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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
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2011

The goal of this dissertation is to defend the Kantian cosmopolitan ideal ioniexic
of contemporary debate about global ethics. Kant's cosmopolitanisimebascriticized
for its sharp dualism between morality and legality, whiclprides it of the very
potential for a practical project toward perpetual peace thatoiises. This line of
objection, famously raised by Hegel, enables a competing concepttosmopolitanism.
Although Hegel’s situated or rooted conception of self and state pravsdegh relevant
resources, Kant's ideal cannot or should not be replaced by Hegeliziples. An
adequate appropriation of Kant’s espousal of cosmopolitan rights thbeeasnodified
to accommodate Hegelian insights ought to endorse global effoesonomically and
politically empower vulnerable global citizens in our time. At the end o2@tle century,
John Rawls drew a sharp distinction between domestic and globak justder the
banner of “realistic utopianism.” However, a form of cosmopolitan viseems
inevitable even to correct forms of profound domestic injustice. Dgpwn Amartya
Sen’s work, this dissertation instead examines a conception of denaloghat may
eschew charges of metaphysical as well as political ingenaA defense of Kantian
cosmopolitan principles requires, in turn, a closer examination af-Galled chasm
between moral universalism and political inegalitarianism irdpiie Kant's work.
Revisiting recent debates on Kant's racism invites us to think aheaosmopolitan
responsibility suggests not only the need to ensure formal riglgtslud! others, but also
the urgency to nurture our emotions toward these others. In shortndderate
cosmopolitanism that this dissertation endorses as the most sptaitiple of global
ethics has a Kantian face with a Humean heart across and inside borders.
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PREFACE

It is not uncommon for us to treat people differently according to whetherithey a
our compatriots or foreigners. But a famous scene in the Biblesdspecial interest. As
the Gospel of Mark has it, the conversation starts when Jesus went to g oica city
called Tyre. He entered a house hoping that he could escape notidheBuivas a
woman whose little daughter was possessed by an evil spiriboksas she heard about
the miracles, she came to Jesus and fell at his feet. dm@amy born in Syrian Phoenicia
was a Greek, not a Jew, but she begged Jesus to drive the demoheyuiaighter. At
her request, Jesus replied that “First let the children k#tegl want” for “it is not right
to take the children’s bread and toss it to their dogs.” Aththish reply that likened her
to a dog, the desperate woman answered “Yes, Lord, but even theikey the table
eat the children’s crumbs.” And the story has it that the w&anhomble response
eventually cured her daughter.

The overly harsh response of Jesus toward a Gentile woman in this scene has been
interpreted time and again. The woman was a foreigner, degehtis humiliated by
Jews, a dog. She does not deserve the miracle based on her groupsigmBerhaps
the remark represents a very conventional view of the day. Pethaps device to test
her faith. From a religious point of view, this story illustraties evangelical message
that goes beyond racial and national difference. However thereibea aspect to this
story, one that came to my attention while completing this d&sg®, namely the
importance of coming to understand the moral urgency of individual ne#dsk it is
the moment in the New Testament where the important teachingristién ethics, i.e.,
to love your neighbors, obtains its universal character. And it beqmssble by
focusing on the dire situation of a woman and the desperate needs of her soul.

Often we are drawn to think that it is not right to give resouarekchances to
others at distance because there are “our” fellow national®se groximity who may
claim entitlements to them. Yet, as the above conversation stibarg is a moral
urgency to satisfy the needs to satisfy one’s hunger, the nekdgdshelter, the need to

take care of one’s children, and the concern for the normal lifeilofen. Regardless of

viii



group membership or religion, there are urgent needs that neadj @l desire to be
satisfied in order to have a good life in this world. The urgencuol issues invites us
to think that the existent linkage between membership and entitlemagt be
unreasonably tight. The issue is not whether “foreigners” desereee entitled to the
social good; but rather how often and how easily geographical bordéne diee
boundaries of our moral imagination.

This dissertation is an analysis and a defense of a type obaambpto global
ethics. The particular approach | chose is Kantian cosmopolitanisi®.tdrm needs
clarification since “cosmopolitanism” is an indeed a hodge-podgeepbnicshall use this
term to refer to legal, political and moral justificationsettsure basic rights of human
beings and to inculcate corresponding responsibilities acrossbstaters and related
parochial distinctions within. By “Kantian,” | mean a particuliwel of moral reasoning
whose main commitments are attributed to Kant. Throughout the dissertl use this
term “Kantian” as opposed to “Hegelian” as a way to represeatslistinctive ways of
looking at inter-state or inter-national relations which we oéssociate with Kant and
Hegel. Thus “Kantian” or “Hegelian” cosmopolitanism does not meandll the aspects
of these models are shaped or influenced by Kant and Hegel themsgidt, they are the
prominent thinkers who provided groundings for the distinctive ideals. Wigat t
proponents claim under the name of the same aegis, thereforegreadly differ from
one another.

In very broad strokes, Kantian cosmopolitans share Kant's monarsaiism at
its heart. Many contemporary Kantians cherish the idea thaumans are worthy of
respect just because of their being humans. As human beingsewatianal agents
capable of guiding our lives following principles. The ability to @etend for ourselves
underpins our status as autonomous beings, and thus as commandingfrespecie
another. In other words, the ability, more specifically, the potefaraleasoning that is
supposed to be universally shared by human beings is what ensurgg digsidue to
this universal moral commitment that contemporary cosmopolitanpeises look to
Kant in order to find their impetus in grounding a conception of cosmopolitan right.

However, Kant's formulations of cosmopolitan rights display important

limitations to contemporary readers. Despite Kant's moral comemts, his own



arguments for a cosmopolitan right as a right of a visitoight lof a loose political

federalism in a league of nations falls short of the expeatati many who are drawn to
the discourse of cosmopolitanism in our world. Even the most ardenaKaugut their

fingers on certain principles to be redressed such as tkefac critique of capitalism,

the consequence of dualistic understanding of the self in the world ofenauand

phenomena, and the severing of reason from emotion.

On the contrary, Hegelians place a central value in the ideauhalentities are
forged by recognition of others, and we can flourish as long asene@ognized in a net
of interconnection. Even the most fundamental moral virtues lheseworth aside from
the social and political whole which sustains their very meaniddthough Hegel's
conception of self and society has advantages-visKant's, it leads him to deny the
vision of a cosmopolitan whole. Hegel's objections leveled against Kambral and
political philosophy have pointed out the significance of the mateasis of a moral
agent. On the other hand, for there are struggles around recogniieratygy winners
and losers, some follow Hegel in a different direction leading &yséem of global
recognition. Hegelian cosmopolitans find the mechanism that lead$etoworld
government from Hegel's struggle for recognition, yet theyifsae the moral ideal for
the sake of a political vision. So, | intend to accept some of Begdicisms of Kant,
but retain a critical distance from contemporary Hegelians.

Contemporary Kantian cosmopolitanisms grows out of the familiamti&a
principle enjoining us to respect the universal dignity of human beywejs;the old
principle is altered by and applied to the understanding that the hbeiags are
conditioned by their socioeconomic status. Even within a nation skaté grants equal
status to its citizens, redressing material deprivationnscassary condition in order to
guarantee formally defined equal rights. Without this awareneds kiadls of
redistributive policies and welfare programs to a specifaugror class of population
would seem to be unjustifiable special treatments. The principleniokrsal dignity,
modified by the Hegelian insight, demands that we fight agaotalsdiscriminations
that arise from the inherited poverty or distorted identitiessionad by marginal social
status. In a way, this project may as well be a responsedridantian camp to Hegel’s

objection that since the Kantian moral agent is required to abkinaor herself in order



to reach a universally valid maxim of their actions, he or sheldvfail to apply his or
her maxim in a concrete situation.

This dissertation is comprised of five chapters. The first tlvapters in Part |,
respectively on Kant and Hegel, present and analyze historelaates on the
cosmopolitan conception of right. Through this work, we can identify théc bas
foundation of these ideas and the formulations of such concepts. Latiémeehapters
in Part Il examine three major challenges to the position tdafdnd. Chapter Three
examines claims of various contemporary Kantian cosmopolitans who aadgtake
economic as well as political empowerment seriously in ordexaiize Kant’s normative
commitment to the moral worth of individuals. Chapter Four deals Wwehgtiestion of
development. It is to ask whether we still need this mucltieetd concept in order to
realize the necessary degree of global material rdmitson, and if so, what type of
measurement it needs to take. Chapter Five is a response toosisspaices toward the
implied inegalitarianism of Kantian principles. | revisit the pewblof race in Kant and
examine various contemporary interpretations to reconcile Kaatsm and moral
universalism in his work. By doing so, | argue that there isnternal conflict between
Kant’'s ethics and racism, at least, in his system; ratherreal issue resides in Kant's

dismissal of the power of emotion in moral reasoning.

Xi



Part One: The Foundation of Kant's Cosmopolitanism

Chapter One: Kant's Proposal for the Federation of Peoples

1. Introduction

In the Social Contract Jean-Jacque Rousseau once ridiculed cosmopolitans who
“boast that they love everyone to have the right to love no oneDidoourse on the

Origin of Inequality,Rousseau expressed his ridicule again as we read:

Civil right having thus become the common rule among the membezachf
community, the law of nature maintained its place only betweaéeraht
communities [...] which lost, when applied to societies, almoshalirtfluence it

had over individuals, and survived no longer except in some great cosmopolit
spirits, who, breaking down the imaginary barriers that separ&eetht peoples,
follow the example of our sovereign Creator, and include the whole human race in

their benevolenceé.

Rousseau’s scoffing at the naivety of pacifism representsnaraeattitude towards
cosmopolitanism, which is still widely accepted. Cosmopolitanisnpitgeiss noble aim,

is considered as not a real possibility but naive and impractishl ecause the law of
nature actually regulated interaction between societies, elvesonie exceptional
individuals wished it otherwise. Nevertheless, this great thwkaralso well aware that
it is only “imaginary” barriers that separate those commesitDue to the barriers,
nation-states have been considered for more than three centuaa®aomous entities
endowed with the inviolable sovereignty and the right of self-detextion. It is

precisely this point from which recent cosmopolitan theorists start to Hrguee need a

! Jean-Jacque RousseBiscourse on the Origin of InequalitZlassic Books America, 2009), p. 55.
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different conception of political authority to address much highenr levénteraction
between states than before. For the boundaries between swtemtaany longer
impervious as they used to be, a strong case has been developeshiopolitanism in
terms of a political framework conception as well as an economic globaritadisn.

When contemporary cosmopolitan thinkers want to secure their theoretic
foundations they often appeal to Immanuel Kant. Kant, less than rhtary after
Rousseau, argued in favor of a cosmopolitan constitution. Kant sayuskiae of civil
states is hampered by incessant wars among one another, and even byotke
preparation for future wars. Thus he suggests a league of naticadederation of
peoples as a way to escape steus qupand further claimed that attainment of peaceful
international relations and establishment of a just civil conistitudre interdependent.
Against this basic framework, Kant attempts to defend, though inyanvaimal form,
the concept of a cosmopolitan right. However, interestingly, théusstaf the
cosmopolitan right remains somewhat ambiguous. At one place, Kamksatbat a
concept of cosmopolitan right is a part of a public right, and isanoéthical concept
based on philanthropy, i.e., an altruistic desire for the humaaityanother place, he
seems to identify the term “cosmopolitan” with “philanthropicThis does not only
reflect confusion in his use of the word; rather, it indicatesuhdamental ambiguity of
the status of his cosmopolitan ideal. Indeed, in Kant's writings omsaa@politan
constitution, there seems to be two strands of thoughts, moral and political, deeays
interwoven, and yet, with irresolvable tension.

As a political doctrine, cosmopolitanism can be dated back to thenatimes as
we see in the anecdote where Cynic Diogenes claimed that d aitizen of the world
(kosmopolitég. By identifying himself as a citizen of the world, not as tizen of
Sinope, Diogenes refused to agree that he owed special dutisoterhstate or his own
people. Thus, the claim of world citizenship of this Cynic philosopheaires a negative

concept in that it demands no special duties to my own. Modern costaopaeek, in a

2 See Kant “Toward Perpetual Peace” or “The Doctrine of Rightlétaphysics of Morals
% See Kant “On the Common Saying: ‘This may be True in Theory, boek not Apply in Practice”
SHereafter, “Theory and Practice”).

Diogenes Laertius VI 63, see Eric Brown, “Hellenistic Cosmagmaikim,” A Companion to Ancient
Philosophy eds. by Mary Louise Gill and Pierre Pellegrin (Oxford:dRiaell, 2006), pp. 549-558.



contrast, a rather positive content to the concept of world-citigeni$ is positive in that
it attempts to stipulate a certain sets of duties to all. Juestion is to what extent a
cosmopolitan right, if any, could be conceived as a positive rightoresponding
problem also occurs as to whether a political institution should cotmddeing in order
to ensure the observation of, or to punish the infringement of this @ffetn proponents
of this idea would argue for an establishment of world governmenerieless, Kant
defends the concept of a positive cosmopolitan right in a particidsy &and yet he
resists the temptation toward a world government. He insteptesrthat a form of
federation or a league is rather the adequate condition for enduring peace.

Cosmopolitanism, as a normative concept, takes the individual to ltithate
object of moral concern and to be entitled to equal consideration regmaflnationality
and citizenship. Although philosophical parlance seems to be stricter in its use than
political usage of the term, there has been no consensus about tise jpmdient of
cosmopolitan positions since there are different strands. Roughly, cosiantipoi is
used to describe a posture that is naturally contrasted to moréiparc provincial
views. Against this backdrop, Kant’s moral universalism has been coegidgrowerful
argument toward cosmopolitanism, because of its commitment to ctegaeh
individual's dignity as an end in itself. An individual demands reispscan equal
member of the moral community, or otherwise called, “the KingdoimEnds.”
Nevertheless, a close reading of his text reveals that Kamtismormative criterion bears
not a direct, but only an indirect implication for his cosmopolitan thought.

