

Meckstroth (2018) notes, too, that it is a right ultimately restricted to only those who are capable of rationality and autonomy.
In other words, it is a human-centered right, steeped in a humanistic approach. Furthermore, Gani (2017) points out that the
rationale of this Kantian right to cosmopolitanism is drawn from a Eurocentric anthropological and geographical reading of the
person and the world, which makes it an imperfect and unenforceable moral guide for a practical cosmopolitanism. Yet the inter-
national management of human migration still largely follows this Kantian doctrine, which supports on one hand the
cosmopolitical rights of people to move and expect hospitality, something akin to a safe access to the other's ‘home’, while at
the same time privileging the rights of sovereign States to defend their territorial security against human mobility, that is, to
deny hospitality if they wish (Franke, 2019).

Although Kant's conceptions of cosmopolitanism and hospitality have been highly influential in framing the United Nations
doctrine on human rights, they are no longer constitutive of the promise of world peace and global justice today. Over time,
the heydays of colonialism and the inception and spread of market neoliberalism have largely ‘liberalized’ this notion of cosmo-
politanism into an exclusive practice of liberal modern subjects who call themselves cosmopolitans and assume they have the
right to do exactly as they please in their travels. This autonomous, rational, liberal, and dominative subject has taken a central
place during the 20th century on the world stage of neoliberal globalization and mass (over!)tourism, where the visited
‘other’, the different human being, is objectified, dominated, totalized, and reduced to conform to the concept by which she is
known (e.g., minority Afro-Colombian Palenquera women exoticized, stereotyped, and reduced to colorful fruit sellers under
the tourist gaze; Camargo, 2019). This touristic cosmopolitanism is utterly consumerist, where hospitality has been largely com-
modified, turned into simply something we buy, a consumer good and the prerogative of tourists. By contrast, the sovereign States
of these same liberal modern subjects, when acting as hosts of other less prosperous travelers, like refugees and asylum seekers,
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revert to the most restrictive interpretation form of Kantian hospitality: hospitality as a matter of national policy. Meanwhile tour-
ists keep freely flooding countries where unwelcome political, economic, and climate refugees are produced.

Summing up, Kant's main concern is about the right to cosmopolitan mobility through international space, for which hospital-
ity as safe or welcoming entry to foreigners is required. A hospitable cosmopolitanism helps to discourage war and facilitates
peace by restricting the use of violence by States to deny entry to visitors and by instituting the right of cosmopolitanism as a
universal human right. Rather than a relational hospitality, however, Kant's is eminently spatial and modernist, grounded on an
ontology of pre-constituted rational and autonomous beings where rational cognition and morality override affect and emotions.
A rational idea of humanity as a universal ideal and an end in itself is thus reified. This helps to identify those closer to the ideal
from those far away from it, thus hierarchizing the moral value of its members, and producing a categorized ontology based on
binary thinking. As a result, the more-than-human is precluded in Kant's cosmopolitan hospitality.

Emmanuel Levinas addresses hospitality in his writings on ethics. He does it in an opposite direction than Kant, by calling for a
return to the sources of humanness, to what happens when people meet face to face. Hospitality is for Levinas the ethical respon-
sibility one has for the well-being of the other: “the otherness of the Other is given in responsibility” (Barad, 2007, p. 391), be-
yond the color of their skin, nationality, gender, or any other categorical identification.

In Levinas, the face of the other suggests, first, “the irreducible uniqueness of the other person, ultimately resistant to compre-
hension, representation, categorization and containment in a conceptual framework” (Jordaan, 2009, p. 95). Hospitality towards
the Other, no matter how incomprehensible or different the Other might be, is a fully committed responsibility that can never
be discharged, what Levinas identifies as infinite responsibility.

Therefore, in Levinasian ethics, a relational hospitality can be seen as implicitly operating in a cosmopolitan context where
people are open to difference, and do not consider their hometown and their home values superior to anyone else's. That
would be indeed a non-ethnocentric and cosmopolitanized other to whom a radical hospitality is being extended. However,
this is not the case for two reasons. Firstly, Levinas' “infinite responsibility for the other refers only to the interpersonal relation
between one self and one other” (p. 97). The same responsibility to the ‘third’ (e.g., others in the group, community) cannot be
simultaneously maintained and ultimately must be taken care of by a ‘national’ justice system, thus reintroducing in his scheme
traces of the Kantian approach. Secondly, Levinas' overidentification of Europe as the cultural choice center of spiritual relevance
for his ethics, retains an ethnocentric vision that dilutes the seemingly liberating and anti-colonial power of his arguments.
Levinasian hospitality as infinite responsibility to one other only (an ethical obligation), and this Eurocentric restriction of respon-
sibility may pull “against a more just global order cosmopolitans so desperately seek” (Jordaan, 2009, p. 99). This is especially
problematic as hospitality in Levinasian ethics, while cosmopolitan in the sense of being inclusive of any “other” human being
anywhere, cannot speak to group or societal level responsibilities.

