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Abstract. The increasing significance of transnational and global phenomena determines
the need in a new social theory that, while considering the particularity and unique characteristics
of social phenomena, makes them scientifically meaningful on a transnational and global scale and
in relation to each other. The fluid, indeterminate and multi-dimensional nature of global phenomena,
which has become the basis for deep uncertainty and insecurity throughout the world, has increased
the need to understand transnational and global phenomena. This made social and global studies
revisit and reformulate social theory in relation to globalization and ever-increasing global
interconnectedness [1; 33]. In general, there are two approaches: the revisionist approach seeks
to reformulate and modify social sciences based on the new ontology of the contemporary world and
referring to the roots and foundations of social sciences, especially sociology, to be reconstructed
and restored [2; 17; 30; 34]; radical approaches argue that, given the historical-social background
of social sciences and their epistemological-theoretical characteristics, it is impossible to modify
and adapt them to the contemporary world; thereby, they strive to substitute these sciences [1; 4; 18;
23; 35-37]. The paper presents an attempt to find a balance between these two extremes, criticizing
the epistemological foundations of social sciences and retrieving them from post-foundationalist
philosophy, in order to develop a cosmopolitan social theory. Global cosmopolitanization and the
increasing role of indeterminacy, mutual communication and interdependence of social phenomena,
determine the need in a social theory that takes into account singularity and conceptualizes it in
relation to transnational and global trends through concepts of fluidity and indeterminacy. The
author argues that social sciences and theories are based on three epistemes — modern, national,
and imperial — as the epistemological-historical foundations. Any cosmopolitan social theory
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needs primarily to criticize and go beyond these epistemes, which the author shows by interrogating
two epistemological antinomies — universalism/singularism and essentialism/relativism. Post-
foundationalism and the idea of social configurations are presented as the cores of cosmopolitan
social theory, which can overcome the predicaments imposed by three epistemes and provide
a solution for the above-mentioned antinomies. .

Key words: cosmopolitanization; episteme; post-foundationalism; indeterminacy; social con-
figurations; migratory realities

Modern social science, especially sociology, emerged in the 19" century
at the peak of the first wave of modernity, in the era of certainty in the colonial
metropolises and nation-states of Western Europe, in which the modern immanent
reason promised to rebuild the world with science, technology and the idea
of progress [1; 18; 35; 38—40]. This social science was affected by the historical and
social conditions of the time and was a part of the promises of its age. Like natural
sciences, this science claimed to be universal, trans-historical and objective and
to make objective phenomena in different times and places meaningful with a specific
conceptual-categorical apparatus [18; 35; 38; 41]. This apparatus had fundamental
features that not only highlighted certain types or aspects of phenomena as objects
of inquiry but also participated in their (re)construction. For instance, when the
social became an object of investigation, some characteristics were defined for it a
priori and it was made meaningful in relation to the non-social [42]. This meant
setting aside or reconstructing many phenomena in terms of determined and given
categories that were supposed to make sense of the world and then reorganize
it like natural sciences. However, this conceptual apparatus has encountered
serious epistemological, ontological and normative challenges in understanding
social phenomena in different societies and times. Therefore, many contemporary
social theories attempt to reform, deconstruct or reconstruct social science based
on the ideas of second modernity [43; 44], globalization [15; 32], global culture [24],
postmodernism [29], world society [45; 46], world system [31], civilizations [39;
47], post-colonialism [2; 8], global south [1], indigenous and local communities [48;
49], world risk society [50], late capitalism [51], post-nationalism [52], etc., and aim
to propose both theoretical and empirical alternatives.

Based on Foucault’s concept of episteme [53; 54], this paper shows that social
sciences in general and sociology with dominant social theories in particular
are epistemologically based on the modern, colonial, and national epistemes.
The entanglement and simultaneity of these three epistemes allowed a certain
conceptual apparatus to dominate in social sciences. However, today it has greatly
reduced the effectiveness of social science in making sense of fluid, indeterminate,
and global social phenomena. The paper describes the characteristics and operation
modes of these epistemes in social sciences; shows that any social science and
theory that intends to overcome the predicaments of these three epistemes under
the current cosmopolitanization [3; 4; 23; 37; 55-58] (globalization of uncertainties,
indeterminacies, and interconnectedness) will face two epistemological antinomies
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(essentialism/relativism (as extreme form of constructivism) and universalism/
singularism) and is to provide a solution to overcome them. Such a solution can
be found in post-foundationalism [9; 10; 59] — while suspending these dualities,
it attempts to highlight contingency and indeterminacy as the key characteristics
of social phenomena in the era of uncertainty and fluidity. Thus, social phenomena
are conceptualized in a process of becoming based on the conditions of their
possibility and within a constellation of relations and categories. Thereby, the idea
of social configurations will be considered as an object of cosmopolitan social
theory and global inquiries. Finally, focusing on migration as an example of social
configurations, their modes of construction in the age of cosmopolitanization will
be described.

Modern social science and modern,
national and imperial epistemes

When it comes to sociology, the world consists of entities called societies.
Societies and the social are considered the main objects of social inquiry, but their
quiddity has always been a source of dispute as the basis of various sociological
theories and paradigms [60]. Sociology developed in the time when order and
progress were two fundamental ideals and presuppositions of the modern thought,
foundations of a new ontology of the social world [1; 18]. Based on this ontology,
separate, given and distinct entities were considered as outside and independent
of subjects (sociologists, according to Auguste Comte), with law and order that could
be recognized and regulated [18; 41; 61]. At the level of epistemology, it is assumed
that, on one hand, these standardized and separate entities can be scientifically known
based on a kind of categorization system (theoretical-logical systems and empirical
evidence); on the other hand, there is a correspondence between these external
entities and cognitive categories. Indeterminacy, contingency and accidentality
were supposed to be controlled by regulated and rational categories and foundations
[18; 35; 41; 59; 62; 63]. The modern episteme [10; 53; 54] cognitively, the imperial
[1; 2; 64] and national epistemes [10; 40; 65] historically provided the conditions for
modern social science.