Perhaps, for this reason, Kant’'s own conception of cosmopolitan sgintiie

remote from what has been dealt with under the same rubric ohagsar In effect, Kant’s

® Kok-Chor TanJustice without Borders: Cosmopolitanism, Nationalism and Patriot@ambridge
University Press, 2004). In the recent body of literature, theréwarenotable distinctionslegal
cosmopolitanism and moral cosmopolitanfshegal cosmopolitanism is concerned with an ideal of a
global order in which all persons are guaranteed equivalent rightsl#ties as members of a
universal world state. Moral cosmopolitanism is committed to auiuof an ideal in which all
persons are required to respect one another's dignity as moral eeelsTH®mas Pogge,
“Cosmopolitanism and Sovereignty,Ethics 103 (1992); Onora O’Neill,Bounds of Justice
(Cambridge University Press, 2000). Also, some authors have pointed cetatienship between
cultural cosmopolitanismand economic cosmopolitanisnee Samuel ScheffleBoundaries and
Allegiances: Problems of Justice and Responsibility in Liberal Tho(@kford University Press,
2001); Jeremy Waldron, “Minority Cultures and the Cosmopolitan AltematiUniversity of
Michigan Journal of Law Refor5 (1992); Will Kymlicka,Politics in the Vernacular: Nationalism,
Multiculturalism, and CitizenshifOxford University Press, 2001).
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own account of a cosmopolitan right must be distinguished from contempitraral
Kantian cosmopolitanism. Further, many contemporary cosmopolitan thiclkeérs to
be Kantian, and yet, their reason for being Kantian seems toffeeedi even among
themselves: Some argue the concept of right is central irKéméian outlook while
others claim the concept of obligation is critit#iccordingly, one of the aims of my
dissertation is to clarify the foundation of Kantian cosmopolitaraach call attention to
its contemporary interpretations and appropriations. Some of Kantimmargs may turn
out obsolete; nevertheless, there seems to be good reason to takeriCausiy. Among
others, | shall argue that the actuality of Kant's cosmopolitamesides in mainly two
fundamental claims: first, Kant's commitment to each and eweliyidual as the subject
of ultimate moral concern as an end; second, Kant’s view thatamwncing account of
justice should be cosmopolitan. Indeed, although there are points whets iKanl
commitment does not seamlessly dovetail with his political preyebin his philosophy
as a whole; Kant’'s cosmopolitan outlook seems to stand at the atitensef his moral
and political philosophy. Although not on a surface level, but on a deegérllshould
argue that Kant’s cosmopolitan political project is guided byrtusal concern to respect
individuals as ends in themselves. In the following, how these @mwmglcan be jointly
considered shall be the first task in laying out the foundation ofiddanbsmopolitanism

in an attempt to articulate its essential commitment.

2. A Political Conception: “Toward Perpetual Peace”

Kant's article, “Toward Perpetual Peace: A Philosophicalt®ke published

first in 1795 and again in 1796 with a small addition has famously édifgue federation

® In many cases, rights involve correlative duties. However, likémdian literature, this distinction is
important to make. See Onora O’NeBlpunds of JusticGCambridge University Press, 2000).

" Hereafter, English translations of Kant texts will be baseitlynan three books depending on the
translation:Kant: Political Writings trans. by Nisbet, edited by H.S. Reiss (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1970)Practical Philosophy trans. and ed. by Mary J. Gregor (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), afoward Perpetual Peace and Other Writings on Politics,
Peace, and Historytrans. by David. L. Colclasure and edited by Pauline Kleingedgv(Naven: Yale
University Press, 2006). Following the convention, | also reveal thenatagi based on iKants
Gesammelte SchrifteRPreulischen Akademie Wissenschaften, Berlin: G. Reiner, andMater de
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of peoples as the ultimate political goal of humanity. Althoughadhtisle has been the
apparent source of intuition whenever cosmopolitanism is at issugsearelading of this
article reveals its intriguingly complicated charactefrfd@r sections, this article is again
divided into six preliminary articles, three definitive aegl two supplements and two
appendixes. The complexity of this short sketch is perhaps due tacthbdtit is more
or less a propaganda version of his entire outlook. More devoted readezagily find
the arguments of each part of this article somewhere elsarmt'skwritings in more
detail.

The structure of this piece can be summarized as the followirtge first part,
the preliminary articles discuss issues of what can now be considered tawax jireory.
They describe the vice of wars and suggest how the burden of swddslie reduced.
While aiming at banning of all wars, they also suggest macways in which wars
should be carried out to protect “the germ” of future peace. Ndheisecond part, three
definitive articles put forth three distinctive realms of pubight, namely, civil right,
international right, and cosmopolitan right. All in all, they envision the legal conditions
perpetual peace as a rather loose confederation of statesdeithogratic constitution in
which individuals are granted certain rights even in foreign laBdbsequently, in the
third part, two supplements argue in a bizarre way that pergetaat is guaranteed by a
“hidden plan of nature” and urge politicians to accept this “seqneticiple of peace.
The last two appendixes in turn examine the relationship betweetitynaral politics
and stress the importance of a cosmopolitan political frameworknéwal progress of
humanity.

The idea of cosmopolitan right, according to Kant, is not an etprcadiple of

n8

philanthropy, but a principle aight.”® Because no one originally has any greater right
than anyone else on the earth, the human race shares “the oigfmabrthe earth’s

surface.” Oceans and deserts separate nations but ships and canmelst thenvia

Gruyter, 1902). For example, “Contest of Facultigdk 7: 21) means that the quote is found on the
gage 21 of the band VII of Akademie edition.

Kant, “Toward Perpetual Peace” kant: Political Writings p. 105; also, iMetaphysics of Morals
in the same book, p. 17Zhe Metaphysics of Moralsonsists of two parts, “The Metaphysical
Elements of the Theory of Right” (Hereafter, “Doctrine of Riglai)d “The Metaphysical Elements
of the Theory of Virtue” (Hereafter, “Doctrine of Virtue”), whiovere published separately in the
same year.



international commerce. Drawn close to one another, Kant argues tl@ence done in
one part of the world is now felt everywhere Metaphysics of Moraldirst appeared in

1797, Kant states this idea almost verbatim.

Yet these visits to foreign shores, and even more so, attempagléoas
them with a view to linking them with the motherland, can also cmcas
evil and violence in one part of the globe with ensuing repercussions
which are felt everywhere else. But although such abusepoamble,
they do not deprive the world’s citizens of the righattemptto enter into

a community with everyone else andvisit all regions of the earth with

this intention’

What Kant means by the right of the world’s citizens, namélky, dosmopolitan right
turns out to be, in fact, a very minimal concept. It is a right fafr@igner or a right of
resort, which prohibits an inhospitable behavior towards foreigners whorhappe in a
foreign land due to some misfortune. Strangers who “drifted to our shmréaie lost in
desert” deserve a charitable treatment as long as theywden a peaceful manner. He
further says that this does not include a right to settle dowthis region, nor does it
amount to a right of a guest, for they both need a special agregdiembusly, whether
this content of a cosmopolitan right is positive enough for the demacaht#mporary
discourse must be revisited. All in all, Kant holds that any vidkesitment of foreigner
would be a seed of hostility in the future, which hinders peaceful relationships.
Kant calls this right ‘cosmopolitan’ in so far as it affordspr@spectfor a

cosmopolitan constitution where all nations enter into peaceful mrglsions under
certain public laws that regulate their intercourse with onehanoKant suggests this

constitution as the following:

[Pleace can neither be inaugurated nor secured without a general
agreement between the nations; thus a particular kind of leagud, athic

might call apacific federation (foedus pacificung required. It would

% Ibidem



differ from apeace treaty (pactum pacis) that the latter terminatese
war, whereas the former would seek to ed wars for good. This
federation does not aim to acquire any power like that of a $taje,
although this does not mean that they need to submit to publiatav®

a coercive power which enforces them, as do men in a stateuoé.nkit
can be shown that this idea of federalism, extending gradually t
encompass all states and thus leading to perpetual peace, isaptacind

has objective reality’

Kant’'s notion of a general agreement between the nations appdiativs the model
of an agreement among the individuals in the traditional sociatamrtheory. In order
to terminate the state of nature amongst nations, all musupgivieeir absolute freedom
and thereby enter into a lawful relation, or as Kant puts, intdfteedom of reason”.
However, the analogy between domestic and international contnaat ikorough since
the nation states are already a civil union based on the geriedltive people. Because
of the inviolable rights of states, Kant argues that they arsulipéct to a coercive power
or a higher authority as the individuals do within a state. Kant rather warnstatgaigsr

of “the world republic” or “the international state” as the following:

[1]f such a state of universal peace is in turn even more dangédo
freedom, for it may lead to the most fearful despotism (as raeed
occurred more than once with states which have grown too large¢sdis
must force men to form a state which is not a cosmopolitan common
wealth under a single ruler, but a lawful federation under a commonly

accepted international rigft.

Separate states are not to be fused into a single state dé&oagsvereign will inevitably
turn into a universal despot. A state of universal freedom, accaalifgnt, is a shortcut

to a state of universal tyranny. Trying to steer away between a delsppéidalism and a

191bid., p. 104, original emphases.
1 Kant, “Theory and Practiceibid., p. 90



lawless Anarchy, Kant chooses a form of federalism to seastmd peace. In tandem
with this political framework centered on states, Kant conceives the costaopajht of
the individual to be no more than can be accepted within a republicaitudtamrst Then
what will be the sources of sanctions against those who violaggtkement? Notably,
Kant did not leave sufficient amount writings on this topic. Kantsiees that attempts
for a League Nation may be frustrated on its road many timgsthe first real
embodiment of his ideal collapsed at the outbreak of World War I, biseéms to
believe that states, as rational agent, will choose to be afparcosmopolitan world
order.

Behind this optimistic attitude, there are two points in the dagmmi of Kant's
own cosmopolitan framework that require our critical attention. OKamd’s confidence
in economic liberalism and the other is Kant’s commitment talIpgsitivism. Both of
them reflect a different worldview of Kant which marks a conspicuous distaomeours.
By this abstract pronoun “ours”, | mean the people who arguenrfaat least partially

sympathize with, cosmopolitanism in the political philosophy of the early 21st gentur

(1) Economic Liberalism

In Kant’'s argument for perpetual peace, Kant overestimaties Spirit of
commerce” well too often. He notes that “the spirit of commercald sooner or later
take hold of every people, which cannot exist side by side withi warther, He claims
that “[among] all the powers at the disposal of the power o$ttite, financial power can
probably be relied on the most.” Kant believes that states would want to havenpeece
fear of the massive expenses for warfare and in the hope to protect their mateat int
international commerce. Accordingly, Kant maintains that states eradghiatpermanent
league not from a moral reason, but from a prudential reason. Thialisbdine of
argument harbors a thought that seems too risky. Karl Manonirwould argue to the
contrary that the universal misery that capitalism geneisitbe basis of the need for the
Communist International, which has been considered the more infludigraative in

order to overcome the ills of nation-states in the nineteenth century of the vabolg hi



With two hundred years’ hindsight, we have learned that indeed thadspfe
capitalism does connect different parts of the world as Kardipatied. Yet we have also
learned that it does not always promote peace. Empiricahrstms show that wars
among liberal countries have decreased; however, wars betweeal Hoel illiberal
countries have rather increas€dVioreover, the rivalry between different economic
frameworks has fueled political tension between them. Critigilessmopolitanism thus
argue that an aspiration for liberal internationalism willdee a new form of political
mobilization that is willing to wage wars against illibesttes-> Of course, it does not
disprove Kant's argument for perpetual peace because his clainthatag/ar would
disappear, once all states become “republican” or liberal denegran the
contemporary usage.

The real problem of the “spirit of commerce” is that it ofteimdpg severe misery
and drastic inequality even within the parts that are connecteal.globalization of
capitalism has been the main cause of poverty in some caifrtbes earth along with the
massive wealth that it produces elsewhere. Due to vast unegtrabudion of social
wealth, free-market capitalism has been proven to be exploitive anessiwet* In other
words, it has created the very condition that contemporary cosmopbitaines need to
come to grips with. We cannot believe anymore that the spreadadthvwill eventually
bring all peoples into a peaceful and just relation; rather, aeguade account of
cosmopolitanism has to take the material conditions of the glabaliz seriously.
Ending of all wars is no longer the sole aim of contemporary cosnepgroject. The
pursuit of global economic justice has appeared as an equally ymgdahem. In this
regard, the conception of a cosmopolitan right has now to take on gostige content
than the version which Kant defends.

12 Michael Doyle, “Kant and Liberal Internationalism” ifioward Perpetual Peace and Other
Writings in Politics, Peace, and Histqrgd. by Pauline Kleingeld, pp. 201-242.

13 Chantal Mouffe,The Return of the Politicé/erso Press, 2006); also, SElee Challenge of Carl
Schmitf ed. by Chantal Mouffe (Verso Press, 1999). Theorists of radical decyogho see a pacific
vision of world order is deeply flawed often draw their insights f@anl Schmitt. See Carl Schmitt,
The Concept of the Politicatrans. by George Schwab (University of Chicago Press, 1996 [1976]).
14 Joseph Stiglitz,Globalization and Its DiscontentéNew York: W.W. North, 2002); Thomas
McCarthy,Race, Empire, and the Idea of Human Developrf@atbridge University Press, 2009).
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(2) Legal Positivism

Another idiosyncrasy of Kant, which sounds quite obsolete and even obligious t
the problems of his own day, is his commitment to what Jeremyrdvalichlls legal
positivism.>® In a civic union, the individuals establish a sovereign power over
themselves. Once the civic union is established, the citizenddaubmit themselves to
the rule of law; and there is no room for disobedience. Kant eroplwatsays “[a] law
[...] is so holy that it is already a crime even to cailhidoubt in a practical way, and so
to suspend its effect for a moment.” He goes onto say that ptimeiple that the
presently existing legislative authority ought to be obeyed, weatés origin."°
Therefore anyone who engages in an act of disobedience, not to memttrtion, must
be thrown away back to the state of nature strippedllofights. According to Kant,
disobeying one law is tantamount to questioning the foundation of an legafesystem.
This absolute obedience of legal authority, in turn, poses a imm@tn on the sovereign
to legislate only just laws; yet, he is reluctant to acknogdedny right to citizens to
disobey or resist any putatively unjust laws. Therefore, findingtanpaster becomes the
most difficult problem for Kant in founding a civic constitution. Inddedal positivism
had been a powerful view in the eighteenth century, but in the éne afnited Nations,
it has become increasingly unattractive. Instead of the unconditibemlands of
obedience, most civic constitutions acknowledge a leeway of civil digaiee to the
extent that it does not shake the foundation of its legal authoatheR the reflectivity
of a legal system, the possibility of mediation between itiezens as thinkers and

citizens as actors, has become a sign of civic maturity of a society.
(3) Dualism between Morality and Legality
Now | want to turn to another problem in Kant’s cosmopolitan projectiké&nl

two problems that have been discussed, the third one poses a hardem.piGdnhe

contrasts morality and legality, and even argued that theyharplg severed because

15 Jeremy Waldron, “Kant's Legal PositivisnHarvard Law RevieywWol. 109, No.7 (May 1996), pp.
1535-1566.
18 Kant, “The Doctrine of Right” iPractical Philosophyp. 462 (AK 6: 319).
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they are respectively based on the worldnoimenaand the world ofphenomena
Accordingly, Kant argues that the promotion of perpetual peace doesquate a moral
betterment of the individual, but enlightened self-interest wilkenhumanity pursue
peace. Against skeptics who argue that such a global constitution is so subgbaidhat
would only be possible in “a state of angels”, Kant famously retioatssetting up a state
will be solved even in “a nation of devil”Because no one wants self-destruction in a
lawless state of nature, man’s self-inclinatidigate him to enter into a lawful condition.
Thus, we ardorcedto become good citizens even if we are not morally good people.
This motivation from sophisticated self-interest may be enoughate perpetual peace
prudentiallyinevitable, but it does not say anything about why ihdagally required. To
the contrary, in other places, Kant holds that perpetual peace dean‘incapable of
realization” but an end we must continuously approximfakée goes so far as to say
“even if the fulfillment of this pacific intention were forever remain a pious hope, we
should still not be deceiving ourselves if we made it our mawiwdrk unceasingly
towards it, for it is our duty to do so.” To give up this moral lawhimi us would be
equivalent to regarding ourselves as subject solely to the mechahisature, which
Kant vehemently abhors. How can we plausibly accommodate these twadactinig
claims? Why not argue from the beginning that we have tamacally in order to
promote world peace?