Another important objection is about whether the meeting with the other in Levinas' work is a true engagement with other-
ness, or merely a meeting with a form of familiar difference. Badiou (2001) argues that even if Levinas clearly engages in a cri-
tique of liberal humanism, the face of the other always resembles us too much for the hypothesis of an originary exposure to
alterity (otherness or difference) to be necessarily true. To overcome this limitation Barad's reading of Levinas establishes that
otherness is created when relational exclusions and inclusions are made: “[e]thics is therefore not about right response to a rad-
ically exterior/ized other, but about responsibility and accountability for the lively relationalities of becoming of which we are a
part” (Barad, 2007, p. 393). Following from this, Barad (2007) asserts that “if responsibility is not a commitment that a subject
chooses but rather an incarnate relation that precedes the intentionality of consciousness, […] we cannot ignore […] the more-
than-human as well as the human” (p. 394). Although more recent academic discussions acknowledge the value Levinas' work
has for thinking about ethics and relationality beyond human beings (e.g., Calarco, 2019), which sets the stage for a posthumanist
approach to ethics, this is an avenue Levinas stopped short of taking. The strong singularity of the other in Levinas' face-to-face
ethics “remains bound by humanism, and is restricted to singular, non-political encounters” (Bunch, 2014, p. 2).

All things considered, Levinas' main concern is about the ethics of relations with strangers, for which a dissolution of spatial
thresholds is requisite—towards a universal or cosmopolitan hospitality for ethical being. Rather than a spatial hospitality Levinas'
is eminently relational, a universal ethics/hospitality, a welcoming of and caring for the stranger. Levinas' prescriptions are
grounded on ethics as ontology, from which ethical individuality emerges, and where ethical affect comes before cognition. How-
ever, Levinas' ethics is only effectively applicable to dyadic encounters and is fundamentally a humanist ethics, even though it
could inspire future extensions towards the more-than-human.

As for individuality, Levinas provides an ontological reformulation of the Kantian subject and a radical re-structuring of Kantian
modes of thinking, beyond totalization (categorization), logos (reason), and the egocentrism of the modern subject (see Levinas,
1969, 1985). According to Bunch (2010, p. 132) “Levinas interrupts the totalizing tendency of Kantian logic by shifting the empha-
sis from identity to alterity and subverts Kant's assertion that ethical relations are based on the fact that we share a common
moral law”. Levinas emphasized the pre-eminence of ethical affect over cognition, a radical openness and responsibility towards
otherness (Höckert, 2018), whose radical alterity arises not out of universal moral considerations grounded in the Kantian
approach to cosmopolitanism, but in a pre-subjective relationality that hints at an affective conception of being, which if taken
further could translate into an affective hospitality, as Ryder (2015) puts it. In this way, Levinas' pre-subjective and non-
representational relationality paves the way forward to explore novel affective perspectives for cosmopolitan hospitality.

Jacques Derrida is the philosopher who has been most referred to by tourism scholars within the critical research streams on
cosmopolitanism and hospitality. He takes a deconstructionist approach to Kantian cosmopolitanism and hospitality (Derrida,
2000), while significantly relying on Levinas' hospitality ethics for that purpose. On one hand, following Kant, Derrida makes it
clear that “hospitality is possible only insofar as we acknowledge the necessity of the one offering hospitality as having a
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home, being at-home” (Franke, 2019, p. 8). On the other hand, taking from Levinas, the unconditionality of hospitality requires
individuals to “accept the duties of host to whoever should present themselves as guest” (Franke, 2019, p. 7). Derrida starts
with these two disparate approaches and, from their dialectic, extracts a new synthesis, a synthetic framework for thinking
about the ethics of social relations in a mobile world (Molz & Gibson, 2007a).

Derrida's is an attempt to make Kantian cosmopolitanism more hospitable and more ethical, but as Barnett (2005) observes,
the hospitality that Derrida synthesizes is still restricted to an ethical condition at the moment of a guest crossing a threshold or
border, like in Kant, that of the sovereign space of a pre-determined host. It is therefore restricted to a condition of temporal in-
terpersonal and ethical encounter at the ‘gate’ rather than to a matter of spatial justice, as a complete critique, or deconstruction
that the Kantian approach would require. Once the guest enters the host's home, the disruption of ‘host’ and ‘guest’ as stable, sov-
ereign identities and the deconstruction of the sovereign mastery of the host are dissolved (Derrida, 2000). Both host and guest
may seek different ways to assert their sovereignty, but neither of them can effectively do so without finishing the originary hos-
pitable relation. How is hospitality exercised to manage one's home? What subjects or identities are enabled when ‘host’ and
‘guest’ are displaced? All this, Derrida's approach does not cover.

Moreover, the political ethics of hospitality developed by Derrida is not only temporal but also fundamentally spatial as it is
confined to relations over a pre-established space. Altogether, Derrida's conception of hospitality “accentuates the contention
that ‘we’ are at-home and ‘you’ are not, or it sustains the point that ‘you’ are at-home but in ‘our’ home” (Bulley, 2015, p. 15).
This was noted by Dikeç (2002), for whom Derridean “[h]ospitality is about opening without abolishing the boundaries of the
host's home” (p. 299), and by Yegenoglu (2003), for whom hospitality, as a respectful and tolerant multiculturalism, “implies
the conditional welcoming of the guest within the prescribed limits of the law and implies a reassertion of mastery over the
home and national space” (p. 16). Derrida and those who follow his path neglect to follow the deconstruction of hospitality itself
more broadly, “and, if one were to do so, the ethical and political invigorations recommended by Derrida must be found far less
revolutionary than one might hope” (Franke, 2019, p. 6). Derrida's approach remains insufficient to inform a cosmopolitan hos-
pitality that encompasses de-spatialized or on-the-move local and global others.