For Michel Foucault, episteme is a general system of understanding in a
period of history that “imposes on each branch of knowledge the same norms and
postulates, a general stage of reason, a certain structure of thought that the men
of a particular period cannot escape” [54. P. 211]. Episteme refers to the historical
a priori of an epoch [66. P. 22] which provides grounds for truth, knowledge,
sciences, and discourses [67]. Epistemes are conceptual and epistemological regimes
for suspending the indeterminacy of the objective world and for rationalizing
or imagining some order for it. Each episteme possesses a system of regulations and
principles; based on the order in which these rules and principles are placed in that
system, provides conditions for discourses and sciences; identifies their internal,
conceptual, and fundamental relations; determines instruments and possibilities
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for consolidation and dominance of discourses; constitutes true and false, central
and important, secondary and unimportant categories, insiders and outsiders. Thus,
epistemes are cognitive contexts for understanding the order of the universe or the
order of things.

In any given culture and at any particular moment, there is always only one
episteme that defines the possibility of knowledge and discourses, being expressed
in a theory or implied in a practice [53. P. 183]. In The Order of Things [53],
Foucault identifies three epistemes in the Western culture, each dominated in a
specific period, determining a specific form of the structure, arrangement and
pattern of knowledge. The first episteme, in the pre-classical period (Renaissance),
developed in the Medieval Ages and continued after the Renaissance to the early
17" century — its basic principle was analogy and resemblance. The classic
episteme was the second — from the mid-17" century to the early 19" century —
and claimed that rather than resembling things represent each other. The third,
modern episteme developed in the modern epoch — since the 19" century, seeking
to discover a rational and universal order embedded in regulated facts and events
of the universe, i.e., a kind of essence, origin and, thus, history are imagined for
phenomena, being comprehended by the subject. Order was grasped in the episteme;
however, primarily based on differentiation rather than resemblance or cognition
of representations. Differentiation, presupposed essence and history were the central
principles of this episteme for suspending the indeterminacy of reality based on a
kind of foundationalism [10; 53].

According to the requirements of the modern episteme, objects of knowledge
are established and standardized units, each has an origin and a history [54] based
on a rational and universal order which can be understood based on a regime
of foundationalist differentiation [10; 42; 68]. Foundationalism epistemologically
implies that there is a complete, fixed and independent foundation outside
the research object, and knowledge of phenomena requires knowledge of this
foundation. On the contrary, anti-foundationalism seeks to criticize and negate
foundations (as opposed to foundationalism) and non-foundationalism denies
the claim of any foundation [9; 10; 59; 65; 69]. In modern social theory and
sociology, foundations (order, progress, state, nation, etc.) were invented and
referred to for understanding and making sense of the external world. The objects
of social sciences, like objects of natural sciences, could be made meaningful
in an ordered and logical system of categories, and then laws of a high degree
of universality and certainty could be formulated. This level of universality,
certainty and determinacy were as if granted to the modern man by the immanent
and critical reason of the enlightenment [9], at the moment of the Western
culture’s transition from representation to differentiation. Man became a subject
who made himself an object of his knowledge, which, according to Foucault [53],
created the modern human science. Categories of citizen, society, people, state,
nation, right, justice, class, progress and so on were (re)constructed to identify
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and make sense of the modern social and personal life in Western Europe and
then in the global North.

The question is how we can make sense of the relationships between
a concept like nation, with deep roots in the Western political philosophy [38],
and real social structures in Western Europe in other times or in non-Western
societies? According to the modern episteme, the construction of a category
such as nation or society implies the definition of non-nation and non-society
[10; 42]. Therefore, the issue of threshold is the most important element in many
social categories. In the same token, each conception or definition of order and
progress implicitly and explicitly includes a conception or definition of disorder
and non-progress. Considering nation, the evolution of the concept implies the
exclusion and disregard of many social actors, times and spaces that are somehow
not incorporated into the social analysis of nation, which was the basis for
various regimes of regulation. The relationship between these categories and
realities presents both epistemological and ontological challenges, raising the
question of whether it is possible to accurately define social phenomena beyond
the modern Western European episteme. For instance, if the modern episteme
determines the object of research, its characteristics and the method for its study,
how can we assess the effectiveness of the category “nation” for explaining social
phenomena in different temporal and spatial contexts?

Modern social sciences have developed gradually from the 16" century,
while sociology as an academic discipline and public discourse — from the
late 19" century in European and American metropoles [1; 18; 39]. According
to Michael Burawoy, “sociology was born with civil society at the end of the
19" century. It was born with the rise of mass education, mass parties, the
expansion of media and transportation, the police and postal service, newspapers
and new means of transportation, all of which linked populations to their nation-
state. The topics of sociology — family, organizations, political parties, culture,
deviance and social control, etc. — presume a space for society alongside but also
intimately connected to market and state” [70. P. 5]. This sociology developed
within the culture of imperialism and in urban metropoles. The new science
embodied an intellectual response to both modern and colonized worlds [1]. The
rapid and revolutionary transformations of Western European societies due to the
idea of progress made understanding of these changes and of the issue of order
more problematic. This is why such categories as society, community, norms,
cooperation, authority, solidarity, status, sacred/profane, alienation, division
of labor and various types of social changes stem from the idea of progress together
with such categories as revolution, industrialization, competition, secularism,
modernity, etc., and became the central objects of modern social sciences.
As many post-colonial thinkers argue, sociology was born in metropolises and
colonial nation-states of the West to face their imperialist problems [1; 2; 5-8].
The search for universal laws for progress and later for modernity allowed “the
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idea of global difference” to dominate sociology through the imperial episteme,
which assumes “differences between the civilization of the metropole and other
cultures whose main feature was their primitiveness” [1. P. 7]. Therefore, social
theory transposed ‘““a temporal-chronological scheme (modern vs pre-modern)
onto a spatial-ideological construct (occident vs orient); thus, the non-Western
became pre-modern, and modernization implied Westernization” [64. P. 367].