Kant's metaphysical foundation of morals tells us the true Invooath of our
actions comes from our inner motivation, not our consideration of consequences
Locating the foundation of ethics on theumenalplane, not on thehenomenalopens
up an unfathomable depth to moral investigation. However, it followstllea¢ is no
guarantee that our morally good intentions will bring forth a good outcbdrenot need
to be a morally good person in order to become a good law-abidingncitdthough a
state can coerce me to conform my action to its conceptionhaf igannot force me to
act on a particular maxim or an internal motivation. External sanctions dance®ime to

acquire an internal incentive to “respect” a moral law. Dwudhis sharp severance

" Kant, “Perpetual Peace” gant: Political Writings p. 112.
8 bid., p. 171.
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between morality and legality, in turn, there is no point in dppeto moral incentives
in order to bring about a desirable outcome such as constituting a politicalimrstitut

In parallel, Kant makes ambiguous remarks on the status of cosranpdial
throughout his works. At one point, he argues that it is a politicaltbaalis attainable
solely with our natural inclinations; at other point, he claimsithiata moral ideal that is
beyond our reach but only an object of approximation. There seem toebetwo
conceptions of cosmopolitanism at work in Kant. It is against thikdoap that | shall
contend that Kant’s cosmopolitan project is a morally motivated gallitdeal. Given
Kant's sharp severance between the doctrine of virtue and thenéodtriright, or
morality and legality, Kant’s political project as a whole Hhasen criticized as
impotent’® Nevertheless, Kant makes it clear that this ultimate pdliéind receives its
true meaning so far as it serves to the final goal, nantymbral progress of humanity.
In order to stress the moral commitment underlying Kant's cosmtapgbroject, of
course, it is necessary to get beyond the narrow conception dftynthrat Kant presents
in his famousGroundwork of Metaphysics of Moral$o the contrary, | shall examine
Kant’'s philosophy of history in which the teleological argument ®oemecessary hinge

between his prudential argument based on self-interest and manaearigbased on duty.

3. A Historical Conception: Teleology in “The Idea of Universal History”

In the first supplement afoward Perpetual Pea¢c&ant maintains that perpetual
peace igjuaranteedyy the great artidilature herself. This framing of perpetual peace in
Nature suggests a teleological argument in Kant. In fact, Kaatjument for a
cosmopolitan constitution is teeming with teleological argumentsnt Knotes that

whether we are willing or not, Nature does it hersifa volentem ducunt, nolentem

9 Among others, Yirmiyahu Yovel takes up this position in the most systematicvioagl, Kant and
the Philosophy of HistoryPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1980). Recently, thasebeen
attempt to shed light on an interpretation in a different directidnie@t6ffe, Konigliche Volker: Zu
Kants Kosmopolitischer Rechts- und Friedensthe(Bighrkamp Verlag, 2001). Axel Honneth, “Die
Unhintergehbarkeit des Fortschritts: Kants Bestimmung des Verisélni®sn Moral und Geschichte”
in Recht-Geschichte-Religion: Die Bedeutung Kants fur die Gegenedst by Herta Nag-DoceKal
and Rudolf Langthaler (Akademie Verlag, 2004).
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trahunt®® Kant suggests that there is a higher intelligence that wotkiadéhe back of
the individual, even when it is against their willing. However, ve® &now that Nature
or Providence, according @ritique of Pure Reasgns the concept that goes beyond
theoretic reason, which cannot be objects of knowledge. For casualsrethéeefore,
Kant's appeal to Nature or Providence may be striking. However telleelogical
argument is not a mere oddity in his philosophy of history; rathierat pervasive and
entrenched thought in his entire writings. Even the preface dfitss Critique contains
his conception of teleology; the second half of the Third Critigadsis dedicated to this
idea. How can the teleological principle of history be plausiblyceived by Kant in the
framework of his philosophy? To put this question in a more stramg¥afd way, what
does Kant gain by accommodating teleology in his philosophy thegdsssary for this
project and that would not be achieved otherwise? In a nutshell, sKeel€ology
represents his attempt to bridge the gap between theoresanraad practical reason in
his systematic whole. He points to the possibilities that themaié end of nature that is

found by our theoretic reason matches up with the final end which is set by morality.

(1) The Idea of Universal History from A Cosmopolitan Point of View

Kant's teleological approach is particularly prominent in “Thiea for a
Universal History from a Cosmopolitan Point of View” published in aggkécal, Berlin
Monthly, in November 1784. Here a cosmopolitan point of view means, undoubtedly, a
teleological point of view. In this essay, Kant argues that tianatent of “a federation
of peoples” is “inevitable” by the hidden plan of Nature. This ktipublished nine
years prior tdPerpetual Peacand at the same year with I@sitique of Pure Reasois
important because it shows that his teleological idea is noihwdrginal significance in
his later years; to the contrary, it has been a guiding thenhés gfhilosophical work
from the outset. Some have even argued that it is what motivateatiantkd his entire
project. In what follows, | shall examine nine propositions that ¢atestthis article in

order to follow Kant’s teleological argument in detail.

D The fates lead the willing but drag the unwilling. “Toward Perpe®esice,” p.112 (AK 8: 365);
also in “Theory and Practice,” p. 92 (AK 8: 313). Kant borrows this quota Senecakpistles,
107.11.Quem fata non ducunt, trahunt
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The first proposition of this article states, “all of a tweas natural
predispositions are destined eventually to develop fully and in accerdaitic their
purpose.” When we look back at history, according to Kant, there areinggem
inconsistent events; yet, they seem to demonstrate a consistercg long period of
time. The regularity is so apparent that we are invited to tinakthese incoherent and
lawless happenings are planned by the “Nature” or “Providence’emleunter phrases
like “Nature has willed...” or “Nature wills...” time and agdh this articlé! Given that
Nature does nothing in vain, seemingly meaningless events datetygeted as serving
to the steady progress of human history despite cases of regression arttbstagna

The second proposition suggests that this plan of nature shall kegeathmot on
the individual level, but only on the species’ level. We can see éntairc potentials do
not get full development within a lifetime of an individual. Pauiely, when it comes to
the natural predispositions aimed at the use of reason, Kant holdgthah only expect
the full development only in the humanity as a whole, not in single indigidirathe
third proposition, Kant claims that this goal, or the hidt#as,toward which the history
of human races marks progress must be the moralization of humaaityeNvorks to
make men virtuous, not happy. Were happiness the prime goal of hadtdhe arduous
works that Nature imposes on humans would be wasteful. Through toils ars] pa
humans become more concerned with their self-esteem, thus worthy of their &gapipine
a nutshell, through an apparent separation between happiness and virtwe, tidats
humanity toward its go&f.

The fourth proposition states that Nature employs a certain daviemsure
human history to fulfill this purpose. This is what Kant calls ‘tinsociable sociability”.
This phrase, however, seems to be a rather common anthropologigapéisn among
the authors in the eighteenth century; namely, man has a fundaprep@hsity both to

isolate himself and to achieve social distinctid&specially, Kant identifies the motor of

2L Kant, “Idea of Universal HistoryKant: Political Writings p. 41 (AK 8: 18).

22 Although Kant argues that happiness should not be the supreme goal oftiuthameconciliation

of virtue and happiness constitutes the keystone in the architegtolent’s system. Paul Guyer,
Kant, Freedom, Law and Happineg&articularly, see chapters 10, 11 and 12.

% Allen Wood “Kant's Philosophy of History” ifoward Perpetual Peace and Other Writings on
Politics, Peace, and Histonypp. 243-262. An allusion is made here to Montaigne, “Il n'est rien si
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social progress in the social antagonism, the desire to compbtethdtrs, to have others

at my will or to achieve higher rank on social ladder. Kant obsemwéh a sense of
wonder, how the evil side of humanity such as greed, ambition and vamgyrfan to
leave their barbaric state and enter a civil state. Evilnatbns, which often lead men
astray from their moral principle, awaken humans from their dorstaie and develop
their hidden potentials. In theubsequent three propositions, Kant describes how this
happens.

It is, Kant claims, mainly commerce and war that propel humamio a civic
union. From the state of nature, a state of savagery, the neeahianerce comes forth;
Hermes, the God of merchants and commerce, brings wealth to hymaditonnects
different parts of the world. However, insatiable desire for pegsesn turn results in
war against one another. Kant argues that the humanity comes to realize thgynefcas
civic union after experiencing the misery of war. Only in a ¢awerned society, he goes
onto says, selfish inclinations produce the best effect, justes grew up straight and
beautiful in a forest? Interestingly, the sixth proposition addresses what Kant call& “bot
the most difficult and the last to be solved by the human radeg:problem is how to
find a supreme authority to whom the power of a civic union should be tkledaor
Kant, it is the weightiest problem because the sovereign mushéeground of
normativity, or what he calls “in itself,” and yet the soveremgmself is “also a man.”
Kant laments, “[n]othing straight can be constructed from such wavped which man

is made of.®

Since men need a master to guarantee their lawful acts,stwres to an
incessant regress to find a master for a master. Again, baskdntis conception of
person made of “the crooked timber,” finding a master does notrgearthe justice of

laws.

dissociable et sociable que 'homme: I'un par son vice l'autrespamature”, “De la SolitudeEssais
Vol. I, ed. by André Tournon (Paris: Imprimerie nationale Editions, 1998), p. 388.

% This constitutes the problem of radical evil in Kant. For aerésting comparison on this problem:
see Pierre Laberge, “Von der Garantee des ewigen Frieder&ininewigen Friedenedited by
Otfried Hoffe, 2nd edition (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2004), pp. 161-162 aadlife Kleingeld,
Fortschritt und VernunffWrzburg: Kénigshausen und Neumann, 1995), pp. 26-27.

% Kant: Political Writings p. 46
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Finally, the seventh proposition suggests that constitution of civanghiall lead
to humanity’'s attempt for a lawful relationship among statest, i) a federation of

peoples. | shall quote at length:

That is to say, through wars, through the excessive and ceaseless
preparations for war, through the resulting distress that eveey steen in

ties of peace, must ultimately feel internally, nature drivesamknd to

make initially imperfect attempt, but finally, after the rgea of war, after

the downfalls, and after even the complete internal exhaustion of its
powers, [nature] impels humankind to take the step that reason could have
told it to take without all these lamentable experiences: &main the
lawless state of savagery and enter into a federation of pédples.

Again, it is the miseries of war among states that draws hityrta the conception of a
cosmopolitan constitution. He observes that a perfect civil congstitigi only possible
when there is a lawful external relation among states. ByasininPerpetual Peace,
Kant argues that establishment of a just civil constitution igreaequisite for the
federation of peoples; while ldniversal History Kant claims that the establishment of a
law-governed international relation is a necessary conditiontbfer establishing an
internal constitution. This obvious difference is interesting, but fopthsent purpose it
is worth mentioning only briefly’ In either direction, what is important in these
arguments seems to be Kant’'s emphasis on the interdependencentintingdual civic

unions and global background framework.

The conclusion is, as Kant states in the eight proposition, thdlidteey of the
human race may be considered #w“realisation of a hidden plan of nature to bring

about an internally - and for this purpose also externally - perfectigallitonstitution

% bid., p. 47.

%" For a possible reason of this change, many scholars have discussiedpact of the French
Revolution that took place between the publications of these twoeartiee Reinhard Brandt,
“Historisch-Kritische Beobachtungen zu Kants Friedensschiftim ewigen Frieden: Grundlagen,
Aktualitat, und Aussichten einer Idee von Immanuel K8ahrkamp Verlag, 1996); also, Brandt,
“Quem Fata Non Ducunt, Trahunt” iDer Vernunftfrieden: Kants Entwurf im Widerstreitd. by
Klaus-M. Kodalle (Wurzburg: Kénighausen und Neumann, 1996).

16



as the only possible state within which all natural capacities of mankamd be
developed completely A lawful external framework is important because it is the
medium, or the womb as Kant puts it elsewhere, in which humanity’salmor
predispositions can be developed. A just global as well as domesticioaeneans to
achieve a higher goal, that is, the moral development of humanigyatitthis point that
Kant’'s imaginary reconstruction of human history differs from tfeRousseau. Indeed,
Kant's Idea of Universal Historgchoes Rousseaudrigin of Inequalityin many regards.
Just as Rousseau thinks of civilization as a process of dehuti@miaa degradation
from the state of nature, Kant often describes a civilizec sat “glittering misery
(schmmerndes Elehd Instead of Rousseau’s steadfast lamentations on the ciwlhizati
however, Kant endorses, or even praises, this excellent appafdtasvise creator.”
Rousseau’s nostalgic glorification of the state of savagery, Hajues, is due to his
failure to see the last stage of this development, that is, ngtaoaivilized, but also a
moralized state of the humanity. The accomplishment of a civic constitutioa is
necessary condition for moralization of humanity, and no less so ikwhgoverned
international frameworf®

Now, the last proposition states that this assumptiortelbagives us a reason to
act in a way to promote world peace. Kant maintains that assuiméngeleological
purpose in his universal history is actually conducive to promoting tiecpeivic union.
It is noteworthy that in this last proposition that Kant addres$ise reader directly: “we

assume a plan of naturee have grounds of greater hopé3This sudden appeal to “we”

% Kant's own reading of Rousseau is obviously more favorable to hirmtiyareading of him. Kant
notes that “[i]t is possible to reconcile with each other anttl vdason the often misunderstood and
apparently contradictory pronouncements of the celebrated J. J. Roussdusl.essayOn the
Influence of the SciencasdOn the Inequality of Marhe [Rousseau] shows quite correctly that there
is an inevitable conflict between culture and the nature of the hianaras @hysicalspecies each of
whose individual members is meant to fulfill his destiny compleRut in hisEmile, Social Contragt
and other writings, he attempts in turn to solve the more difficobblpm of what course culture
should take in order to ensure the proper development, in keepinghsithdestiny, of man’s
capacities as a moral species, so that this [moral] desiilnyo longer conflict with his character as a
natural species.” Kant, “Conjectures on the Beginning of Human Mjstior Political Writings p.
227 (AK 8:116).

# Kant, “Idea for a Universal History” iRolitical Writings p. 52 (AK 8:30).
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as a collective agent has received a good deal of scholamhyiatt®® The puzzle can be
thus summarized: If the natural teleology will force the irdiral toward the right
conclusion in the long run regardless of their moral intention; why mastas moral
agents, pursue this kind of moral progress?