Therefore, if we were to deconstruct the spatiality of cosmopolitanism and hospitality, which Derrida does not, the supposedly
emplaced host and the supposedly displaced guest would encounter each other as equals who are on the move (Franke, 2019):
Any people who claim to be at-home within a territory and, as a result, burdened with the law of hospitality and, as Derrida
argues, facedwith the ethical and political dilemmas of hospitality can never point to a home that exists in any objective sense,
either atemporally or temporally. The descriptions of such territories and what inheres to them properly, as society, are gener-
ated from the circulation of stories and cultural interpretations: they are established in the building and maintaining of struc-
tures, and they require ongoing efforts to assert boundaries and the presence of a people with authority over the land and the
boundaries that give it outline. To be at-home is always to make home, to occupy home, to justify one's relation to the space of
home, and to actively claim one's right to continue to make home (p. 11).
In a nutshell, Derrida's main concern is, like Kant, about the right to cosmopolitan mobility through international space. How-
ever, he sees the Kantian ‘legal’ form of hospitality as being too restrictive, with too much left to the discretional interests and
protections of the host State, and he sees in Levinas an ethical force that could draw Kantian hospitality away from its fundamen-
tal legality and rationality. To overcome this limitation, Derrida prescribes ethics as a ‘political immunization’ of the host with the
hope of a more just hospitality: a political ethics, ethics politicized, or negotiated, a revitalised hospitality that has been inspira-
tional for many critical scholars in tourism. The Kantian approach is made this way more ethical and the Levinasian more ‘prac-
tical’, but like in Kant, rather than a relational hospitality, Derrida's remains eminently spatial and temporal. It is only at the
moment of crossing the threshold when relationality gain salience, but once the threshold is crossed, the hospitality's home-
away spatial dualism keeps returning strongly. Deconstruction reaches only halfway.

In Derrida, affect and cognition play against each other differentially, where neither dominates or determines the other:
Derrida's is a divided self. His differential ontology is fit for deconstruction, Derrida's philosophical trademark, that seeks to ex-
pose, and then subvert the binary oppositions that uphold the dominant Kantian way of thinking. This he does by taking the
pre-constituted host and guest binary at the moment of crossing a threshold and showing how the binary gets destabilized
once the guest is inside. However, this home-away binary is not dissolved but keeps resurfacing, as renovated ‘identity politics’
about a home. The spatial dualism is not deconstructed nor dissolved. Therefore, we must attempt to approach hospitality in
ways that reach past Kant and Derrida, and that stop sustaining the dualisms of place versus movement, home and away, dwell-
ing and travelling. Moreover, even though it has been acknowledged that Derrida's work has been critical of humanism, and that
his later work on the human-animal distinction and power relations between humans and animals are a fertile ground for the
construction of a posthumanist philosophy (Allender, 2013), Derrida's approach to hospitality is fundamentally a humanist polit-
ical ethics, with no references to the more-than-human.

Critique of the theoretical foundations of hospitality and cosmopoltanism in tourism studies

Four main sources of critique of the theoretical foundations of hospitality and cosmopolitanism in tourism have been found in
the literature. The first important explicit critique on both hospitality and cosmopolitanism is made in the book Mobilizing
Hospitality: The Ethics of Social Relations in a Mobile World (Molz & Gibson, 2007b), in which the authors provide a lucid account
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of the dominant Kantian, Levinasian, and Derridean philosophical bases of most critical tourism studies' research. In the book, the
editors point out some of the limitations of these theoretical approaches, concluding, along with Derrida, that Levinasian
absolute hospitality is not possible, because “in welcoming the foreigner unconditionally, the host must relinquish the
mastery of his or her home which is the condition of being able to offer hospitality in the first place” (p. 5). They also em-
phasize the underlying problematic of well-established dualisms like travelling vs dwelling, and host vs guest. Host and
guest are not innocent terms, noted McNaughton (2006), and according to Molz and Gibson (2007a) one must question:
“Who gets to be a host, and under what conditions? Who gets to move between these categories?” (p. 8). Their critique
reveals the need for new theorizations around the ethics of cosmopolitan hospitality, and about problematic conceptual
binaries in hospitality and cosmopolitanism research.

A second critique, this time regarding hospitality, is found in the inaugural issue of the journal Hospitality & Society (Lynch
et al., 2011), in which the Kantian, Levinasian, and Derridean theoretical underpinnings of most current critical research in hos-
pitality are acknowledged, and an open call for novel theorizations is made. In his more recent work Lynch (2017) focuses on
the micro-interactions of hospitality, what he calls hospitality life politics. He expresses his concern for the high level of self-
interest found in his empirical research on hospitality encounters and calls for further theorization on ethical relations, as well
as for the critique of the pervasiveness of self-centered positions in the negotiation of hospitality. He also notes the promise
that new ethical views of hospitality may have, while also hinting at, through his emphasis on micro-interactions, the promise
of new affective perspectives to hospitality.