Foundations is also a fundamental issue for the imperial episteme and
especially for its idea of global difference as another representation of the
foundationalist differentiation, which can be traced in the works of most classical
sociologists on the natural state of society and its progress[64]. Therefore,
since August Comte, the universal laws of progress and the problem of order
have become the basic agendas or foundations of sociology. In the light of the
modern episteme, a regime of foundationalist differentiation is at work in the
imperial episteme. On the one hand, in metropoles, the dominant sociological
understanding of order and progress as constitutive elements of society allowed
to exclude a majority of groups, relations, times, and spaces; on the other
hand, sociology defined a kind of non-society for colonies through the bias
of methodological nationalism and national episteme [10; 23; 71-73]. In this
conception, history has only one path with universal laws represented in the
scientific idea of progress. Western and modern societies were the only societies
of progress, while other communities were forced to follow these universal
rules as much as possible. Sociology was the leading scientific discipline that
formulated the universal laws of progress and order [1].

Thus, sociology was a discourse of society articulated in a certain period
of transformation of western societies, but then it claimed to be scientific and
universal and, relying on a regime of power/truth of the time, managed to impose
its epistemic requirements on the understanding of all types of communities.
In general, the imperial episteme developed in the epistemology and methodology
of sociology through its four major features that every critique of sociology focuses
on: the claim of universality; definitions ‘from the center’; gestures of exclusion; and
grand erasure. Sociological theories and methods claim to be universal and suppose
that “all societies are knowable, and they are knowable in the same way and from
the same point of view” [1. P. 44], while any ideas outside metropolitan universities
are classified as local or indigenous. General social theory always tries to provide
a solution to the antinomies, dualities, problems and weaknesses of previous and
existing theories that were formulated mainly in the global North and address the
social world based on the dominant categories of Western modernity. In addition
to the regime of differentiation embedded in the modern episteme, there is a kind
of direct exclusion or deliberate choice in the assumptions, references to other
theories and empirical data in sociology.

Another foundation on which modern social sciences have attempted to explain
the world is the nation-state as the basis of the national episteme. Modern social
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science and its major analytical categories, including society, state, nation, solidarity,
rationality, class, territory, power and so on, have developed during the era of nation-
building. Fundamental categories of social sciences were integral to the developing
idea of the nation-state or the ideal of the state/nation congruency in Western
Europe [23; 40; 72; 74—77]. These categories and the logic of their analysis implied
the strive of the age to reorganize communities as different forms of nation-state
or national entities.

The ‘national episteme’ in the epistemology of modern social sciences refers
to a specific and historically contingent system of understanding that governs
knowledge, truth, sciences and discourses within a particular nation-state. This
episteme is a comprehensive system of thought that shapes and constrains the
way individuals in the given historical period perceive the world. The national
episteme establishes norms, postulates and a fundamental structure of thought
through various fields of knowledge and inquiry based on the epistemic boundaries
of nation-state and congruency of nation/state. It embodies the historical a priori
of that nation-state, which means that it is deeply intertwined with the historical
and cultural context of the specific society and period. This national episteme not
only influences how knowledge is produced and organized but also determines the
conditions for the development of sciences and discourses within the national context.
It establishes the rules and principles that structure the knowledge system in the
nation-state and determine the internal, conceptual and fundamental relationships
within the knowledge system. The national episteme shapes the very foundations
of social sciences based on the presuppositions of the global regimes of nation-
states, influencing what is recognized as valid knowledge, how it is categorized,
and who or what is defined as an insider or outsider by the intellectual community
of that nation-state.

The dominance of the national episteme in social sciences led to methodological
nationalism. In the broadest sense, it is any kind of equality or correspondence
between society and nation-state, i.e., “naturalization of the nation-state by social
sciences” [71. P. 301; 72. P. 576]. By assuming a regime of state/nation congruency
[77], methodological nationalism considers states and their governments as the
primary focus of social-scientific analysis [33] and defines the nation, state and
society as the natural social-political forms of the modern world: humans are
naturally organized into a certain number of nations, each constructs itself internally
as a nation-state and sets exterior boundaries to separate itself from other nation-
states [23; 56]. Even in comparative studies, society, its components and history
are considered as the nation-state, its elements and history, and social conflicts
of interests are interpreted in terms of national conflicts. “It is a nation-state point
of view on society and politics, law, justice and history that governs the sociological
imagination. And it is exactly this methodological nationalism that prevents
the social science from getting at the heart of the dynamics of modernization
and globalization, both past and present” [55. P. 287]. While this nationalistic
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perspective continues to provide insights for considering and even criticizing
various social phenomena, it selectively highlights some aspects of political, social
and economic phenomena and disregards or distorts others. Here the modern regime
of foundationalist differentiation is also at work. By excluding the (internal and
external) non-national (religious, irrational, traditional, ethnic, oriental, contingent,
singular, transnational, minor, etc.), the modern social theory — under the influence
of the national episteme — ignores the conceptualization of singular non-national
or transnational phenomena, non-national rationalities and ideas, mobilities and
transnational interdependency, immigrants and strangers, transnational and global
organizations and forces. Through understanding how methodological nationalism
has formed the modes of categorization and conceptualization of the social world,
we can grasp the epistemic implications of nationalism and nation- or state-building
for social sciences.