Clearly, this question adds a moral or political dimension to Kaatcount of
universal history on top of its claimed theoretic dimension. This doésnean that
natural teleology may impose a moral duty on us. Nor is an endoddlity to be
necessarily regarded as an end of nature. Kant is quite clear that\Wi#ltdrag even the
unwilling individuals; yet it is rational for us to cooperate withln other words, if
nature leads toward perpetual peace, or an ideal civic union; weras agents who
respect human beings as ends in themselves also have reasamugtizestheir rights
and support an institutional framework that protect those righta theoretically
conceived history contains rational ground for a perfection of civienyihen it gives us
reason to practically strive toward perpetual peace. We hakdyato promote moral
progress of humanity; and to this end, we should also seek a cosmopatistiuton
that will ensure the most favorable condition to this aim. In othedsyohistorical
research provides us with empirical data as a ground on whihational for us to set
up a moral aim to seek a cosmopolitan constitution.

Nevertheless, no matter what these contingent empirical fagtprmede us as a
heuristic reason, in no way can they “guarantee” the success of our monad sts Kant
puts in “Toward Perpetual Peace.” In Kant's deontological morahdveork, the
“success” of our moral strivinger seis out of point. The teleological argument makes
perpetual peace inevitable, and morality only demands that we prorhatesagoing to
happen anyway. Clearly, Kant's philosophy of history holding such a bold clains seem

be irreconcilable with his non-consequentialist moral standing.

30 Allen Wood, “Kant's philosophy of History”; Terry Pinkard, “Norms,cka and the Philosophy of
History,” Kant's Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Aim: AtiCal Guide eds. by
Amélie Oksenberg Rorty and James Schmidt (Cambridge University Press. 2009)
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(2) Critical Assessments

Robert Flint, in his article published in 1874, makes a canonical @gmmnst
Kant’s teleological explication. He argues that Kant'sdielgy implies “a monstrous
paradox” by inviting us to study history, not from the empirical datAnal causes, but
from final causes to empirical facts. He further points out, Isiglhat a speculative
inference can be disastrous to the study of empirical histadgel, Kant does seem to
be guilty of just this when he, already reminding us of Platits ttee attempt to reform
reason by experience “the scandal of philosophy{e denounces the assumption that
we “can see farther and more clearly with its dim molegsejxed on experience than
with the eyes belonging to a being that was made to stand amdctook at the
heavens* Kant claims without hesitation that his historical sketchesamgori. In the
twentieth century, after a good deal of historical folly, KRdpper famously warns
against the danger of unscientific predictions of a course of hunsdory. Is Kant
committing the error of historicism in his philosophy of history?

This criticism indicates further an internal conflict withiretsystem of Kant’'s
philosophy. Kant states that there is no a priori use of reasomptefxrethe idea of
causality®>® Given this, how can Kant's teleology be plausibly accommodated witkin
critical philosophy as a whole? Flint posits Kant's dilemma disgunctive sentence: If
there is no a priori use of reasthenKant has trespassed the boundaries in his teleology,
or if there is a priori use of reastimen Kant merely refuses to admit its use. Either way,
we are left with unhappy options. If we choose the former part, Kant’s varidindnistory
are full of inconsistencies, thus they do not deserve our attentidine latter, Kant,
unbeknownst to himself, provides the pretext for the speculative philosoptgtofy
and further paves the way for reintroducing metaphysics thatséitherto attacked.
Famously, among his immediate successors, Fichte followedtteepath and claimed
that the entire human history can be written apart from all experiencel tiaigned, in a
more audacious manner, that the history of the world is the protédevelopment and

3L Kant, “On the Common Saying: ‘This may be true in Theory, but it doeapply in practice’,” in
Political Writings p. 62 (AK 8:277).

°2 |bidem.

% Kant, Critique of Pure Reasoqreds. by Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood (Cambridge University
Press, 1998).
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the realization of Spirit with all the changing scenes. Howeliant has no interest to
describethe philosophy of history as Fichte or Hegel does; rather, he sayshe is
trying to find a clue t@ philosophical account of history. Accordingly, Kant saves us the
embarrassments that we are likely to have while reading I'ddgetures on history
where he tries to apply the general concepts to the particutatse\Clearly, as it is
typical of Kant's modest and cautious style, he stresseshibiaeleological principle
should not be read literally, but only as a heuristic idea.

Now | believe that we are in a better position to evaluatestidweis of Kant’'s
philosophical history. Does it claim to be an imaginary fictionaecurate representation
or a non-empirical verisimilitude? Definitely, Kant's reconstron of history cannot be
compared to a noble lie or a myth that Plato tells inRepublicin order tomake good
citizens. In this case, the truth-value of this “as if” recamtsion does not matter as long
as it serves the political aim of the philosopher king. On theagntt is also not quite
the same as a verisimilitude or a mere abstraction of yraalitvhich case it can be
claimed as either true or false. As Kant claims, it can bewiewed as a heuristic tool of
which truth-value can be bracketed. However, the status of a neczimst of history
from a teleological point of view remains somewhat oscillatiatyveen the second and
the third possibilities because Kant still tries to show tmapigcal data present the
tendency toward perpetual peace. If the attainability of perpptaae is not dependent
on a posteriori data, but they are only to be used as materiasiodr people of the
hidden purpose which is going to fulfill itself anyway, then whatethwpirical data is to
world citizens promoting perpetual peace is no more than whatkha #ve Testimony
is to the Jewish people heading for the Promised land iBxbeéus

In the following, | shall focus on a practical claim in Kant's histoirphilosophy.
However, it is not to say that the entire philosophy of historybleas motivated by his
moral hopes. This way of reading will render Kant's natuldabtegy as one of practical
postulates along with God, freedom and immortality. Such a readiggowgalook his
serious intention to carry out a theoretic research in historycitiogal task seems to be
rather how to frame the relation between his theoretic claimhanthoral claim in his

philosophy history.
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4. A Moral Conception

In theCritiqgue of Pure ReasgrKant states that concepts that go beyond theoretic
reason cannot be objects of knowledge. The ideas of reason such as &taim femd
immortality of soul are beyond the limit of knowledge, thus cannot be priye
empirical data. Nevertheless he claims that these transtahdéeas are natural to
human thought; in fact, these concepts, though indeterminate, are commgmdadan
in order to illuminate human actions. In other words, they servewsstic principles;
and in this sense, they are called “regulative”, not “constitutéeégulative idea can be
used as a guiding thread in scientific research such that tleé¢ indbieauty and harmony
encouraged Johannes Kepler to continue his investigation through a eéries
disappointing results. Kant's natural teleology as a heuristicipte thus occupies a
special status: It is neither a necessary truth nor an eaigargposition. It is not to be
objectively knowras a matter of fact, but to kabjectively assured .oflowever, natural
teleology seems to differ from Kant’'s well know practical pagtsd in that it claims to
occupy a role for a theoretic understanding of history.

In the second half of th€ritique of JudgmentKant expounds on the status of
teleology as a regulative principle, more specifically, as arecobpf reflective
judgment® The faculty of reflective judgment is helpful to understand anreaf
experience which exhibits a high level of purposiven&sge¢kmaligkeit Organisms
are good examples that invite us to assume a higher purpose whpander their

existence or structur@.The shape of fish and birds or the division of sexes invokes a

% The power of judgment is in general defined as the faculty of thinking the particuédatas to the
universal. In the first and second introduction€tidique of JudgmentKant stipulates the distinction
between determinant and reflective forms of judgment in the follpwilf the universal is already
given, then the judgment that subsumes the particular to this unissedtsé&trmining; on the contrary,
if the particular is given and the universal has to be found, ttie judgment iseflecting.” 1. Kant,
Critique of the Power of Judgmered. by Paul Guyer and trans. by Eric Matthews (Cambridge
University Press, 2001). For an older translation, | also conskiéiet] Critique of Judgmentrans.
be/ J. H. Bernard (NY: Prometheus Books, 1959).

% Whether organisms truly have the special status in the natfmeéoa teleological point of view is
also questionable although we are not going to discuss this topic fiothbe present purpose. To
this question, see Paul Guyer, “Organisms and the Unity of Scienkalht and the Scienceedited
by Eric Watkins (Oxford University Press, 2001).
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teleological thinking. Human history is, according to Kant, another pkamhere we
experience purposiveness. Thus, Kant argues that just like biologesys use a
teleological principle for their findings, historians may deriviuatful outcome using
this buttress for their research.

However, Kant's analogy between biology and history entails gpotdematic
assumptions. W. H. Walsh, for one, claims that this analogy i®damw hisPhilosophy
of History. Walsh argues that Kant’s principle of teleology is claimionge no more than
a methodological assumption or working postulate; yet, in effecadsles to anticipate
a particular pattern of findings in nature. He goes so far aaytdhat when Kant holds
that the human race is in progress toward a specific gaalely, the establishment of a
universal civil society, Kant actually uses the teleologiraiciple not only as a formal
principle, but also as a material, i.e., constitutive princip®espite Kant's hope that
philosophers can provide a general principle for the working histolamt’s history of
philosophy may still be viewed as making an arbitrary claimhfstorians to coordinate
their research in order to satisfy his wishful thinking. Indeed, disanalogy between
biology and history seems apparent. To offer a teleological prinfoplbiologist as a
crutch for discovery seems a harmless gesture, whereas ®ssitggr historians would
not be as innocent. It could be interpreted as, in Walter Benjateimh, asking to adopt
“a view of the winner” and tell a story accordingly.

Yet such a reading of Kant's teleology seems to be a resudbnfusing his
theoretic and practical thesis. As Kant stresses himselshwald not forget that the
assumedelosof humanity is an object of an idea of reason. Kant warns time and again of
the danger of treating those concepts such as “God” or “Naturai abjective entity.
Although Kant holds that humans are the creatures who consciously plurseddeas,
he did not make the argument that there exists real “God” oufdlaand imposes a
specific purpose upon humans. This is again all too literal readikgrtfs teleological
passages. Kant makes it clear that we can always givgeatiic explanation to a
phenomenon, be it the structure of a bird and the hollowness of its boties faunding
of a political organization. Nevertheless, there are certa@stopns that are not entirely

answered on the level of efficient causality, a paradigmatic exavhplkich is the moral

3 W. H. Walsh Philosophy of HistoryHarper & Row, 1967), pp. 125-128.
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guestions. A teleological explanation provides an alternative wayn®iveaing the
meaning of certain things, or what he calls “what is it fgq@&stion \Wozu-Fragég which
cannot be simply explained away by a mechanical explanation.sApaimt, Kant would
have to concede that the teleological principle has no prediotitency. Rather, it is
from a teleological point of view that the cosmopolitan global whole can be viesnbd a
formal condition for the final aim, “the development of the naturalorff)
predispositions® It provides us in turn with a rational ground to hold up a moral duty to
promote the perfect civic constitution.

In short, the moral duty to promote peace is derived from the theoretic cerfainty o
certain future rights; and reversely, the achievement ofepgap peace will render
particular historic events meaningful in the humanity’ backward dazihis sense, the
notion of regulative idea in history is not only aimed at working hestsrfor the use of
theoretic reason; but also, perhaps mainly, at politicians for pin@atical guidance. It
must be why the second supplement that urges to accept thiogetablprinciple is
“secretly” dedicated to, not historians, but politicians. Moral sksptiof the politicians,
according to Kant, posits the real hindrance to a forward step. He claims thus:

It was very well for the Jewish prophets to foretell that theeg¢o which
they belonged would sooner or later suffer not only decline, but also
complete dissolution; for they were themselves the architedtenffate.
[...] Our politicians behave in exactly the same way, and thejusras

successful in their prophecids.

In order to bring about a lawful relation among states, therddhbe a guarantee, a
certain kind of reassurance for the politicians to show that #tempt has at least a
possibility of success. It is beneficial to assume the existerndiginé providence aiming
at the historical progress toward a cosmopolitan world order i tydeold out against
the entrenched thought to think that history will be the repetitidgheoame. Kant holds

that a firm belief in human progress is “useful” as andamg to this deep-rooted

37 Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgme§83, p. 432
% Kant, “The Contest of Faculties,” in particular, Part 2 “the Rtk Attempt to Answer the
Question: ‘Is the Human Race continually improving?'Piolitical Writings pp. 177-178.
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skepticism; thereby conducive to bringing about the ideal polistate, like a self-
fulfilling prophecy. It is “the principle of hope” as Ernst Bloch ermointed out in his
book>® Again, at this point, it is not a matter of right or wronather it is a matter of
useful or useless in the realization of a practical aim that Kant thinks aibtgpje

Why, then, does Kant make his address to politicians, not to iagns? The
problem of reassuring politicians’ moral acts would not have appedr&ant could
conceive of an enlightened public as the subject of politics. Howeaat,Kprospect of
the enlightened public was even darker than that of the moralizetipob. Kant states
“only a few by cultivating their minds, have succeeded in freeing thieesdrom
immaturity and in continuing boldly on their wa$f’Again, insinuating the infamous
allegory of Plato, Kant claims that, “there will alwaysatew who think for themselves.
[...] Such guardians, once they have themselves thrown off the yoke aftuniyy will
disseminate the spirit of rational respect for personal valudéoaride duty of all men to
think for themselves®! However, Kant laments, the public refuses to use their reason out
of dogmas and even grows fond of immaturity. Therefore, the “unthimkengs”, Kant
claims, needs a benevolent despot, such as Frederik Il of the Prosgiaide their
external relations, rather than too much civil freedom. It is prgifablthis reason that in
both Toward Perpetual Peacand The Idea of Universal Historiant speaks to state
politicians of the attainability of a cosmopolitan whole with suaoiviction There is
an interesting contrast, however, when we look at Kant’'s twor @thieles, “What is
Enlightenment?” published in 1784 and “Contest of Faculties” published in 17298. K
likewise argues for the progress of humanity, however, notabilgpwuti resorting to the
teleological principle?? Compared to his optimistic conviction for ultimate moral
progress in Toward Perpetual Peat@nd “Theldea for Universal Histor}; Kant's tone

in these articles is impressively skeptical. He speaks ttd libpe about the possible

39 Ernst Bloch,The Principle of Hopein 3 volumes, Neville Plaice, trans. by Stephan Plaice and Paul
Knight (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1995).

*O'Kant, “The Answer to the Question: ‘What is Enlightenment?"Puilitical Writings p. 55, my
emphasis.

*! Ibidem

2 Axel Honneth, “Die Unhintergehbarkeit des Fortschritts: KantdiBesung des Verhaltnisses von
Moral und Geschichte” ilRRecht-Geschichte-Religion: Die Bedeutung Kants fur die Gegenedst

by Herta Nag-DoceKal and Rudolf Langthaler (Akademie Verlag, 2004).
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enlightenment of the public, not to mention, the enlightenment of humanity as a whole. In
fact, Kant considers the globally lawful constitution to be an almost unattaigadl.

| think Kant could have reasonably chosen between these two options: @Qjvious
his enthusiastic talk of “guarantee” cannot be reconciled withthex commitments; at
the same time, his pessimism about the enlightened public seelms $somewhat
groundless. In the era of liberal democracy, we have to act drelie¢ that citizens are
not only motivated by their self-interest, but also by moral clamation. | shall call this
the necessity of hope. This is also perhaps what it means to beddmigliche
Volker”*?