A third major critique of the theoretical foundations of hospitality is found in the book Disruptive Tourism and its Untidy Guests:
Alternative Ontologies for Future Hospitalities (Veijola et al., 2014). This is the first serious attempt to explore novel theorizations of
hospitality in tourism studies. Here, the authors explore, experiment with, and set the scene for alternative and novel ontological
frameworks for a more precise and exhaustive understanding of hospitality in tourism. Particularly, the book begins to probe into
the works of post-structuralist thinkers like Grosz, Irigaray, Nancy, Serres, Spivak, Levinas, Derrida, Guattari, and Deleuze, among
others. To varying degrees, all these thinkers represent relational, affective, and posthumanist approaches in the social sciences,
which are used in the book (Veijola et al., 2014) to disturb conventional tourism and hospitality concerns, and explore novel
and different practices and kinds of ethical responsibility to ourselves, one another, and our environments. The authors acknowl-
edge emergent and potential alternative social and spatial forms of hospitality and conviviality, which may replace the current
totalizing forms and sites of tourism (e.g., hotel rooms, all-inclusive resorts, museums, some guided tours). This way, the book
succeeds to go beyond “scholarly and industry-based approaches to controlling how guests and hosts ‘should’ experience, develop
and maintain” those totalizing forms and sites (Ormond, 2015, p. 263).

Molz (2014) draws from Grosz and others to explore ‘the clearing as a requisite for camping’ as a metaphor of the ‘complex
violences of creativity, exclusion and entitlement’ (p. 22) that the transferring of our habits onto other spaces and peoples pro-
duce, if we do not instead adapt with them. Veijola et al. (2014) refers to Irigaray, Nancy, and others, and shares lessons from
non-human others about ethics as hospitality and being-with. Höckert (2014) draws from Levinas to advocates an alternative
hospitality which relies on unlearning of our privilege and develop openness for co-learning. Finally, drawing from Deleuze,
Grit (2014) studies spaces of hospitality in which host and guest construct their own unanticipated routes of exploration instead
of being constrained by a pre-defined and totalizing touristic space. Altogether, in these explorations we observe an open and
compelling invitation to further theorize with novel ethical and ontological frameworks that stop perpetuating the privileges of
some over others in tourism and hospitality. It is about new ethical frameworks to situate more just hospitalities and hinder
the totalizing drive of most current practices; about the promise of affective approaches to these purposes; about the artificiality
of conceptual binaries or dualisms, e.g., host vs guest. And it is about the large neglect of posthumanist concerns in the research
and understanding of cosmopolitan hospitality.

The fourth and last critique we found it in the camp of cosmopolitanism. It refers to the limitations of dominant approaches,
which are not able to effectively overcome the ongoing difficulties of people to develop abilities to understand each other and
create more equitable lives across differences. It also refers to the difficulty of current approaches to embrace the ontological mul-
tipolarity of globalization and concomitant need to overcome the still dominant Eurocentric conceptions of cosmopolitanism; and
to their still heavy reliance on normative (totalizing) approaches to ethics. Attempts to transcend these may be found in Swain's
(2009) work when she goes beyond the traditional approaches to cosmopolitanism research in tourism, by exploring how cosmo-
politanisms are experienced, embodied, situated, performed and imagined by tourists, and where she argues for the value that
feminist analysis could bring to develop peoples' abilities to understand each other and create more equitable lives.

Pieterse's (2006) accounts of emancipatory cosmopolitanism, and Calhoun's (2008) elaboration of connective cosmopolitan-
ism, are also significant references here. In Pieterse's words about her emancipatory cosmopolitanism: “[t]he options are to go
with Plato to NATO, carried by frequent travelers; to go normative and abstract and risk the standardization of dissent; or alter-
natively, to reckon with the real cosmopolitanism of history and accept pockmarks” (Pieterse, 2006, pp. 1255–1256), referring
respectively to liberal, Kantian, and affective perspectives. As noted by Nandy (1989), universalistic normative claims can be an
expression of unreflective ethnocentrism, ethnocentrism in disguise, or a plain disciplinary regime, as in the dominance of
human rights discourse which produces the ‘standardization of dissent’. Moreover, a ‘historical’ cosmopolitanism relies on a
cult of necessity, origins, and linear causation, rather than stressing the irreducible contingency of becoming: pockmarks as unhis-
torical elements and non-representational affects. And as Calhoun (2008) states in his own advocacy for a connective cosmopol-
itanism, there is nothing wrong with employing a logic of universal equivalence, such as that of Kantian ethics, “[b]ut this is one-
sided and needs to be complemented by a cosmopolitanism oriented to the connections that link people to each other in several
scales of solidarity” (p. 111). A call for a major focus on relational and affective approaches is thus observed in this camp, as well
5
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as for novel ethical frameworks to overturn the privileges of the powerful tourism cosmopolitans and deter the totalizing drive of
currently dominant conceptions and practices in tourism.

These four critiques specifically call for new theorizations that support affective and posthumanist approaches to hospitality,
those precisely neglected in varying degrees by Kant, Levinas, and Derrida (see Table 1). If we are to advance a critical and
more just conception of cosmopolitan hospitality, we need to find an approach which is relationally affective and ethically
situated and embodied, rather than generalized, objectified, rationalized, and totalizing—and which extends to the more-
than-human while dissolving conceptual binaries. This we contend can be found if we follow Gilles Deleuze's theoretical
work, as discussed below.