The simultaneity and dominance of three epistemes provided the epistemic
basis for the emergence and consolidation of modern social sciences in the 19t
century and for the first wave of modernization which promised the global
reconstruction based on immanent reason and with the help of science and
technology in overcoming uncertainties and indeterminacies. This modernization
and its epistemological and historical foundations face serious challenges in the
current era, especially under cosmopolitanization return of uncertainties;
therefore, modern social sciences as a product of modernity have lost their
functional roles [23;43; 50; 56; 78—82] in the world of more fluid and indeterminate
forms, units and boundaries [3; 9; 10; 23; 36]. We witness transformations
of'social phenomena and their subsequent reconstruction in the era of uncertainty,
indeterminacy and interconnectivity. Fundamentally, cosmopolitanization
entails globalization of crises, uncertainties and indeterminacies, which made
prominent institutions, such as state, family, religion, economic and educational
institutions that guided the first wave of modernization and structured the
modern society face the most formidable challenges in fulfilling their functions.
Thus, determinacy, order and rationality that the modern episteme previously
applied for understanding external phenomena are no longer effective, since
social phenomena have become fluid and indeterminate. The ontology of the
contemporary world is not transitioning or progressing toward a new or other
(determinate) order; rather, it steps into the realm of uncertainties and
indeterminacies. For instance, the state can manifest itself in different forms
that it cannot be easily categorized as democratic, religious, autocratic, socialist
and so on. A social phenomenon can emerge as economic in a specific time
and place, but immediately disintegrate and lose its functionality, turning into
a cultural phenomenon; it can no longer be defined as economic or cultural due
to being heterogeneous and indeterminate. Consequently, such social categories
and units have become ‘zombies’, since they lack any inherent meaning in the
external world after their production.
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On the other hand, with the imperial episteme under cosmopolitanization,
we witness the agency of entities, rationalities, cultures, actors and — more
broadly speaking — facets of the non-Western world, subjugated and expelled
under modernity, its rationality and institution, and under the modern, imperial
and national epistemes. Today a radical Islamic group in the Middle East or East
Asia can create major global crises; post-colonial movements, suppressed civil
society actors or forces previously marginalized as non-democratic, non-scientific,
non-modern and non-secular can play a role in cosmopolitanization, challenging
many established global relationships and orders. Ultimately, cosmopolitanizing
realities mean transnationalizing world, which contradicts the national episteme
and determines mutual global interactions of social phenomena. This implies that
a national or local phenomenon possesses facets of transnationalism, since it is
influenced by global and transnational trends and relations and can contribute
to the creation of transnational or global phenomena. However, national entities/
actors and states are not the only influential players on various national, regional
and global scenes, which signifies a shift and suspension of robust categorizations
and boundaries of the national episteme. Thus, three forces shape the ontology
of the new cosmopolitanizing world — indeterminacy, transnationality and
global interconnections that contradict the epistemological foundations of social
sciences within the three dominant epistemes. Today social theory, a prisoner
of these epistemes, needs to be reconstructed in order to be epistemologically able
to reconceptualize social phenomena.

Preconditions of a cosmopolitan social theory

Is it possible to formulate a new understanding of society in social theory and
sociology to solve the problems imposed by the modern, national and imperial
epistemes and to present a more realistic picture of the contemporary world? How
is it possible to analyze social phenomena after incorporating the indeterminate and
suspending the regime of foundational distinctions that operates throughout these
epistemes? How can uncertain elements lead to the suspension of the foundations
of these epistemes? What will be the consequences of such efforts for social actors?
Within the ontology of cosmopolitanization, how can one make sense of social
phenomena with their unique, singular and local characteristics in relation to global
and universal processes as inherently uncertain and indeterminate? How can this
conceptualization escape the trap of essentialism, extreme relativism or groundless
and non/anti-foundationalist approaches and produce knowledge about fluid and
heterogeneous social phenomena? There are various answers to these questions [1;
8; 18; 21; 37; 41; 45; 83-85].

If the contemporary social theory intends to adapt its ontology
to cosmopolitanization, first it needs to overcome the dominance of three
epistemes. There is a disparity between the ontology of the contemporary world,
1.e., cosmopolitanization, and the epistemology of social; therefore, the social theory
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should suspend the dominance of three epistemes and consider indeterminacy,
transnationality and global interrelations in comprehending current phenomena
and configurations, i.e., we need a coherent and epistemologically deconstructive
approach to reexamine and revise the core issues in the epistemology of social
sciences based on the antinomies of essentialism/relativism and universalism/
singularism, which would set the ground for a cosmopolitan social theory.