But here is a more interesting question: if Kant does not depend on the
teleological principle in order to make the practical thesis Wmatshould promote
perpetual peace, how should his arguments look? In other words, how caapasapr
for the perfect political constitution be reconstructed, if itoivoe addressed directly to
“the educated public™? In fact, there is a little textuadewnce, though not full-fledged,
which points toward an alternative way of proposing progress. Kamissaso to be well
aware that it is only through more practice of reason that individuals learn hoeotade
autonomous, not through the guidance of a benign despotism. In the sameardin, K
holds that although the public can only achieve enlightenment slowly,otrerrgnent
will eventually profit if they treat man “in a manner approfito his dignity.** The
enlightened citizens would strive for a cosmopolitan civic union evemwhey are fully
cognizant of the slim chance of its attainability. These ¢iszae not only motivated by
the self-interest, but also by the moral necessity. Reltigiahowever, Kant saw this
possibility of the enlightened mass who would voluntarily work forideal of perpetual
peace out of moral commitment only as a remote chance, a bud that had baregdurge
such that he could not help but fall back on the teleological prinaypléhé “not yet”
enlightened public toward “the ultimate goal” of history as thouidgtas been imposed

from without.

3 Otfried Hoffe,Konigliche Volke{Suhrkamp Verlag, 2001).
* Kant, “What is Enlightenment?” iRolitical Writings p. 60.
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5. Chapter Conclusion

Kant’s proposal for perpetual peace is based on the attainment of a glotiedlpoli
constitution in a form of federation of states. On a normative ,léaht's moral
universalism to endow the individual with equal respect as ends indh&mseems to
support this political ideal. However, devoted readers find that tcexechasm between
Kant political and moral claim. In continuity, at different partskaint's writings, the
readers face sometimes seemingly contradictory claimsdiagathe cosmopolitan ideal.
On the one hand, he argues that perpetual peace is to be attambadbgr intelligence
merely using men’s selfish egoism, regardless of individualsalmatention. On the
other hand, Kant argues that we as moral agents have a morab dutyntote world
peace even though it is possibly an unachievable goal. It is only thragt’'s
philosophy of history that we can understand how far our political puwanibe morally
required. Whether or not our strivings turn out to be successful, Kargsatigat we have
a moral duty to pursue the perfect political constitution becausmnstitutes the
adequate external condition within which humanity’s moral capacitiesbe developed.
In this sense, Kant’'s ideal of cosmopolitanism can be interpretetbesly motivated
political order. However, even though this political goal is hatalllge achieved without
the enlightenment of peoples within his framework, Kant does not holtligluthope
regarding its possibility. It becomes clear therefore weonbt need “moral politicians”,
but also “moral peoples” for the feasibility of this purpose. Ndw, iext chapter shall
examine Kant's concept of person, and see what drives Kant to resmtiaisuch views.
In order to critically engage with Kant, | shall use Hegelh particular, Habermas’

adaptation of Hegel's criticism of Kant.
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Chapter Two: Hegel's Objection to Kant and Hegelian Cosmopolitanism

1. Introduction

Kant's notion of perpetual peace in the eighteenth century was not hdynoot
succeeded by nineteenth century thinkers, in particular, by Heg&adnef Kant's
vision that humanity will eventually achieve perpetual peace, Hegeiders that it is
unlikely that plural states can enjoy peaceful or fair relatipmssamongst them. Passages
in Hegel'sPhilosophy of Rightlearly show that any emergence of political organization
beyond Staat is unthinkable and even undesirable. Hegel's virulent critique of Kant
positions himself as a communitarian or statist thinker dianadfriopposed to Kant’s
cosmopolitan ideal. On this view, “Hegelian cosmopolitanism” se&mise itself an
oxymoron.

On the contrary, some of most ardent champions of cosmopolitanism have
claimed that they are ‘HegeliarfS.Readers of Hegel’Phenomenology of Spirifaims
that his unique concept of freedom as a process of mutual recognitigests a radical
cosmopolitanisnt® On this view, Kampf um Anerkennungust transcend the state
boundaries and continue until the underrepresented and the disrespectgobagky
recognized by others. Some argue that not onlytitenomenology of Spiribut also the
Philosophy of Righentails a line of logic out of which an alternative version of the
cosmopolitan ideal can be distillétThey even claim that Hegel was the first thinker to

give cosmopolitanism a definite and real form of rigjinthe recent literature, therefore it

* Traditionally, Alexander Kojéve and Francis Fukuyama represemtvtaiv. Alexandre Kojéve,
Introduction to the Reading of Hegel: Lectures of the Phenomenology of &gitétd by Allan Bloom,
trans. by James H. Nichols Jr. (Ithaca: Cornell Universitys369). Francis FukuyamBhe End of
History and the Last Ma(New York: Avon Books, 1992).

“®Robert Fine, “Kant's Theory of Cosmopolitanism and Hegel's Critig@&jtosophy and Social
Criticism, Issue 29, No.3 (2003); Shannon Brincat, “Hegel's Gesture towards Rdtlsaho-

politanism,”Journal of Critical Globalisation Studietssue 1 (2009).

47 Andrew Buchwalter, “Hegel’'s Conception of an International “Wei\,ldentity and Difference

edited by Philip Grier (Albany, NY: State University of New Yorle§s, 2007).
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is still an object of dispute whether Hegel can be considerednamalitan’ at all*®
Despite Hegel's overt rejection dfosmopolitismus| do think that these lines of
interpretations or appropriations may find textual support. The questidrowever
whether a Hegelian cosmopolitanism construed this way provides luswoietter hope
into the future than the Kantian one. | doubt it is so.

In this chapter, | will begin by elaborating Hegel's condemnabf Kant’s
espousal of cosmopolitan right. Section 1 of this chapter is devotéastpurpose. It
aims to show that Hegel’s disagreement with Kant derives fismnique conception of
the metaphysical underpinnings of self and freedom, and his understafhdhey state
and war. In Section 2, | shall then turn to the claims of Hegelimmopolitans. The
position based on Hegel's concept of freedom as mutual recognition éasmheh
discussed in the literature. The focal point of discussion is Kegejument for the
universal mind or universal consciousness as the consequence of histevelapbment.
It has been argued that the potential for the justification tdtzaflegal or political order
is immanent even here. Others argue, on the contrary, that slegpbsition to a global
political organization must be taken seriously; yet, there i®adst strong case for
cultural cosmopolitanism. After examining the justifications amditéitions of these
claims, Section 3 turns to the problem of poverty as viewed througégeligin lens.
Hegel’s analysis of the origin of poverty and its impact on the citizearalndegradation
leads him to argue for political intervention to remedy this @vcivil society. Hegel’'s
distinction between civil and ethical community in this sense mayige a realistic
framework to understand the global poverty that is widespread in gurAtthough
Hegel was mostly oblivious to or unreflective of the possibility, thgsis is that,
thinking “with Hegel contra Hegel” indicates that the boundedoé#ise state shatters.
Given the global economic interconnectedness, his description of theofuntthe state
as distinct from civil society sheds light on the contempaoappeals to global economic

justice beyond state boundaries.

“8 Allegra de Laurentiis argues that as long as we remait toydegel’s understanding of ethicality,
“[e]thical life going global is a breakdown of ethicality.” “Mortgbods: A reply to Andrew
Buchwalter's “Hegel's Conception of Situated Cosmopolitanisn&sented at the Pacific APA in
March 2005. | would like to thank her for letting me use this manuscript.
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2. Hegel's Critique of Kant's Cosmopolitan Right

In his Philosophy of RightHegel notes that international relations are necessary
outcomes of the fact that there is more than one state; yelgihres that states are not to
be parts of a higher political order or an “ethical community.’aldirect reference to
Kant, Hegel claims that a league or an alliance of nat®mseant to fail because it is

only “relative and limited” in its nature. He writes,

There is no praetor to adjudicate between states, but at mdsatarbi

and mediators, and even the presence of these will be contingent, i.e
determined by particular wills. Kant's ide&drstellung of a perpetual
peaceguaranteed by a federation of states which would settlespllidis

and which, as a power recognized by each individual state, wouoldees

all disagreements so as to make it impossible for these tdtleel ¥y war
presupposes an agreement between states. But this agreemehéer whet
based on moral, religious, or other grounds and considerations, would
always be dependent on particular sovereign wills, and would ¢heref

continue to be tainted with contingerity.

Whether or not Hegel was conscious of this, Hegel's objection irpdalssage above
displays somewhat caricaturistic, or even erroneous reading&mf First, as we
examined in the previous chapter, it is hard to believe that Kaim<lthat a federation
of states would resolvall disputes and disagreements among states. Nor is it the goal of

Kant’'s project. Kant's goal is, in fact, much more modest than lieais concerned with

9 G.W.F. HegelElements of the Philosophy of RigB833, p.368, trans. by H. B. Nisbet, edited by
Allen Wood (Cambridge University Press, 1991); henceforth, cdfleibsophy of Right This
translation is based on the first edition of Rechtsphilosophieriginally published in 1820, which
was reproduced in Hegel'$Verke and published by the Suhrkamp Verla@rundlinien der
Philosophie des Recht¥ol. 7, eds. by Eva Moldenhauer and Karl Markus Michel (Frankdfort
Main: Suhrkamp, 1970). Hegel delivered in his lifetime total sevetures ofPhilosophy of Right
the last of which he was not able to finish because of his sullidessi Over the course Hegel left
many illuminating comments which are described as ‘Remakksérkennungghand to which
students’ lecture notes are incorporated as ‘AdditioAgsétze In this dissertation, Hegel's quote
will be following his paragraph numbers and page numbers with the maRk iotlicating ‘Remarks’;
‘A’ meaning ‘Additions’.
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the ways in which various disagreements and disputes can be kedamithout waging
violent wars. Second, Kant does not hold that a global political metitguch as a
league of nations woulduaranteeperpetual peace. Although Kant does claim that
perpetual peace is guaranteed by the divine providence, it isnathly teleological sense
that he engages such confidence. Rather, we have seen thar¢httmee different levels

- political, moral and teleological - in Kant’'s argument for péwpl peace. Hegel in this
passage however conflates them into one simple bold claim.

Hegel's objection to Kant's idea of perpetual peace is indaeflection of their
differences at a deeper level, rooted in their overall philosophgre are fundamental
disagreements between Kant and Hegel that need to be understoodpatnthislow, |
shall delineate Hegel's objection Kmsmopolitismusn terms of three aspects, namely on
the communitarian notion of self (1), the positivistic notion of la)y éxd the realistic

account of war (3).

(1) Hegel on the Concept of Self

Hegel's metaphysical foundation of political right characesizhim as
‘communitarian’ thinker in that he views a right as an embodimemtubfial recognition
of individuals or groups. Against the natural law tradition that greath individual a
universal right merely because he is a human being, Hegel’'s pbantmgy contends
that the concept of right is based upon particular needs thatlz@eadcognized by others.
The master and slave dialectic in Risenomenology of Spiritramatically shows that a
right is to be conceived as a trophy earned only after laboriouggsts, a fruit harvested
at the end of sizzling summer day<Granted that mutual recognition plays a pivotal role
in the formation of human right, a right receives its actuahty aalidity only within the
boundaries of reciprocal interaction. Conversely, a right has noendept reality apart
from this whole of social interconnection.

This intersubjective notion of right is undergirded by Hegel's unigqueeeption

of freedom. Hegel claims that one is free when one is with oneself in thigiotdezsem

% Hegel,Phenomenology of Spiritrans. by A.V. Miller (Oxford University Press, 1977).
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Anderen bei sich selbst & The concrete freedom is neither the expressions of
immediate will nor the absolute freedom of Kantian moral subjdet. “deontological
self’, as Michael Sandel calls it, presupposes the conceptibthaf is clearly detached
from one’s desires and perceptiomsam free as long ak can repress, eliminate or
overcome the intrusions of nature - nature both inside and outsideyn@eying moral
laws that can be approved by reason aféi@n this view, the notion of transcendental
subject prior to any experience is required for any self-awarenessedom.

Hegel’s is rather a notion of embedded or situated self: Haegeles that my
perceptions, desires and even thoughts are deeply imbued witihesuit which one
finds oneself. The boundary between oneself and the other is always transient and porous
so that claims of self-knowledge and freedom presuppose understanding '®f one
community. Given Hegel's conception of right that is deeply rooted insoettical
community, now we are in a better position to understand his assaiotiinking of a
right is “inadequate only if it adopts a fixed position - for exampkcosmopolitart in
opposition to the concrete life of the state.”

Hegel’'s account oSittlichkeit— ethicality, or translated as ethical life by T. M.
Knox - represents a harmony between individuals and their sotmetyis scattered
description, the account @ittlichkeit appears almost always in contrast to Kantian
notion of Moralitdt. Hegel contends that Kantian morality concerns merely individual
conscience derived by one’s reason, and neglects the ethical eorhwglied in the
customs of a community. For Hegel, it reflects the malaiskoofgeois modernity in
which individuals are immersed with private interest only withoutkihig about the
common good of one’s societyInstead Sittlichkeitrepresentsoncrete norms that are
bound in a particular time and place. Therefore, it is socna#giated and historically

constituted as opposed to Kantian morality that purports to be universally binding.

*1 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§7A, p.49, translation is altered by r@&undlinien der Philosophie des
Rechts eds. by Eva Moldenhauer and Karl Markus Michel (Frankfurt am Maihrkamp, 1970), p.
55.

2 Michael Sandelliberalism and the Limits of Justi¢dY: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

*3 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§209R, p. 240.

> Although his scattered account of ethicality is always pretegiean account of Kantian morality,
Hegel's Ethicality is not simply contrasted with Kantian maeyalAlthough he acknowledges the
emergence of ethicality precedes the emergence of individuallityware history, he argues that
morality forms one constitutive moment in the formation of ethicaMichael Inwood, Hegel
Dictionary (Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 1992), p. 92.
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This notion of right has to do with his unique understanding of freedomel Heg
criticizes the notion of freedom in modern society as purely stiageand negative. It is
negative in that the notion of freedom of modernity pursues eliminatioextefnal
impediments through my will; it is subjective in that it has &trgn the self-constituting
aspect of ethical life. One cannot be free when one is alonen€sds to be in an
“ethical” community to rescue one’s freedom from the fragmeatetiatomized “civil”
society of modernity. In contrast, Hegel suggests the ancierdkG@m as a good
instantiation of positive freedom. In the Grgaidis, the individual citizens enjoyed the
immediate identity with their political community; thereby thitizens realize their
freedom through working for the common good. Under the Roman Empire, hotexter,
the public sphere becomes saturated by the concerns of pphaie sSince the citizens
cannot identify themselves with the Empire, the political persoristhes loyalty and
became private persons. The citizens only take care of theirpogperty and are no
longer willing to risk their life for the common good. Likewise, ingrepublics of the
modern time, the individuals lose this immediate identity withr thelitical community
and feel alienated in their political life.