Gilles Deleuze: an affective and posthumanist approach to cosmopolitan hospitality

In Deleuze's philosophical texts there is no explicit mention made of the word hospitality nor is cosmopolitanism given much
attention by this contemporary philosopher. No wonder references to Deleuze in the literatures on hospitality and cosmopolitan-
ism in tourism studies are negligible. However, in his philosophy (Deleuze, 1983, 1988, 1990a, 1990b, 1994, 2000, 2003; Deleuze
& Guattari, 1987) we can find theoretical solutions for the limitations found above in current approaches to cosmopolitanism
and hospitality in tourism research. In what follows we introduce our Deleuzian conceptualization of cosmopolitan hospitality
and elaborate on how Deleuze overcomes the limitations of the Kantian, Levinasian, and Derridean frameworks with his reliance
on affect and a situated ethics, and his enactment of posthumanism and related dissolution of other categorical binaries,
e.g., home-away, and host-guest—the two key conceptual areas where we argued above that current frameworks are limited.

Deleuze enables a synthesis of the Kantian and Levinasian approaches to hospitality that is opposite to that carried out by
Derrida. The Derridean political ethics of hospitality will be transformed by the use of Deleuzian thinking into an ethical pol-
itics. Moreover, the fact that Deleuze's hospitality, like Levinas', is primarily relational, averts the temporal and spatial lim-
itations that Derrida's hospitality has, when a threshold has to be crossed.

A Deleuzian conceptualization of cosmopolitan hospitality

To account for Deleuze's position on hospitality we must rely on his unorthodox conception of friendship (Deleuze, 1983)
which, according to Goh (2007), refers to “another form of relation, a new understanding of relation” (p. 220), whereby present
notions like friends or friendship come to be revealed as anachronistic misnomers. Goh coins the neologism post-friendship to
refer to this Deleuzian new form of relation that replaces or reconceptualizes ‘friendship.’ According to Deleuze (2003), individuals
have their subjective point of view of the world, but the simple fact that others, in their anonymity, may have an unknown dif-
ferent point of view, can destabilize, and put into question the world as seen by the former. Due to this uncertainty, in encounters
Table 1
Theoretical limitations of the Kantian, Levinasian and Derridean approaches to hospitality, affect and posthumanism.

}
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with anonymous others, the others may be seen as potentially contentious, untrustful. Deleuze calls one example of this type of
individuals ‘mediocre individuals’, those who cannot bear that others have an unknown inner life. Mediocre individuals look for
the security of a friend, but friendship is only sought for egoistic purposes. Here, friendship is a relation through which individuals
make use of each other to embellish their view of the world and reinforce their mediocrity as individuals. According to Goh (2006,
p. 231), “it is here that friendship becomes instrumental, where it is useful only to fulfill a lack in oneself”. If we translate these
Deleuzian arguments to the context of hospitality, we can understand the many forms of host-guest relations that are ultimately
either untrustful or instrumental and formed to make use of each other.

For Deleuze (2003), the mediocre individual has not learned yet to embrace and affirm the unknown and unknowable inner
world of others including friends, guests, and hosts. The mediocre one is always seeking to bring the other into “reciprocities,
communications, communions” (p. 93). She cannot not know the friend, or the encountered other; she has a terrible will to
knowledge; she cannot let him or her just be or become; she has not learned to accept, or regard with respect, the mute existence
of the friend, guest, host, or any other next to her. She does not know how to relate ‘hospitably’, that is, to regard others without
desiring to penetrate their inner world and possess it. Ultimately, in ‘friendship’ there must always be traces of ‘mistrust’ within
the very intimacy of relations, an assertion of the fundamental truth of living in a world in which relational certainty is impossible
(Deleuze, 2000; Derrida, 1997).

Let us remind ourselves here of the prominence that rational modernist individuals have against other individuals which are
made subaltern, and the additional fact that with the spread of liberalism these rational individuals have grown to possess and
claim their rights to free mobility. Disregarding the original focus on duties of Kantian cosmopolitan hospitality, these individuals
resonate well with the Deleuzian definition of the mediocre self, whose subjectivity contributes and perpetuates unjust and inhos-
pitable worlds. Against this, Deleuze (2003) introduces the idea of team subjectivity, for those who have learned to relate hospi-
tably with different others. In contrast to the mediocre self, this team subjectivity is that of a relational and nomadic self, a
somehow fragmented self that is dissolved with each encounter, such that becoming takes ontological status.

This way, the focus of cosmopolitan hospitality is finally shifted away from the rights of the privileged over the subaltern, as in
Kant and his liberal interpretations. It also is not a continuous “negotiation” or “compromise” as in Derrida, where hosts are
always involved in an incessant negotiation between the law of unconditional hospitality, which ordains a welcome to the new-
comer beyond any conditions, and that of the laws of hospitality which, through the determination of rights and duties, defy the
law of unconditional hospitality. Deleuze's focus is instead put on an ongoing mutual transformation that necessarily dissolves the
oppositional binary of host and guest and blurs the borders between their positions in encounters, without excluding the more-
than-human, as we will see further below. For Deleuze (2003), friendship (and thus hospitality) remains possible, but only when
a team subjectivity, as Deleuze put it, has replaced the mediocre individual.