By discarding indeterminacy and relying on solid and rational foundations, the
modern social theory and sociology of the 19" century aimed at making sense of the
world scientifically and then at reconstructing it mainly at the national level. Today,
after the era of global modernization, the world faces the unintended consequences
of modernization, trends that have ontologically transgressed many categories,
boundaries and epistemic characteristics of the modern world [78; 82]. Instead of the
certainties of the first modernization, the contemporary world faces global risks,
crises and threats that go beyond national and state boundaries. Indeterminacy and
uncertainties that were supposed to be controlled by three epistemes seem to return,
which changes the configuration of the world. The dominance of three epistemes
has reduced the analytical efficiency of social sciences and turned many of its
categories into zombie categories [36; 86]. A mere reformulation or modification
of these categories and theories will not lead to a better understanding of the
contemporary world — we need to suspend the dominance of the epistemes and
their central logic, particularly foundationalist differentiation, to make social theory
address indeterminacy when analyzing social phenomena — of a transnational
or global character, in fluid and indeterminate relationships with each other.
Cosmopolitanization as globalization of risks and indeterminacy [50; 55; 56; 80; 87]
determines the need in a cosmopolitan social theory that would consider multiplicity
and particularity of different social phenomena in their totality, in relation to each
other and in transnational and global contexts.

Epistemologically, cosmopolitan social theory is to delineate the subject
of social inquiry and elucidate the nature of knowledge in the new global context.
This paper introduces the idea of social configuration as an alternative and solution
to the above-mentioned challenges and uses migratory realities as an illustrative
example to demonstrate the relevance and efficacy of the idea in the analysis of social
phenomena within the cosmopolitanized spaces of action.

Basically, the idea of regulated, isolated, standardized and determined external
entities as independent units with specific laws together with the assumption
that these units are knowable and correspond to epistemic categories, is the very
manifestation of essentialism [35; 41] based on the unified set of knowledge and
logical prepositions with a common genesis. According to the modern episteme
[53; 54], since the subject shares a common origin and foundation with the object
of analysis, we can grasp a certain truth and knowledge. Any progress in knowledge
would be accomplished by “the application of logic and mathematics to the known
and the unknown. The ultimate goal consisted of reducing reality to propositions
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that were both timeless and universal” [88. P. 79]. This mode of study of nature was
transferred to the study of society.

Such a foundation together with the ratio of the objective world and cognitive
categories in different epistemic apparatus determines whether it is essentialist
or relativist. In radical constructivism or relativism, objective realities are
suspended in favor of subjective categories [41] (no direct and valid correspondence
between cognitive categories and objective entities). In general, the idea of an entity
called society in the objective world, as a unit with discernible order and law, is a
representation of essentialism in the works of many sociologists. On the other hand,
the claim of the impossibility of society and the social has also been expressed by many
constructivist approaches in social sciences [89]. The essentialist conception, which
always presupposed an external foundation of society, was dominant since the birth
of sociology. In classical sociology, society was founded on order and progress and
functioned like a set of mechanical or organic units; events and forces contrary
to the dominant perceptions of order and progress were excluded as contingent,
indeterminate, uncertain or even abnormal and disruptive. In constructionist
approaches, the existence of any regulated and given society in the objective world
is basically rejected, and the demarcation and regularization of many social units
is attributed to mental and linguistic categories [90]. In extreme constructivism,
we enter the realm of anti/non-foundationalism, groundless nihilism that claims
everything to be imagined, which makes society impossible, its history plural,
discrete and unbalanced, and scientific knowledge of the social world suspended [9;
41]. Michel Foucault [54] defines this antinomy as a duality between norm, rule and
system — function, conflict and signification, i.e., even extreme constructivism,
or anti-foundationalist philosophy, is also subject to the requirements of the modern
episteme.

Modern science has always claimed to be universal [88], and universal
categories or propositions with the highest level of inclusion and certainty have
been the most important criterion of being scientific. This science was to provide
universal explanations for natural and social phenomena through both logic and
empirical evidence. This conception of science has been criticized both in the
global North and the global South. Basically, the idea of universal laws for the
social world is a modern idea based on immanent reason, but are these universal
laws and categories valid for other societies and times both in the past and the
future? [88; 91] In radical post-colonialist approaches criticizing the basis of any
universal laws, this understanding of knowledge is considered western, universalist
and totalitarian. It states that everything is a singular event that is fundamentally
and incommensurably different from any other; for instance, principally, modernity
was a singular event in the West, but the Western regime of truth/power strived
to promote the singular as the universal, as a general law to be imposed on other
times and places [8; 92]. Secularism was a local idea that emerged in “the 17
century as a political solution intended to end the European Wars of Religion
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by establishing a lowest common denominator among the doctrines of conflicting
Christian sects and by defining a political ethic altogether independent of religious
doctrines” [93. P. 324]. But this local and historical doctrine was turned through the
secular episteme into a universal, self-evident, trans-temporal idea and one of the
main pillars of universal modernity.

In post-colonialism, post-modernism and various types of constructivism/
constructionism, society is considered as a special arrangement in a certain
period of modernity in the global North, which became a universal category
with cosmopolitan characteristics. In this post-metaphysical or anti-foundational
approach, the scientific understanding of society (sociology) is rejected [90; 94]
and substituted by its interpretation as a set of singular categories [29]. The main
concern of social analysis is to deconstruct the foundations of the dominant regime
of power/knowledge in order to identify the events and ruptures that are the basis
of such regimes and present them as truths or trans-historical and trans-spatial
realities [8]. The only universal foundation is the difference between the singular(s)
[90], because only this idea makes the singular meaningful and plausible.

Another important issue is history and historicity. It is still unclear whether
general social categories have a universal and shared history (of progress) or we
deal with multiple histories of different categories in different societies. This issue
is clearly illustrated by the debates on modernity as one of the key categories
of sociological theory: does modernity have a universal rule and a unified,
teleological, linear and universal history, or are there multiple modernities and non-
modern histories? Is it possible to talk about history/sociology and its categories,
with the level of determination implied in the Western modernity? Many anti-
foundationalist approaches strive to define themselves precisely in opposition to the
Western modernity and its universal history based on local historical conditions.
These are questions and dilemmas that have determined the history of sociology
due to the dominance of the modern, national and imperial epistemes [7].