It is important to remember that these are conceptual momenksegel’s
dialectical argument and should not be conflated with particultoriual societies. Yet,
Hegel’s distinction between ethical community and civil sociegnss to be a resonance
of the Greek distinction between a life dedicated to a public wamtdl a life that is
immersed in private interest. It thus comes as no surprise tbgel Hsees ethical
community represents a higher or nobler aspect of human life. Nogstheélegel does
not want to retrieve the past, for he is also aware thatitierd Greek republic neglects
the subjective aspect of freedom, or what he daltgerlichkeit which is so central to the
modern way of life. Hegel's agenda thus becomes the sublation drebgom of
modernity and the freedom of the ancient that are both one-sided.

In sum, Hegel's conception of freedom pursues the identity of the wiitier
oneself, as the famous phrase ‘being with oneself in the othertalbeformulates. One
is free when one is self-determining and dependent from exteeoaksities. However,
the boundary between oneself and the other is transient in blegelti-faceted Hegel's

theory of freedom. The other is neither the natural nor socialcement that surrounds
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and controls me; it is not the bodily desires or inclinationsnakant that are to be
suppressed by my rational thoughts. Hegel does not see that freaddre achieved by
simply ignoring or even eliminating external impedimentsamjgulsions; rather he sees
a moment of freedom in internalizing the other into oneself throughatnadi In a social
and political sense, slavery is a clear sign of dependencyhasdack of freedom. In
Hegel's theory of mutual recognition, however, abolishing enslavemessents the
dynamic process of mediation between oneself and this other. Freaslomutual
recognition presupposes this conception of freedom as the iderititgdreoneself with
the other, yet this metaphysical conception cannot be externalized withoatioredi
Now based on Hegel's understanding of persons and freedom, thér sgeec
cosmopolitan right may ring hollow. What is unique and yet problemétiutathis
insight is that Hegel considers the highest possible form of Ettuoanunity as the state.
It is the ultimate boundary in which the concreteness of a raghte sustained. All the
other forms of community such as families, clans or associadomsa constitutive

element, or what Hegel callddoment of the state.

(2) Hegel on Modern State

Hegel'sPhilosophy of Righis a paean to the rationality of the modern state. He
celebrates the rule of law, not of one person, as an indicationhthaivilization has
reached a level of maturity to recognize freedom of the individaa much-celebrated
passage, Hegel claims that the consciousness that a human beicggisized as such
just because he is a human being is “the aim of thought” antbtt iisfinite importance.”

At this stage, Hegel writegd] human being counts as such because he is a human, being
not because he is a Jew, Catholic, Protestant, German, Itatidn> Ehat is to say, an
individual deserves equal treatment due to the concept of absgtactnot because he
belongs to a particular religion, nation, or race. This passageers ioterpreted as an
indicator of Hegel's gesture toward cosmopolitan universalism, ackdgimlg universal
value of human beingua human beingNevertheless, there is no doubt that for Hegel it

is only in a state that an individual receives such an abstgitt, &nd thereby is

> Hegel Philosophy of Right§209, p. 240.
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recognized as “a universal person.” He therefore argues thahigiest duty of
individuals is to be “members of the stat&”.

Hegel's ideal state, however, does not share the liberal agpitatiremain as a
minimal and neutral state. On Hegel’s view, traditional libdrabry treats individuals as
mere cogs of a machine, failing to recognize the organic msalif the state. The
mechanistic and individualistic concept of state common to the neanstisocial
contract theories is fundamentally flawed, for it assidres state merely instrumental
values to protect individuals’ life and property. The state isanm@cessary evil needed to
be “transcended”; rather it is a self-maintaining entity wHosetion as a whole is not
reducible to the particular ends of the individuals within in. Hegelaks of “inner
organism” of the states, and contends that citizens are “not pantseluivers.> Hegel
claims therefore the state does entail a higher mode of allegiance.

In the state, individuals voluntarily identify themselves with tHebl for that
whole is partly constitutive of their self-understanding, and therd¢fage are ready to
work for the good of the whole. When citizens go to war for the salkeeaftate, they are
willing to sacrifice their limbs and even their own life. Thayt the good of the whole
before their self-interest. The liberal understanding of the stgiresenta state based on
needs, or what he caldotsstaatnota state based on reason, &feastandesstaatCivil
society” is a name that Hegel reserves for this kind of orgammzédased on mutual
needsyis-a-visthe state proper.

The organic model of Hegelian state has called forth various kindsigohas
onto itself. Some of them need clarification because they dfiedreas hackneyed
prejudices. Among others, since Hegel builds his political philosopbynd the
individual state, he has been interpreted as a statist thinker. Mgrdoeeo his seeming
relation to Prussian state, he is often labeled as an advocate adthoritarian or a
totalitarian state. Even worse, Hegel has been charged evemaasirager of the fascist

German nationalism that came along in the history of the twiertentury. For all of

%5 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§258. Peperzak rightly points out a discrepancy in Hegel's exphicati
of right and duty. The duty of individuals stops at the defense of ondtnratd there is no
corresponding duty to the “absolute right” of world history. Adriaan RefefHegel contra Hegel in
His Philosophy of Right: The Contradictions of International Politicikgurnal of History of
Philosophy Vol. 32, No. 2 (1994), p. 245.

" Hegel Philosophy of Right§286, p. 328.
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these labels such as statism, totalitarianism, or nationatisnight be said that Hegel is
always required “to pay the debts that others have inctftiéarious labels turn out to
be indeed “myths and legends” when a specific quote is countered bearkdpecially
because Hegel is a thinker whose writing ought to be understood iaxtanily,
extracting one small portion of his work to criticize him istatl easy, but not helpful for
a genuine understanding of his thoughts.

Totalitarianism The charge that Hegel is totalitarian thinker comes from his
statement that the particular must serve the universal. Tluteis interpreted as his
justification of using individuals as mere means for the intevéstate. Against this
interpretation, Knox has pointed out liberal aspects of Hegel. Hegsl indeed a
defender of freedom of conscience and the individual civil right. Famele,
mentioning the Quakers, Hegel maintains that their individual corszienust be
tolerated in a rational liberal state although they refusaltid their duty to defend their
state® Also regarding the Jewish problem of his time, Hegel's positicaiso clear: He
notes that the exclusion of the Jews is “claimed to be bas#tednghest right” but “it
proved to be the height of folly® This is particularly telling, given that Hegel’s political
philosophy is sometimes assimilated with that of Carl Schmitt in the tweogatury.

Nationalism With regard to the heated debate on German nationalism dfnleis t
Hegel was rather thoroughly critical of nationalistic tendemcthe political realm. He
points toward the different interests of differém@inde: “on a small scale, interests can
be the same; on the large scale, as in Germany, thesisteyk the Bavarians, the
Austrians, the Pomeranians and the Mecklenburgers are highly diStidpparently,
Hegel was not enthusiastic about building one state out of Gerntiam.nsloreover,
quite interestingly, he was excited about Napoleon’s invasion wésRr as a world

historical event. In each and every turn of his writing, Hegebaks as a fervent defender

8 Otto Henning, “Hegel and Political Trends: A Criticism of th@itiRal Hegel Legends” irHegel
Myths and Legendgdited by Jon Stewart (Northwestern University Press, 1996), p. 55.

9T, M. Know, “Hegel and Prussianism” legel Myths and Legends. 81.

%0 Hegel Philosophy of Right§270. See Hegel's second footnote, p. 295-296.

®1 Hegel,Die Philosophie der Geschichte: Vorlesungsmitschrift HeimMimter 1830/1831), p.128.
| am indebted to Terry Pinkard on this point. Pinkard notes thatatisydar reference to the German
divisions is missing in Karl Hegel's edition of thectures of Philosophy of Righterry Pinkard,
Lecture at Stony Brook University, May 2010.
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of enlightenment and rationalisPhNation is one element of many that needs to be
subsumed in order for the rationality of the state, even if the sfia@ does not exist in
reality.

Statism Hegel's relationship to the state is somewhat more dubiousel’sleg
famous sentencéEs ist der Gang Gottes in der Welt, dass der Staat®{s8 often
caught in a crossfire. This phrase is often translated, “The stahe march of God
through the world” and accordingly interpreted as a justificatioanyf behavior of a
state as “the march” or “the course” of God. Hegel isroficcused to deify the state.
Against this claim, Shlomo Avineri seems to convey the most adeguedning of this
phrase based on Kaufmann’ translation, which reads: ‘It is the w&pdfin the world,
that there should be the state.” Avineri claims that Hegel measesy no more than that
“the very existence of the state is part of a divine styategt a merely human arbitrary
artifact.”* That is to say, Hegel’s notion of modern state is far fromtamat to lay the
ground for an authoritarian state; rather he is merelysstiggghe necessity that there
ought to be the state in human history. It is a vindication of the mibgland rationality
of the state, and nothing more. We can make an equally hospitabliegred Hegel's
famous dictum, “what is rational is real, and what is reahi®mal”: everything that is
rational has the potential to realize itself; in turn, everytkivag exists must have reasons
for their existenc&

Hegel characterizes the modern state in its rationalityt iEhahrough the state,
individuals are freed from traditional shackles and their particular stteage recognized.
What makes the modern state differ from the past despotic forstatd is that the
modern state deserves veneration from individuals because ofigtsaranstitutions.
Thus Hegel construes patriotism as a natural consequence afgrtigs rationality.
Patriotism is a feeling that develops in response to the rationathe state. He claims

that patriotism is in general “a consequence of the institutioitisin the state, a

2 There are critiques of aspects of enlightenment ifPtrenomenology of Spiriin particular, in the
sections on “Absolute Freedom and Terror.” However, it seems thahélegel’ critiques aim at the
violence of enlightenment, which was evident in the French Revolutitmerréhan the spirit of
enlightenment itself. HegePbhenomenology of Spirp, 355.

% Shlomo Avineri,Hegel's Theory of the Modern Stag€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1972).

bid., p. 177.

% Hegel Philosophy of Historytrans. by J. Sibree (NY: Dover Publications, 1956).
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consequence in which rationality is actually present, just agnadity receives its
practical application through action in conformity with the state’s inititat®®
Nevertheless, even this hospitable reading of Hegel does ngt alllahe
suspicions. Although patriotism may well be naturally derived fromeagpging rational
institutions, it is often demanded as an imperative from individpalsit of view. This is
more seriously so when the state tries to behave in an irratiwagnl A closer
examination of the text reveals that the rationality is fangt but the trust that my

interest or even my whole existence will be preserved in the state. He notes,

This disposition is in general one of trust (...) that my substaaticl
particular interest is preserved and contained in the interestrehdf an
other [the state] (...) As a result, this other immediatelgesdo be an

other for me, and in my consciousness of this, | am®free.

He continues with a sense of wonder,

They trust the state will continue to exist and that partidaterests can
be fulfilled within it alone; but habit blinds us to the basis of eotire
existence. It does not occur to someone who walks the streefetiyn a&a
night that this might be otherwise, for this habit of [living gdfety at
night has become second nature, and we scarcely stop to thinkithat

solely the effect of particular institutiofis.

What is problematic here is that Hegel attributes the ‘ratideature to the bare
existence of the state, not to the behaviors of the state oriseegitablished. The
rationality of the state does not guarantee any pattern of eittenal or external
behaviors of the state. The allegiance we have toward our stafeems habitual and
conventional. Rather than being an appreciation of the rational chachcttate, it is

often a form of irrational passions or parochial favoritism. The ictiom that the

% Hegel,Philosophy of Right§268, p. 288-289.
*7 Ibidem.
% |bidem
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rational state benefits all the members inside it seems selbdefeating when used as a
basis for the claim that the individual must serve the univerghketpoint that they must

risk their life. Of course the agreement to risk one’s like Her gtate is only something

that occurs in times of crisis whereas the benefit of the stgiposedly is felt by us in

our everyday life. However, in a totalitarian state there is merbexcuse than assumed
“crisis” to stifle dissents among its citizens.

Indeed, there are many reasons for us to be skeptical about dHegaihism
about the rationality of the state. On one hand, Hegel sees natwre aomponent of
many particular differences along with sex, race, orsdlat are constitutive of and are
to be subsumed by a modern state. On the other hand, he claims oapeogles to be
the agent of history, not individuals. He assigns a pivotal rolettonsain the historical
progress, as he notes “each particular national genius is to bedt@a only one
individual in the process of universal histofy.Apparently, as a social analyst, Hegel
fails to anticipate the relation between state and nation, for natiohattipeen the one of
main obstacles to the rational workings of the state in the following ceMatypns have
been not only the dominant driving force of state building, but also ts®mngdor
irrational acts of a state, far from being sublated by the rationality.

At the same time, Hegel rightly foresaw the configurationd the impact of
national identities in the twentieth century. In reality, modeatesthave been charged
the greater evil than wars since the number of people murderdtieipyotvn state is
virtually greater than the numbers killed in war, including two werkds’® It is to say
that the internal workings of states, or as some might ataegonstitution of states,
have created greater evils than warring states. Contréng toackneyed criticism aiming
against Hegel as nationalist, Hegel's failure to see theyhedfluence of nationalism
down the road may be then, as Avineri points out, the grave errdfeigat committed.
Hegel clearly did not see how the rationality of the statédcbe marred by the claims of

national identities as he located the nations at the center on the historical stage

%9 Hegel,Philosophy of Historytrans. by J. Sibree, p. 53.

" The numbers killed by their own government was hundreds of millions dtimin¢ast century.
Rudolph RummelDeath by Government: Genocide and Mass Murder in the Twentieth CéNawy
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1994).

38



Moreover, Hegel largely neglects the emergence of a globaktgothat
transcends interstate relations. If the ethical component oftéte s to bring the
individual out of their selfish desires and to make them redizeobility of sacrifice to
the universal, this role does not have to be played exclusively lstatee Patriotism is
not necessarily a virtue when it serves the extended formlfahtest. In our days,
various international organizations may provide us with better opporsitotievercome
these immediate dispositions and go beyond one’s concern for selésbstintAt the
same time, Hegel’s strict dichotomy between private egorsithe civil society and
political participation in the ethical community blinds him to the sgmbty of
intermediate associations. As Charles Larmore argues, indeed “a common
argumentative strategy” of anti-liberals for praising the palitas the highest form of
activity, and to make politics the exclusive domain for delibegaginout the good lif&:
In other words, Hegel's solution of the state to cure the fragimentthrough the
wholeness of society turns out to be somewhat hasty and leaves aoyt ather

possibilities.

(3) Hegel on War and Peace

Hegel notes that “[l]f no agreement can be reached betweerubartivills,
conflicts between states can be settled only by Wabtie to Hegel's understanding of
the state as the highest and the best possible form of human oliganidagel’s notion
of war and peace is conspicuously opposed to that of Kant. For Hegels war an
absolute evil; rather, war is not only inevitable but also usefatedd of the immediate
imperative to stop all wars, Hegel embarks on analyzing theidtmnof war. According
to Hegel, war defines on one hand the relationship of individuals towardstae, and
on the other hand the relationship among states.