Deleuze can put this relational dimension of hospitality in conversation with cosmopolitanism's spatially. This way, the con-
cepts of home and away in spatial accounts of hospitality, as framed in Kant, and also in Derrida's approach, take a very different
shape in Deleuze. For Deleuze and Guattari (1987) the concept of home, or ‘community’, is nothing but a contingent and tempo-
rary stabilization of an always already underlying ‘nomadicity’. The Deleuzoguatarian concept of community, and thus of home,
does not relate to that of the Greek logos or polis, a striated (regulated) and fixed space. Rather, it resembles the Greek nomos,
a smooth (open) space. Interpreting Deleuze and Guatari, Sellars (2007) describes these types of spaces as follows:
“A distribution according to logos is a distribution in which that which is distributed is divided up; the distribution of parcels of
land to different sedentary farmers, for instance. Such a distribution requires a logos in the form of a judgement or a principle; it
is a proportional determination. A distribution according to nomos, in contrast, is a distribution in which this relationship is
reversed. Rather than individuals dividing up a territory and distributing it to themselves, instead individuals distribute them-
selves across an open and undivided territory; nomadic shepherds scattered across an undivided plain” (p. 33).
Therefore, the Deleuzian conception of cosmopolitanism is utterly nomadic, and could perhaps be best described as a
cosmonomadism, instead. In this regard, Deleuze's cosmopolitans are “the experimental people, who have left behind the striated
spaces of State-communities” (Goh, 2006, p. 223). They “affirm and exercise the freedom to come together or break away into
other trajectories” (Goh, 2006, p. 223). It is about a global community which shares an ethical demand to the political; a commu-
nity that transcends the us and them, us as good, them as bad, and therefore, a community without exclusion. Following Goh
(2006, p. 225), the architecture of the nomos, the smooth space characteristic of the nomadic distribution, is an architecture of
“moving bridges” that are “always constructing towards a future community” (as against the “bunker architecture” of the
polis). It is an undefined architecture, an “architecture-in-progress”. It is in this way that Deleuze succeeds in also dissolving
the oppositional binaries of traveler and dweller, home and away, which Derrida could not convincingly deconstruct in his ac-
count of hospitality. More properly, Deleuze's cosmopolitan hospitality becomes a cosmonomadic co-hospitality, a nomadic and
mutual hospitality (Irigaray, 2013).
Affect and ethics: towards a (situated) ethical politics of cosmopolitan hospitality

Deleuze's conception of affect, like Levinas', is pre-subjective and non-representational, but goes far beyond the latter's, thus
offering new theoretical ground for an extended affective perspective of cosmopolitan hospitality.
7
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In Deleuze (1988, 1990a, 1994), affect is extended from being a mere pre-subjective ethical force (as in Levinas) to het-
erogeneous bundles of affective forces and capacities through which something new is actually produced, and where affects
and productions “act and react in complex relationships and assemblages” (Guia & Jamal, 2020, p. 3). Deleuzian affect is gen-
erative, rhizomatic, and virtual, and must be found not in individuals but in assemblages, i.e., affective spaces and atmo-
spheres in and from which situated instances of hospitality actualize (Reckwitz, 2012). Action is regarded through
embodied and embedded capacities and environmental affordances, rather than in terms of interactional individual determi-
nations. Affects, for Deleuze, are not emotions, nor personal feelings, but intensive forces impelling individual ways of exis-
tence in specific places. In fact, Deleuze (1988, 1990a, 1994) defines affect as an individual capacity to act and to be acted
upon, i.e., what it can do and what it can undergo. Affect is thus the ability of bodies to form and transform assemblages
with other bodies and be formed and transformed in and by them. Deleuzian affect is primarily political and has a stronger
resemblance to power, where the power to affect and be affected “varies considerably due to the different capabilities that
bodies have during their lifetime, and also due to the relationships a given body enters into: some will increase the given
body's capacities, and some diminish it” (Kristensen, 2016, p. 17).

Hence, an affective characterization of Deleuzian cosmopolitan hospitality makes it a practice that only comes about
within particular and self-transforming assemblages (Grit, 2014; Ryder, 2015). This will let tourists, as well as tourism op-
erators and regulators, communities, and educators alike, ascertain the specific assemblages within which hospitality mate-
rializes or is impeded—in other words, the particular assemblages and forces through which individual instances of
hospitality are established, disseminated, continued, or disturbed (Sinha, 2018). It is the entanglement of affective forces,
in their co-determination, “which hints at the inventiveness of hospitality that comes to mean and feel differently to differ-
ent people and settings” (Zembylas, 2020, p. 42). As put by Ruitenberg (2015, p. 70), hospitality “can only be invented anew
each time in a particular context, with a particular host and a particular guest”. It is in this way that affect becomes the basis
of a radically situated ethics for cosmopolitan hospitality.