Post-foundationalism and social configurations

According to post-foundationalism [9; 10; 59; 95; 96], many problems
determined by the antinomy of essentialism/relativism and universalism/singularism
can be solved by suspending the national, colonial and modern epistemes. First,
the idea of complete, solid and given foundations should be replaced by the idea
of incomplete, partial and indeterminate foundations [59; 95], i.e., society is an
incomplete and partial category [59; 90; 97]. Put it differently, each foundation
determines one possibility out of many and the impossibility of other foundations.
Therefore, the abyss or groundless is embedded in every realization of the foundation
because it implies the non-realization of other foundations [9]. Accordingly, social
phenomena are contingent, and contingency means that any social analysis must
prioritize the possibility or impossibility of a socially determined phenomenon [98].
Moreover, phenomena are determined at a certain moment and space and under
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a certain historical constellation, which means that historicity must become a part
of social analysis [99], i.e., social units should be considered neither given, nor prior
and completed. Thus, the corresponding social categories would be incomplete,
relational and ongoing within the temporal-spatial horizon. Sociologists study
the temporary moment of determination of the social, which means that the idea
of regulated, self-founded, self-contained and standardized units in the social world
should be discarded. Second, the idea of the correspondence of cognitive categories
to external units should be suspended as the idea of any final and solid foundations for
these categories. But what is the object of social inquiry in the post-foundationalist
approach? What phenomena are supposed to be represented by social categories
instead of given objects?

The modern science aimed at knowing the unknown by overcoming uncertainty
and indeterminacy [18]. If the social is only an incomplete effort of society in the
path of determination, this determination can display different levels of universality
or singularity. The issue of determination as based on the verification of conditions
of possibility is another layer that must be included in social analysis to simultaneously
consider the universal and the singular. For instance, in the regime of nation-states,
this means determination by the requirements of power and truth in the form of the
nation. Therefore, if we consider migration in the regime of nation-states, it has such
universal characteristics as moving from one nation-state to another, but, according
to Theodor Adorno [100], cannot be completely understood in its general unity
in a scientific way. Migration implies different and even diverging determinations
in different moments and spaces [88]. Moreover, the moment of determination
of social reality, a mediator between the universal and the singular, can be grasped
neither in the form of universal categories nor as a field of singular events — only
as a set of heterogeneous configurations.

By considering social units as particular configurations (between the universal
and the singular) and relational entities, we can overcome the antinomy of both
universalism/singularism and essentialism/relativism. Social configurations are
contingent units determined by social actors in a particular time and place under
certain conditions. Unlike regulated social units, interconnectivity, incompleteness,
fluidity and indeterminacy are the key features of configurations. Many categories,
elements, relations, variables, etc., which social theory located as its objects in the
context called society, become meaningful as social configurations — constructed,
consolidated, reconstructed and deconstructed. This does not mean a simple
replacement of one analytical unit with another, it is rather giving up determined
units and making sense of indeterminate phenomena. The level of determination,
universality, stability, continuity, generalizability, historicity, agency’s quiddity,
normativity or descriptiveness, coloniality, locality, nationality or transnationality,
etc., are specified within a configuration at the level of the particular in a temporal-
spatial context. When configurations are considered particular units ‘between’
the universal and the singular, they differ in degree of determinations/foundations
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and family resemblances (in the Wittgensteinian sense). As a result, these
configurations, while preserving their distinctive characteristics and singularities
in various relationships with other configurations, manifest different levels
of universality. Different networks of relations and connections can contribute
to more comprehensive, universal, inclusive, and structurally sound, larger-scale
configurations.

In the analysis of configurations, all actors, entities and relationships
involved are considered through their roles and centrality explicitly delineated.
There is no prior differentiation in the analysis of configurations at any level, and
an inclusive approach can be applied. According to post-foundationalism and the
idea of social configurations, the modern, national and colonial epistemes and their
representations in social sciences have been historical configurations that managed
to self-perpetuate by representing themselves in a transhistorical manner and
in various regimes of power/knowledge, thus, having transformed into dominant,
given and natural epistemes. Therefore, an empty signifier like society is a set
of configurations in a certain time, space and place. By considering the contingency
of these configurations, the social theorist first scrutinizes the conditions of their
possibility and then analyzes their main features. For a thorough understanding
of configurations, a priori categories and universal theories must be deconstructed,
and extreme singularism and empiricism/presentism embedded in many social
approaches must be avoided. Since all categories are defined a posteriori in relation
to configurations, in their verification the gap between theory and method would
be closed. Therefore, in the epistemological perspective, configurations are
understanding tools beyond the wrong assumption that there are pure universality
and mere singularity.

Social configurations and the case of migration

Social configurations as the main object of social inquiries can be an
epistemological solution for the above-mentioned predicaments and incorporate
indeterminacy into social theories in the age of cosmopolitanization. Unlike
regulated, standardized, fixed and determined social entities (state, nation,
institution, family, etc.) or given and prior categories (culture, religion,
migration, economy, etc.), social configurations are indeterminate and posterior
due to the engagement of different actors at different levels with different goals.
These actors interact to meet some needs, pursue some interests or based
on structural conditions, which requires some pre-existing social positions and
learning some social roles (exposure, acquaintance, internalization and then
action or position, disposition and practice) [9; 101]. These interactions and
practices result in a network of relations ‘around’ constructive categories. The
types and orders of categories and their discursive expressions become the basis
for different regimes of boundaries and for the construction of social entities
or configurations. In general, the grammar of configurations, whose fluidity,
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relationality and indeterminacy are their most important features, determines
their quiddity [9; 102].