Indeed, war is a rare situation where individuals give up thdislsalesires to
protect their private interest, and determine to sacrifice sbkms for the public good.

The sacrifice that war demands in turn is a proof that the w#ierad of a state is more

"L Charles LarmoreRatterns of Moral ComplexitfNY: Cambridge University Press, 1987), p. 105.
2 Hegel Philosophy of Right§334, p. 369.
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than securing life and property of individuals. The idea of warekbhumanity to face its
existential condition and thereby it becomes “a healthy antaigéénst the dispersion”
from a privatization in a bourgeois sociéfyThus, war, regardless of its cause, is a case
in which the “sanity” of a state can be tested. In his “Ger@amnstitution” - one of his
early publications - he notes, “[tlhe health of a state geger@leals itself not so much

in the tranquility of peace as in the turmoil of wétIh Philosophy of Righthe reaffirms
this thought:

The higher significance of war is that, through its agency, etihécal
health of nations is preserved in their indifference towards tmegmemce

of finite determinacies, just as the movement of the winds presémee

sea from that stagnation which a lasting calm would produceagaatton
which a lasting, not to say perpetual, peace would also produce among

nations’®

This line of thought that underscores the solemnity of war hamn et

uncommon. Even Kant acknowledges this idea, too. He notes,

[w]ar itself, if it is carried on with order and with a sagrespect for the
rights of citizens, has something sublime in it. (...) On the otaed,ha
long peace generally brings about a predominant commercidl anit,
along with it, low selfishness, cowardice and effemingsig!], and

debases the disposition of the pedfle.

Despite this awareness, Kant argues that the loss of wagghgraparing for wars still
outweighs the benefit. Hegel, however, goes a step further clathabgvar is necessary

for the upkeep of “the health” of peoples. War is a condition in whicl tanity of

3 Adriaan Peperzak, “Hegel contra Hegel in His Philosophy of Right Contradictions of
International Politics'Journal of History of Philosophyol. 32, No. 2, (1994).

" Hegel, “German Constitution (1798-1802),"Htegel: Political Writings eds. by Laurence Dickey
and H.B. Nisbet (NY: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

> Hegel, Philosophy of Right§324, p. 360.

' Kant, Critique of Judgmentrans. by J. H. Bernard (NY: Prometheus Books, 1959), §28, p. 127.
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temporal things and temporal good (...) takes on a serious signditémstead of Kant’s
effort to transform the political moralists into moral poldics, Hegel acknowledges
waging war as a basic and inevitable undertaking of politicians.|lgege so far as to
suggest that a government might utilize this option to rekindle patriotingealecessary
for social cohesiofY’

On another level, war explains the way in which one state selatene another.
War is a conflict between two wills, a clash between two sigHegel notes, therefore,
there is no right or evil side in war. On this view, thereforeattampt to punish a ‘rogue’
state for its ‘immoral behavior’ is nothing but a sign of hypocrisygaging any moral
language in describing wars occurs, in other words, as a conseqofecoafusing
politics with morality. It is at this point, Habermas notes that Carl Sthooimes closer”
to Hegel in his criticism of Karf®

It is disputable whether Hegel truly “glorifies” war. Atet one end of spectrum,
Hegel is often classed with agonistic thinkers; at the othehensl said to be compatible
with the mainstream liberal thinkers such as Hobbes, Locke andséxi$One may
argue that analyzing Hegel's writing from a normative patype is highly dangerous
because Hegel is concerned with describing a state of atittvesr than prescribing how
things ought to b& Yet, it seems to me that Hegel is not only describing states of affairs.
He is also generating certain normative claims in thaspewses another ideal, that is, a
vision centered around an ideal state, not an ideal world as a whséenis that the
concept of the state is already a normative concept asciinisected to the idea of
rationality. Donald Verene, rightly in my view, attempts tohese this dichotomy by
claiming that Hegel puts forth a theory of war while Kant puts forth a theoryamfep

As we have examined so far, Hegel's communitarian theoryselff the

positivistic notion of legality, and the realistic account of waccelhim on the opposite

" Hegel,Philosophy of Righ§324, pp. 360-362, especially see the remark and addition.

8 Jurgen Habermas, “Kant's Idea of Perpetual Peace, with thefiBef Two Hundred Year's
Hindsight,” Perpetual Peaceed. James Bohmann and Matthias Lutz-Bachmann (Cambridge, MA:
The MIT Press), p.145.

" Donald Phillip Verene, “Hegel's Account of War” idegel Myths and Legendsdited by Jon
Stewart (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1996). iiadlgiprinted inHegel’s political
philosophy: Problems and Perspectivesdited by Zbigniew Andrzej Pelczynski (Cambridge
University Press, 1971).

8 Allegra de Laurentiis, “Mortal Gods: A Reply to Andrew Bucheg#t “Hegel's Conception of
Situated Cosmopolitanism.”
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side of Kant. But in putting forth a theory of war instead of a thebpeace, Hegel has
done what cannot be done through a Kantian lens, namely deseviténg is andwhyit
is. In other words, Hegel gives an adequate account of the raaditits rationality. The
guestion then becomes whether Hegel could accommodate a theorg®ffpea and if

so, what it looks like.

3. Hegelian Cosmopolitanism

Despite Hegel's own overt objection, it has been argued thatitha strong case
for a “Hegelian Cosmopolitanism.” In the literature, mainlyp tpatterns of arguments
can be discerned. One is a “political” adaptation of Hegel'sonobf universal
consciousness which claims that the universal consciousness poinfertoasion of
world state or world government. The other is a “cultural” integpi@n which argues
that intermingling of different cultures points for unity, a cultiyrgderceived global
identity without positing global political institutions. In this seati | shall delineate the
justifications as well as the limitations of these two versioof Hegelian
cosmopolitanism.

The common venue of the start-up for both versions of HegeEmapolitanism
is Hegel's theory of freedom as mutual recognition. The poldfceecognition, as the
master and slave dialectic in tHehenomenology of the Spirifisplays pursues
humanity’s liberation from social chains and traditional shackles. niaster appears
initially self-sufficient in that he gets satisfaction katit laboring. He does not need to
be recognized by the other. On the contrary, the slave labdrsuvigetting enjoyment
and he is dependent on the master. However, the initial relationstipsgbverted as
master’s dignity becomes in effect dependent on the slavé/#yabecause now it is the
slave who can control external things. Moreover, the master’s dignélso dependent
upon the slave’s free recognition. Therefore it can be argued thalidlectic needs to
presuppose the freedom of slave to begin with. Representing two nliffecdes of
consciousness and their mutual relations, Hegel clearly endaves @nsciousness with

the agency of social change in history, rather than master consciousness.
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In this portrait, freedom cannot be given from above; but slaves nsustheir
life to “win” freedom. Only the individual who has staked his lifaynbe recognized as a
person. Slave consciousness goes through stages in this trans®rpratiess: First,
slave consciousness fights against master's dominion, whicha@makbppression. In
order to do this, the slave also has to overcome his internal desstee¢umb to the
master’'s demand in fear of losing his life. Lastly, the fremalsciousness would grant
others the same freedom that it has fought for, rather thamgsuinjg the previous
master. This is the proof of genuine liberation of consciousnessidnvein, Hegel
claims that “there [should] be no slavery is the ethical requirerfient.”

Based on this ultimate goal of the dialectic, some Hegeliange ahat a logical
offshoot of the struggle for recognition points toward ‘cosmopolitaniding struggle
must transcend the state boundary just like any other distinctichsas family, religion
and even nations, and continue until it embraces the globally underrépcesend
disrespected. Due to this liberating aspect, they claim that Hegeliaopolanism is in
fact “rooted”, “situated” and even “radical” vis-a-vis Kant’'s atleOn this interpretation,
the politics of recognition may provide a framework within which the dichotomydsstw
‘insider and outsider’ or ‘citizen and alien’ can be resolved. Nowhall £xamine the

political application of the universal consciousness.
(1) Political Cosmopolitanism

Alexandre Kojeve illustrates an immediate application of thisiversal
consciousness in a political sense. In Inisoduction to the Reading of Hegélojeve
argues Hegel's theory of recognition combined with his historiewwmld logically lead
to a homogenous and universal world-government. Hegel's understanding of worl
history is famously depicted as the voluntary unfolding of the straggtethe two
moments of mastery and slavery. On Kojéve's reading, this ansagasito be followed
by the synthesis of the two in which human existence overcomesatsidedness and
actively realizes its own possibilities to the fullest ext€@rie might argue that Kojeve’s

interpretation has done too much violence to Hegel himself and hasneggtive effect

81 Hegel Philosophy of Right§190, p. 228, my addition.
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on the reception of Hegel among the French intellectuals. Normhatteidiosyncratic it
may seem, Kojeve’s interpretation represents one of the nemsmon readings of
Hegel’s philosophy of history.

According to Kojéve, this moment of synthesis marks the consummafion
history, where all past labors and struggles are presemnethkken up. Because this state
contains all the differences, the future will be nothing but atitepe of the past. The
bizarre expression, “the end of history” hereby receives ithimgaKojéve claims that
after “the end of history,” we will be left with a universal homogeneous state:

Individuality can be fully realized, the desire for Recognitiom e
completely satisfied only in and by the universal and homogeneoes Stat
For, in the homogeneous State, the “specific-differend@ss¢nderheitén

of class, race , and so on are “overcome,” and therefore this iSta
directly related to the particular man as such, who is recedrag citizen

in his very particularity. And this recognition is truly universalr, by
definition, the State embraces the whole of the humarfface.

In this universal state, the citizens are satisfied becaugeatkerecognized by all
men who are their peers. He stresses that it is due to the huertgge this universal
state that the citizens are recognized for really who theyamd not because their
family, social class, or natioff.On this view, in this universal state, wars and
revolutions are impossible. Since the state will remain etgragntical to itself, and
the individual formed by the state in which he lives and acts will not change anymore.
Nonetheless, the static consummation of history that preservése aflynamic
changes and differences is nothing but an illusion, which may bepwating as the
presupposition of the unmoved mover in traditional metaphysics.indeed true that

Hegel’'s discussions on world historical events and world historigakels seem to

8 Alexandre Kojévelntroduction to the Reading of Hegel: Lectures of the Phenomenologjrivf S
ed. Allan Bloom (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1969), p.235; trenslation is based on
Introduction & la Lecture de HegéGallimard, 1980), p. 145. Kojéve's reading of Hegel is, in my
point of view, the epitome of the Hegelian cosmopolitanism. Other legehlong this line such as
Fukuyama seem to share, more or less, the main flaws that Kojeve shows.

8 |bid., emphasis added.
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support this reading. It is well known that when Napoleon Bonapartdedv@ena where
Hegel was writing a draft of thehenomenology of Spiriif, appeared to Hegel as “the
world spirit on horseback.” As Napoleon himself confidently clailveg France needs
recognition no more than the sun, this symbol of French Enlightensi@xpected to

finalize all the wars and revolutions in world history. Hegehas doubt mistaken in

believing that the Napoleonic Empire would be the realization ofitineersal state. It

was perhaps even worse for Kojeve who hinted that Stalinisal&wocimight be the one
that embodies the culminating moment of world history. It i©g@es by the same logic
that Francis Fukuyama considered after the fall of the Sdwaethe United States would
carry this historical role. All these predictions turned out to saken; and it could be
so by accident. However, it is surprising to see how often the pattern of arguments
appears again and again. This is why we need to render Koj@aglsng central here,
and yet view it critically.

In fact, Kojeve’s optimistic interpretation of the world stdtattforegoes wars
and revolutions is made possible only by jettisoning Hegel's pestgingrospect on
interstate relationship that is always permeated with tmeamence of war. Hegel was
aware that a war would ensue after this culminating momentvithay of one side
does not guarantee that the winner is right; it just gives atevagie right over the other.
Therefore it is possible that history not only progresses but ralg@sses: Hegel's
illustration of this is that the superior Greek spirit gave teayat least on his assessment
- the inferior Roman cultur¥ This explains the deepest pessimism on his understanding
of world history.

However, Hegel was tempted to say that a homogenous spiritwalige after all
from these struggles amongst multiple spirits. He writes,ir‘ttheeds and destinies in
their mutual relations are the manifest dialectic of the U@t of these spirits. It is
through this dialectic that theniversalspirit, the spirit of the worldproduces itself in its
freedom from all limits, and it is this spirit which exeraises right - which is the highest
right of all - over finite spirits in world history as the waid court of judgment> Hence

8 Robert R. WilliamsHegel's Ethics of RecognitiofBerkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of
California Press, 1997), p. 363.
8 Hegel Philosophy of Righ§340, p. 371.
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his famous dictumDie Weltgeschichte ist das Weltgerichhis thought becomes more

explicit in hisLecture on Philosophy of Histaridegel notes,

States in the modern world seek independence of one another, aisd this
their honour. This obstinate tendency toward an absolute position to
autonomy they have in common with the Greek city-states (...). But
despite all the differences between the individual statesti{erg also
obtains a unity among them, and therefore we should view even political
independence as a merely formal principle. Today there is noathe s
absolute chasm between the states of Europe which prevailed between
Greece and Persia. (...) The trend of the states is, thereforaidsow
uniformity. There prevails among them one aim, one tendency, which is
the cause of wars, friendships, and the needs of dynasties. Buiatbe
prevails among them another uniformity, which parallels the idea of

hegemony in Greece, except that now it is the hegemony of%pirit.

This supposition of the universal state seems to be temptingefyelidns to consider the
ultra-power of the day as the universal state. It is analogoughé hegemonic
cosmopolitanism of the Roman Empire. Yet, any attempt to idemmidysingle power as
the unifying world-state is doomed to fail, for there will alwde a new configuration of
powers around the hegemonic state. When Hegelians fall into this adkigenptation
and lose the insight into the vicissitudes of history that is imntaneHegel’s political

theory, it can simply turn into a justification of the pre-existing hegemorheaday.
(2) Cultural Cosmopolitanism
This is where the cultural interpretation appears to be a mdeguate reading of

universal consciousness. It stresses the fact that Hegel considers napieogles, rather

than states, as the main agent of historical development. Noting’$Hdgstinction

8 Hegel,Lectures of the Philosophy of World Histotsans. by H. B. Nisbet, with an introduction by
Duncan Forbes (Cambridge University Press, 1975); the translatimmséed on Hegel/orlesungen
Uiber die Philosophie der Weltgeschichedited by G. Lasson (Leipzig, 1920), p. 761.
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between law of stateS{aatenrechtand law of peoples/@lkerrech}, Buchwalter argues
the latter represents Hegel's notion of international lauserstaatrechproper®’ The
benefit of placing nations instead of states at the center afr¢juenent is that nations or
peoples are cultural entities whereas states are rigiecaaihined political entities.
Openness and fluidity mark the idea of nations or peoples. Peomekuaal entities are
always in the recognition process which presupposes mutuality asigromty.
Buchwalter claims that even though Hegel argues for autherdgic#yculture, “this claim
of authenticity eschews appeals to the irreducible uniqueness wfat@kperience and
accentuate instead that which is alien and other to itelf.”