The resulting ethical responsibility becomes a (situated) response-ability (Haraway, 2008), a capacity for becoming-other
before the other. Deleuzian ethics is not moralistic in the sense of consisting of binding and stable rules that judge actions
and intentions in the light of universal values, as in Kant. Nor it is a universal humanist pre-subjective and infinite respon-
sibility for the other, as in Levinas. Ethical worth is judged without universal values, by means of situated criteria about
whether the capacities to affect and be affected in assemblages that respect and seek heterogeneity increase or decrease.
It is an affirmative ethics, one of ‘willing’ whatever occurs inasmuch as it occurs, even when what occurs is ‘unwelcome’.
It is not fatalism, though, but rather an ethics of overturning the negative, without resignation or resentment; an amor
fati, where we have to feel worthy of what happens to us and if this is ‘negative’, rework it in the direction of positive re-
lations (Braidotti, 2013, 2019; Deleuze, 1983). In other words, the ‘worthiness’ of an event – that which ethically should
compels us to engage with it, must not be its intrinsic or explicit value according to given standards of moral or political
evaluation, but rather the extent to which it contributes to conditions of becoming. It resonates with a cosmopolitan hospi-
tality which, instead of being based on the feeling of an essentialist, pre-determined and universal sense of humanity, is
based on the idea that “the other feels at home in the world [only as far as the one] does justice to the other as a [‘different’]
equal in the world” (Hallemeier, 2013, p. 154).

It is precisely this relationship between hospitality and affectivity that renders hospitality a complex interaction of ethics and
politics (Bulley, 2015). In Table 2, we can observe how in Kant, the political is both the substance of hospitality and its condition
Table 2
The substance and quality of hospitality (ethics/politics) in the different philosophical approaches to cosmopolitan hospitality.

}
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or quality, a political politics, or simply and uniquely a politics. In Levinas it is the ethical that is both the substance and its
condition or quality, an ethical ethics. In the Derridean approach, the underlying Levinasian ethical substance of hospitality
is made qualitatively political, i.e., a political ethics of hospitality. Deleuze, on the contrary, makes the Kantian political sub-
stance of hospitality qualitatively ethical, thus establishing an ethical politics of hospitality.

Posthumanism: the more-than human and the dissolution of oppositional binaries for a more just cosmopolitan hospitality

Deleuze (1990b) affirms that matter is already sense-making, thus laying a much more solid ground for a posthumanist
approach to hospitality than the limited and insufficient grounds provided by Levinas and Derrida. Deleuze's philosophy is
in this sense overtly posthumanist (Guia, 2021; Guia & Jamal, 2020). Philosophical posthumanism must be understood as
both a post-anthropocentricism and a post-dualism (Ferrando, 2019): decentering the human in relation to the non-
human is the main concern of post-anthropocentricism, while understanding human experience in pluralistic, rather than
in generalized and universalized terms and strict, rigid, and absolute categories, particularly when they lead to hierarchical
relations, is the concern of post-dualism.

Deleuze's is a philosophy where knowledge is always partial, embodied, and embedded, and in no case do humans have an
exclusive right to it. A Deleuzian situated and affirmative ethics involves meeting others with political response-ability and with-
out domination, whether they are human or non-human beings (Braidotti, 2013, 2019). A posthumanist hospitality becomes truly
post-anthropocentric. It is an ethics where one “shares an affective relation with any other entity as part of a multiplicity, a col-
lective that crosses the boundaries between human and animal” (Bunch, 2014, p. 16), an affective assemblage, space, atmosphere
of humans and the more-than-human together and in motion, a becoming that “pulls beings together, one to the other, under
conditions of sheer alterity without binding them under conditions of sameness” (p. 16).

The concept ‘more-than-human’ gains relevance here, as it was established as a counterpoint to the culture vs nature opposi-
tional binary and refers to the worlds of the different beings co-dwelling on Earth, involving but surpassing human societies. Usu-
ally, the more-than-human emphasizes complex multi-species entanglements, frictions, and arrangements of co-vulnerability and
reciprocity experienced in modern-day places of tension across species and beings. Moving from humanism to posthumanism
along these lines enables us to contrapose hegemonic human exceptionalism.

With the dissolution of the culture-nature dualism in post-anthropocentric approaches, the domain of cosmopolitan hospitality
is extended to more-than-human entities (from soil and trees to animals or water, making them actors and agents in their own
right with legitimate claims to justice). It brings the more-than-human world into the purview of justice, which is needed if we
are to make visible the ecological effects of humanism that would otherwise remain invisible. It provides theoretical shelter to
recent claims for a more just hospitality, one that would not only include other disfavored humans, but also animals, and even
the inanimate (Leep, 2018). It also affirms intrinsic and Indigenous values through a relational and situated ethics that forms
the basis for a just tourism in the Anthropocene (Jamal, 2019; Viken et al., 2021) and caters for new perspectives on posthumanist
cosmopolitanism in times of climate crisis. For instance, framing travel generated forms of carbon emissions as all-powerful
‘guests’ could be explored if hospitality was extended and made posthumanist. These and other related concerns with non-
human actants have started to be theorized in tourism studies from the perspective of Actor Network Theory (ANT; van der
Duim et al., 2012), but our Deleuzian approach emphasizes an affective dimension that ANT does not have. This was noted by
Sage et al. (2020), who found that ANT's refrain of “following the actors themselves or rather that which makes them act”
(Latour, 2005, p. 237) was of limited value when following how technologies are organized through and with affects. These au-
thors started exploring the overlooked potentials in ANT to engage with affect, and particularly with a Deleuzian approach. Our
paper is in line with these findings, which open new and promising avenues for further research.