Social configurations are built on distinct foundations, but these are
incomplete, non-given foundations partially determined in a constant process
of grounding under special historical conditions. Therefore, configurations
display different levels of determination, and the only thing the researcher has
access to is the moment of such determination. Therefore, configurations are
basically contingent and determined under special conditions of possibility,
which should be taken into account to understand these configurations. The
contingency of configurations and the incompleteness of their foundations
indicate that this determination is accompanied by the indeterminacy of other
possibilities, which should also be incorporated in social analysis. Thus, when
a social configuration in terms of categories and their orders finds an economic
articulation, other foundations and characteristics become impossible, which
entails different levels of stability, durability and scales. A configuration
may be formed at the national level but have transnational implications [102].
A configuration may be economic and transnational, but it can be globalized
on another level and become cultural. The scale, stability, durability and
grammar of a configuration can make it manifested in the form of a nation
or a short-term economic community consisting of various actors in the
cyberspace. All these features are comprehendible a posteriori — by empirical
or historical investigation of configurations, their grammar and relationship
with the structural foundations and other configurations. Social configurations
can be compared based on non-foundationalist and non-essentialist approaches,
like family resemblances, and the degree of particularity of configurations and
their components can be identified in relation to each other [88].

International migration is an excellent example of a transnational
phenomenon resulting from cosmopolitanization and determining
fundamental transformations. Based on different economic, political, cultural,
geographical and social foundations, in many social theories, various aspects
of migration have been studied [103-107], including with implications
of the three epistemes. Most migration theories are mainly foundationalist
and fall into the trap of methodological nationalism and Eurocentrism.
Even multidisciplinary, transnational, postcolonial and cultural approaches
that tried to criticize foundationalist approaches have also been caught in a
kind of anti/non-foundationalism [103; 108]. By suspending the category
of migration as complete and given and considering it as an interconnected
set of social configurations, the fluidity, indeterminacy and relational nature
of migratory realities can be revealed. The actors of these configurations
(immigrants, asylum seekers, workers, groups, capitals, families, states,
transnational organizations, etc.), from the time of their movement to the time
of their settlement in a new society, participate in several social configurations
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or become the creators of new configurations. Therefore, migration is not just
a matter of mobility from one nation-state to another under certain structural
factors, we need to identify the contingency of configurations and the
conditions of their possibility, because there is no universal or trans-historical
factor to understand migration patterns and phenomena as indeterminate and
fluid under the current globalized risks.

The scale, domain, relations, actors and forces dominating these
configurations and, in general, their quiddity should be ‘extracted’ from the
empirical study of existing configurations. Whether they are antagonistic
or cooperative, economic or cultural, stable or temporary, etc., all are contingent
configurations. Migration can be a category in a larger configuration or a platform
for the accumulation and formation of other types of configurations. Therefore,
understanding these configurations in spatial-temporal contexts and in mutual
structural and historical relations, and also their internal grammar is the key task
in making sense of migratory realities. Such understanding of a configuration
and its degree of particularity can be achieved through comparative studies
based on the method of family resemblances. Different actors interact, carrying
on their own previous categories and pursuing their imagined interests, which
results in the construction of some categories and a temporary agreement
on what they are/mean. The category of migration may be constructed during
this process or as its result, then these categories are placed in a specific order
determining the content of a migratory configuration — national, transnational,
political, religious, antagonist, economic or cultural. Then these categories and
their orders become the basis of different regimes of boundaries and groupings
and represent themselves in different forms of configuration with various types
of stability and durability. Migrants may form various configurations with
other actors and enter into various relationship with the host society — from
cooperation to conflict. Despite being rooted in the existing social, national
and economic entities, migratory configurations pass through such entities
and obtain various forms [82], including a set of social configurations in close
relationship with national, ethnic, gender, religious, etc. realities and their
different types of configuration.

* %k %k

Cosmopolitanization exposed the contemporary world to the most profound
global transformations, but the dominant social sciences and theories continue
to ignore uncertainty and indeterminacy and to rely on the modern, national and
imperial epistemes. The social analyst is either afraid or unable to incorporate
indeterminacy into analytical categories because this would collapse the
research field that constitutes his profession and discipline. Therefore, the gap
between the cosmopolitanized world and sociology, or between the ontology and
epistemology of social theories, is increasing, which directly and indirectly leads
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to the exclusion and neglect of phenomena, actors, relationships and entities that
play an active role in shaping various social configurations. In the traditional
social sciences, many actors or phenomena are labeled as accidental, unscientific,
irrational, non-modern, non-liberal, non-democratic, non-national, disorderly,
regressive and so on. The dominance of these epistemes hinders the understanding
of these entities, relationships, actors and configurations, especially by deferring
their unique and singular cultural and historical attributes in various societies,
rendering differentiation impossible. A few modifications and alternatives have
been proposed to overcome this gap, but none rejected the basic assumptions of the
modern, national and imperial epistemes for the construction of social theory.
Any critique of contemporary sociology must begin with the critique of these
epistemes.

Therefore, we need a cosmopolitan social theory that can make sense
of the uncertainties, indeterminacy and fluidity in the construction of social
phenomena in relation to transnational and global trends. The article
assesses the possibility of a cosmopolitan social theory as referring to two
epistemological antinomies — essentialism/relativism and universalism/
singularism, which allowed to suggest the philosophy of post-foundationalism
and the idea of social configurations as the cores of the cosmopolitan social
theory. According to the post-foundationalist approach, social phenomena are
epistemologically contingent, temporal and based on incomplete and partial
foundations at a particular moment of specific social-historical constellations.
These foundations are on a constant path of grounding, and their determination
coincides with the indeterminacy of many other possibilities. Thus, social
configurations should be the object of social inquiries as units reflecting the
indeterminacy, fluidity and multiplicity of the world in the ongoing construction
of social phenomena. By examining the conditions of determination of these
social configurations, the cosmopolitan social theory takes into account their
grammar in a posterior and relational way.
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AnHoTanus. Bo3pacraroias 3Ha4UMOCTh TII00ATBHBIX (PCHOMEHOB TUKTYST HEOOXOAUMOCTh
HOBOH COITMAIFHOW TEOPHH, KOTOPas, MpU3HABas YHUKAIbHBIC XapaKTEPHCTUKU COLMAIBHBIX SB-
JICHHH, CIIOCOOHA MPHUIATh UM HAYYHBIH CMBICI Ha TPAHCHAIMOHAIBHOM YPOBHE, a TAKXKE B COOT-
HOIICHHUH C IPyT Apyrom. Tekydas ¥ MHOTOYpPOBHEBAs MPHPO/A II00aIbHBIX (DEHOMEHOB, CTaBIIast
MIPUYNHON TITyOo4aiIeil HeonpeIeIeHHOCTH H HeOe30IaCHOCTH B MUPOBBIX MacmTabax, TpedyeT
0COOBIX MMOJIXOJ0B K M3YYCHHUIO HOBBIX THUIIOB COIMAIBHOCTH, YTO MIPUBEJIO K MEPECMOTPY MHOTHX
TIOJIOKEHUH COLMAIbHONW TEOPHH B OTHONICHWM TI0OATHM3AI[MH M BCE BO3PACTAIOINIEH B3aMMOCBS-
3 COLMANBHBIX MPOIECCOB U siBieHUH [1; 33]. 3mech MOXKHO BBIIEIHTH 1BA OCHOBHBIX TTOXOMA!
PEBU3HUOHU3M CTPEMHUTCSI MOTU(DHUIIMPOBATH COLMAIbHBIC HAYKH B COOTBETCTBUU C HOBOW OHTO-
JIOTHEH COBPEMEHHOTO MHUpPA U ONMUPAsICh Ha PEKOHCTPYKITUIO UCXOAHBIX MOCTYJIATOB COIMATBLHOMN
MBICTIH, 0COOCHHO cormonoru [2; 17; 30; 34]; pagukamsHO HACTPOCHHBIC UCCIICIOBATEIHN, HAIPO-
TUB, YTBEPXKIAIOT, YTO HA OCHOBE MCTOPUYECKUX U TEOPETHUUECKUX XAPAKTEPUCTHK COIMAIbHBIX
HayK HEBO3MO)KHO M3MEHHTbH W QIallTUPOBATh UX K TPEOOBAHMSIM COBPEMEHHOTO MHpPA, a MOTOMY
OHHU HYyXKHaroTcs B 3amene [1; 4; 18; 23; 35-37]. B crarbe mpencraBicHa IMOMBITKA HAWTH KOM-
MIPOMHUCC MEX]Ly 9TUM KpalHUMM MO3ULUSIMHU, COUETas KPUTHUKY SIMUCTEMOJOTHYECKUX OCHOBA-
HUI COLMANBHBIX HAYK W WCIOJIB3Ys MOCTHYHIAIMOHAIUCTCKYI0 (uiocopuio uisi pa3zpaboTKu
KOCMOTIOJIUTHYECKON COIMANbHONW Teopuu. [NobambHas KOCMOMOJHMTH3AINSA W BO3pacTaromIast
POJIb B3aMMO3aBHCHMOCTH COIMAIILHBIX (DCHOMECHOB TPEOYIOT TaKOH COLMATBHON TEOPHHU, KOTO-
past ObI yUUTHIBATIA €IMHUIHOCTh, HO KOHIICTITyalIU3UPOBalia €€ B KOHTEKCTE TPAHCHAIIMOHAIBHBIX
1 TIIO0ANBHBIX TPEHIIOB C TMOMOIIBIO TOHATHA TEKYYeCTH M HEOMPEACICHHOCTH. ABTOp IOJIaraeT,
YTO B OCHOBE COBPEMCHHBIX COLMAIBHBIX HAYK M TEOPUH (BO3ZHUKIIUX B 30Xy MOJCPHA) JICHKAT
TPU UCTOPUKO-ITTHCTEMOIIOTUYECKUX TIOJIOKESHHUS, UITH TMUCTEMBI, — MOJEpHA, HAIIMA U UMIICPUH.
JIrobast KOCMOTIONMUTHYECKAs TEOpUs OJDKHA, B TIEPBYIO OYEpEb, KPUTUKOBATH M OTKA3BIBATHCS
OT ATHUX JIUCTEM, YTO aBTOP U JIENAET, aleJUIMPys K JABYM SMUCTEMOJIOTHUYECKUM aHTUHOMUSAM —
YHHUBEpCaIu3Ma/IapTUKY/SIpU3Ma U 3CCEHIMATN3Ma/pesiaTUBU3MA. [10CcThYHIAINOHATM3M U HICS
COLMANBHBIX KOH(DUTYpaLnii IPECTaBICHEI B CTaThe KaK SAPO KOCMOITOJUTHYCCKON COMAIbHON
TEOpHUH, KOTOPask CMOXKET MPEOI0JIETh KaK MPOTUBOPEUHS], TOPOKIAEMbIE TPEMS SIIUCTEMAMHU, TaK
M JIB€ aHTHHOMMUHU.
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