Deleuze's (1994) conceptual apparatus also offers great value for a posthumanist theorization of the dissolution of key dual-
isms or oppositional binaries (Hollinshead, Suleman, Wang, Nair, & Vellah, 2021) that have been characteristic of cosmopolitan
hospitality, e.g., traveler vs dweller, host vs guest, home vs away. For Deleuze, the prevailing categorical, oppositional, and binary
way of thinking hides and misplace relations of difference. His approach dissolves binary thinking and categorical totalization,
affirming the relations of difference and repetition that empower nomadic and non-representational thought instead.

A Deleuzian approach dissolves both the relational (guest/host) and spatial (home/away) binaries of hospitality, which were
not fully nor effectively dissolved in other frameworks, as shown in Table 3. The relationality of hospitality must not assume
an original sovereignty of the host, nor a fixed identity of the guest. In cosmonomadic settings, both individuals and nation states
become situated in a ‘smooth space’ which is always negotiated with each interaction. It is through this spatial and relational
nomadology (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; Hollinshead & Vellah, 2020), that both the shifting nature of guest and host in relational
encounters and the often-paradoxical meaning of home and away in cosmopolitanism can be properly and fully theorized.

This affective and posthumanist approach to cosmopolitan hospitality may open promising avenues for tourism research (Guia,
2021; Guia & Jamal, 2020; Hollinshead, Suleman, Wang, Nair, & Vellah, 2021). Beyond those topics already noted by these authors,
research on overtourism could benefit from this approach, where the host community and the ensemble of visitors could be
reframed and treated situationally, instead of as strict categorial unities and in fundamental oppositional binary relation. Deleuzian
methodologies (Coleman & Ringrose, 2013) could start to be imported for this purpose. In hospitality studies, this approach could
inspire new practices of commercial tourism, where otherness is not so tightly organized and commoditized, and where the value
that encounters with unexpected others may have for visitors is acknowledged (Veijola et al., 2014). Instead of assuming com-
mercialized interactions as not hospitable per se, we could examine the way social interactions in commercial settings can become
instances of relational encounters of cosmopolitan hospitality. As noted by Molz and Gibson (2007a), commercial venues such as
9
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restaurants, hotels, and others “do not elide hospitality, but rather become the settings for complex negotiations of multiple
hospitalities, and embodied encounters between strangers, whose roles as guest or hosts are shifting constantly, as do their move-
ments and rest” (p. 8).

Conclusion

Our theoretical endeavor has first acknowledged key thinkers in cosmopolitan hospitality. Kant's version of cosmopolitan
hospitality is grounded on a universal moral and institutional politics, and his hospitality is clearly limited to a global politics
of space. By contrast, Levinas leaves us with an ethical cosmopolitanism that is singular and does not translate to universal
justice as it is limited to individual relational encounters. Derrida adds Levinas' ethics of unconditional hospitality to the
Kantian framework, in order to develop a political ethics of hospitality. But Derrida's deconstruction of Kantian hospitality
reaches only halfway, perpetuating the asymmetry between host and guest, and thus the conceptual binaries and inequal-
ities that inhere as a precondition of the original concept of hospitality itself. A Deleuzian approach to cosmopolitan hospi-
tality can overcome these limitations. Table 4 represents the conceptualizations of hospitality and concomitant theorizations
under the Kantian, Levinasian, Derridean, and Deleuzian frameworks.

Deleuze offers an affective and posthumanist approach to cosmopolitan hospitality that opens touristic spaces for affec-
tive, situated, nomadic, and more-than-human relational practices of cosmopolitan hospitality, for example, those of
couchsurfing described by Molz (2007, 2011b), or in relationality with animals in tourism, as for instance that described
by Cui and Xu (2019). The Deleuzian ontology of affects produces a notion of ‘just’ action and emancipation that rejects
all struggles to re-establish desired and predefined original positions. What matters is to cultivate the capacity to affect
and be affected. This cosmopolitan hospitality seeks encounters where affections increase this capacity, and where the inten-
sification of these affective capacities becomes the ethical ground for emancipation, political community, and global justice.
It is in this way that new approaches to counter injustices in the local-to-global spaces of tourism and hospitality can be
opened. A new situated and affirmative ethics of hospitality operates in the tension between Levinasian unconditional hos-
pitality, Kantian conditional hospitality, and the demands of ordinary acts of hospitality as revealed in specific encounters in
a particular place and time (Ruitenberg, 2015). Moreover, the Deleuzian conceptualization of cosmopolitan hospitality ex-
tends the domain of hospitality beyond the human and dissolves oppositional binaries while issuing alerts about the total-
izing force of categorical thinking. We must take Deleuzian posthumanism seriously if we want to advance more just forms
of cosmopolitan hospitality and tourism in the Anthropocene. Posthumanism denies human exceptionalism, advocates non-
anthropocentrism, de-centers the individual subject, abolishes the culture-nature dualism, and puts into prominent position
the more-than human.

A call is made here to incorporate affective and posthumanist conceptualizations of cosmopolitan hospitality in both
tourism pedagogy and praxis, where instead of a system of representations, tourism will be seen as an assemblage of emerg-
ing and affective forces, and where more-than-human encounters will not possibly be excluded in advance.
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