This culturalist account of Hegel's “universal mind” takes Hegesjection of
any legal-political entity beyond state boundary seriously, bevibréd government or a
league of nations. Instead, it endorses Hegel's espousal of uniformityhsal“glentity.”
Regarding the content of global identity, Buchwalter drawsntbn to the following
sentence. Die Volker wollen das Recht an und fir sich; nicht blo3 die besonderen
Traktate gelten, sondern zugleich Grundséatze machen den Inhalt der Diplomdtik aus
Peoples will the right in and for itself, regard is not had wsigkly to particular
conventions between nations, but principles enter into the consideratilorwvich
diplomacy is occupielf It is to say that the law of peoples is demarcated for moral
principles that are independently valid and at the same time sallyebinding, which
cannot be replaced by particular customs of communities.

This interpretation of law of peoples is, however, not without pnoble-irst,
despite Buchwalter’s account of law of peoples, Hegel ultimately reegatgestiny to a
verdict of world spirit. Hegel argues over and over again thatigmlis not to be
confused with morals. Then what is the content of the universal normsf autich
particular political conventions are to be formed? He claimsgladal identity results

from “the process and practice of the world’s peoples and natisegiag, individually

8 Andrew Buchwalter, “Hegel's Conception of an International “Wei,ldentity and Difference
edited by Philip Grier (Albany, NY: State University of Néferk Press, 2007). Buchwalter makes
similar remarks in “Bounded Communities, International Law, and He@®nception of Situated
Cosmopolitanism,” Presented at the Pacific APA (2005).

8 Andrew Buchwalter, “Hegel's Conception of an International “We™Identity and Differencep.
160.

8 bid., p. 163; for the original text, see Heg€he Philosophy of Historytrans. by J. Sibree (New
York: Dover, 1956), p. 346,
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and from their perspectives, their own self-identOn this view, Hegel's concept of
right would generate normative principles that are embedded inyartozilture, and yet,
shared by different culture groups. However, on what ground can we @ diut
various cultures would arrive at universal normative principles, or \Wbhah Rawls
would call “an overlapping consensus”?

Another problem has to do with the ultimate subject of internatiemal Again
the benefit of talking of a law of peoples instead of a law oéstet that peoples are
cultural entities and are thus much more flexible and open to changgsvélter seems
to have no qualms about assuming nations or cultures to be the ultimbgdet of
cosmopolitanism in Hegel. The true agent of history for Hegelpéoples, not

individuals?* Hegel notes,

The concrete Ideas of national spirt&lkergeistey have their truth and
destiny Bestimmunyin the concrete Idea as absolute universality, i.e., in
the world spirit, around whose throne they stand as the agents of its

actualization and as witnesses and ornaments of its splendour.

This thought becomes more explicit in Hgilosophy of History Hegel notes “each
particular national genius is to be treated as only one individuahdnptocess of
universal history.® In my view, this is what is fundamentally different from thenian
commitment in Hegel's cosmopolitan ideal. Hegel leaves no room Kfamtian
Weltburgerrechtthe cosmopolitan right; instead he only acknowledg@g&errecht the
law of peoples. As feminists often point out, however, the notion of aiditgnf
culture often keeps the socially vulnerable, such as women or childrder the yoke of

O bid., p. 167.

1 The German wordjas Volk is translated as variously as nation, people or even racet tauses
much confusion. | will use ‘people’ as the most adequate translatittmisofvord given that ‘nation’
and ‘race’ has an equivalent German word, respectiMaiipn andGeschlechtAlthough these terms
are related to a certain degree, | hope this choice prevents ssagceonfusions as well as
Erejudices against Hegel.

2 Hegel, The Philosophy of Historytrans. by J. Sibree (NY: Dover Publications, 1956), p. 53,
modifications added.
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tradition and further hinders their liberation front’iCollective identities may leave the
disadvantaged fighting an uphill battle rather than empowering thbis.ig precisely

why Hegel himself regards nation as merely one constitutpeca®f the rational state
along with other racial and religious differences. Focusing on peopight veer away

from an accusation of statism based on Hegel's rigid notion lbC@etained state.
Nevertheless, the shift seems to cause more problems than is.sbluaity and
hybridity of culture can always open up new horizons; however, encounter with otherness
is not enough of a safeguard from the pervasive injustice that is takearitedywithin a
culture. In sum, the culturalist account of homogeneous spirit as giobahonality
actually falls back to the danger of pre-modern society whieheHseeks to overcome

through the rationality of the state.
(3) The Politics of Recognition

Now | shall focus on the last problem that the political and theurall
interpretations share. They share this problem because they comdramlyon the
politics of recognition as the engine of the dynamic process.

In Kojeve’'s passage quoted above, Kojeve considers the world sthie @asity
of all humanity. This rendering of the universal state is dedalyetd in another way
because he neglects the fact that no historical empire haseegempassed all of
humanity. However, it seems easy for him to account for othes phglobe that did not
join the modern enlightenment — those people who do not participate indhesgrdo
not count! He says, though in parenthesis, “the state unites all ohhymatleast which
countshistorically.” Although this reading may not be the most charitablgimgaof him,
there is something deeply troubling in this passage. Contrary to highaigke unifying
state that subsumes all differences will put an end to aniaonflicts, this assumption
may make war even more atrocious because the enemy is nobasidawho does not
count, and does not belong to the legitimate “humanity.”

% See Uma Narayamislocating Cultures: Identities, Traditions and Third-World Feminism
(Routledge, 1997); Susan Moller Okilystice, Gender, and the Fam{lMew York, NY: Basic Books,
1989); Martha C. Nussbaum/omen and Human Developmé@ambridge University Press, 2000).
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Hegel is not innocent of his disciple’s Eurocentrism. Regardibtgynational
recognition, Hegel faces this difficulty, too. He presupposes hiea¢ tare various stages
of development among nations: While some nations have reached imevetdpment
to constitute a modern state, others seem to remain pre-modern. dbsgeles, “the
degree of cultural development is different, so that perhaps one ddgedacal life is
not recognized by the others.” If achieving the sovereignty werea state the
prerequisite of gaining international recognition, lacking an olgaonstitution could
be a justifying ground for paternalistic intervention, if worseperialistic dominion. As
Robert Williams argues rightly, “recognition between statessypposes comparable
levels of cultural development and convergence of values, espe&ieidom.™*
Therefore, it turns out that a certain level of homogeneity is not a consequetrcggle
for recognition, but it is a precondition for this fight to death even to start up.

In light of this, Hegel’'s rendering of slavery deserves cles@mination. From
his master and slave dialectic, slavery is considered asigieof servility and the
opposite of freedort Given that the goal of history is to gain freedom, it follows that
slavery must be abolished. For this reason, it comes as suhaiddegel supported the
slavery of the black Africans in his days. Hegel’'s argumetitiss Africa remains in the
pre-ethical condition in world history. Slavery, polygamy, and ewemitalism are even
widely accepted in this continent. Therefore, he argues, illibetiier for the Africans to
be in colonies as slaves than to remain in Africa. The preval@ndespotic rule in
Africa is a sign that they are not suitable for “such thing aenstitution.” He argues in

one of hisLectures on Philosophy of Histqry

The negroes are enslaved by the Europeans and sold to America.
Nevertheless, their lot in their own country, where slavery is lgqua
absolute, is almost worse than this; for the basic principld sfaadery is

that man is not yet conscious of his freedom, and consequently sinks to the

% Robert R. WilliamsHegel's Ethics of RecognitiofBerkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of
California Press, 1997), p. 354.

% Regarding Hegel's position on slavery, see Susan Buck-Morss, “Hedefiaiti,” Critical Inquiry
26 (University of Chicago, 2000).
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level of a mere object of worthless article. In all the Asnickingdoms

known to the Europeans, this slavery is endemic and accepted as fatural.

The underlying logic is that slavery is unjust because thexess# man is freedom; but
he must first become mature in order to be free. In other wordafrikans must be free
someday but they do not yet deserve freedom because theyllairarstiture. Hegel
suggests thus “it is more fitting and correct that slavery shoeilldliminated gradually
than that it should be done away with all at orféiscussing seemingly “barbarous”
practices, Hegel engages in Eurocentric paternalism on and on. ©poihi Hegel
seems to have forgotten the insight that humans are made sdrgitethey remain under
serfdom, not that they are created as such. The lesson thanwleatn here is that
simply replacing the subject of cosmopolitanism from statdb wultures does not
increase sensitivity to difference and otherness. It is the stuidss of one’s attitude
that is always reluctant to extend one’s recognition to othermhel genuine sign of
liberation would be that | would want this other to be free just @®, the liberating
potential of Hegel's recognition process is thwarted by Hegesdiinat this point. Even
when the Hegelian argument is not so much tharitthe other to be free but thanéed
the other to be free as a condition of the confirmation of my owddregethe reluctance
to recognize others becomes the very failing ground of my own freedom.

Moreover, Hegel mentions that in reality there are Negroks vather Kkill
themselves for their honor than living in serfdom. Instead of praibkieig courage to
fight to death, Hegel claims that “their contempt for life does mean that they are
weary of it, or that some fortuitous irritation has overtaken tremthe contrary, life in
general has no value for thefff.Comparing this dismissive statement towards slaves’
actual struggle ifPhilosophy of Historywith his earlier praise of slave consciousness in
Philosophy of Phenomenologgveals an undeniable double standard that is underlying
Hegel's thought. Indicating Hegel's frequent mention of the abolitionisvement in
Haiti of his time, Susan Buck-Morss bitterly notes: “Whatlesar is that in an effort to

% Hegel,Lectures on the Philosophy of World Histotsans. by H.B. Nisbet (Cambridge University
Press, 1975), p. 183.

bid., p. 184.

% bid., p. 185.
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become more erudite in African studies during the 1820s, Hegelnmasti becoming
dumber.”® Clearly, in Berlin years, Hegel's rendering of slavery becommese
conservative and less enlightened.

The question then becomes whether Hegel's clearly egregious viewace are
internally connected to, or implicit in, his philosophical position. liachined to answer
that Hegel’'s philosophical position does not necessitate his viewcen stll it entails
lines of logic that justify this frightful conclusion. For thisason, | agree with Jirgen
Habermas and Axel Honneth that Hegel loses the emancipatory abtdrtie politics
of recognition in his later works. Drawing a distinction betwedr ‘¢arly Hegel” and
“the mature Hegel,” Habermas claims that the possibilityeobmciliation of the former
is lost in the lattet® Honneth argues in a similar vein that recognition, the centrineng
of Hegel’'s account of the ethical life, becomes “a form of magioklly self-developing
Spirit and no longer constitutes a particularly demanding forintefsubjectivity.*** In
contrast, in his valuable work on the ethical aspect of the reamgritieory, Robert
Williams argues that there is unbroken continuity even in the tagel that is not fully
appreciated. However, Williams’ attempt to rescue Hegel canhasprice: in particular,
with regard to his treatment of international law, he has to blsomeeone else for
Hegel’'s obvious bigotry claiming that “certain important respefthis thoughts remain
Fichtean.®® Even if the later Hegel preserves the liberating promisdeast Hegel
seems to have failed to make it convincing to his readers.

In conclusion, Hegel's universal consciousness seems to be no gedmnise
genuine cosmopolitan promise - the promise that the politics ofmé@ogwould bring
forth universal freedom - as its defenders argue. It is alyagsible for a socially
privileged race or advantaged class whose insiders recognizeotiess reciprocally to

% Susan Buck-Morss, “Hegel and Hai€titical Inquiry 26 (University of Chicago, 2000). She goes
onto juxtapose Hegel's support of slavery to others’ actions in fzhitg abolition. The “moments of
clarity in action” that she praises are, for example, the Freoicers wondering whether they are on
the right side upon hearing their former slaves singing “Marseitel’the Polish regiment’s denial to
massactre six hundred African captives against command.

19 3irgen Habermadhe Philosophical Discourse of Modernityans. by F. Lawrence (Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press 1987), p. 295.

101 Axel Honneth,The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar for Social Confltcasis. by
Joel Anderson (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1995), p. 61.

192 Robert R. WilliamsHegel's Ethics of RecognitiofBerkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of
California Press, 1997), p. 26.
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refuse to recognize outsiders, or even to consider them as lymorsignificant
nonpersons. If the concept of humanity depends on social recognitiom oedtaiduals
or even a whole group can be denied such a status. This has been th# satfeeing
for many people for many centuries. The politics of recognitiay provide us a better
framework in which serious antagonism of our world can be addresseeydwit seems
to be inadequate to become the sole ground constitutive of morakcléime were to
remain loyal to Hegel's earlier ethical requirement thate should be no slavery, we
would be forced to jettison his later historical-anthropological agsans. In fact, when
the demand of universal recognition is met, that is to say, therhbeiag is recognized
as a human being, the ultimate picture thus depicted does not look ffergrdifrom

Kant's cosmopolitan ideal in which human being is respected qua human being.

4. Hegel on Capitalism, Poverty and Colonialism

So far we have examined the justifications and limitations efgaHan
cosmopolitanism. Now | shall turn to Hegel's account of poverty and edizetion in
the modern industrial state. They are comparatively less discussdgects in the
Hegelian cosmopolitan discourse; yet, these topics demand sptergioa for the
present purpose. In fact, the contemporary discourse of cosmopolitarssgaihad its
momentum from the cognizance of extreme global inequality and themeedress this
situation. Against this backdrop, Hegel's explication of poverty spiattee importance
of the material condition of freedom. Contrary to Kant’s concepit@fieontological self
that leaves little space for the material basis needed to eeaofree agent, Hegel's
embedded notion of freedom opens up the possibility of taking the individical'®omic
condition and its moral implication seriously. Moreover, Hegel' dyaisof poverty as a
necessary consequence, and at the same time, as an irresaeall@roblem of civil
society, | shall argue, points to the limits of the ratiopadit the state. This conclusion,
which Hegel himself might not be prepared to make at all, finds sujpploit negligence
of the injustice done to colonies while he is willing to include thlsna possible way of

curing the evil of the domestic affairs of modern industrial society.
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The realization of the power of civil society is a central themthePhilosophy
of Right Civil society is operative based on the system of needs. Labometaim
through which the needs are satisfied is also the means of ibipecdthumanity from
nature. Unlike Rousseau’s portrait of the state of nature asttiengage, Hegel regards
men as becoming free only through their own labor. Thus, the penagigivil society is
that each earn their own livelihood through his or her own work, and therelgeling
of self-sufficiency and honor. It is the sphere of “universal egoiget,at the same time,
a “universal family” in that it attempts to satisfy its migers’ interests to the fullest
degree.

However, the needs that civil society undertakes to satisfyeatieer definite nor
determinable. Human needs are, unlike animal’s, multiplied through noedidhere are
socially fabricated as well as naturally given needs. Hegjally observes that the desire
for “comfort” knows no limit. The pursuit of consumption and production isefoee
endless. Civil Society is now caught in a vicious circle, andlfirgtiven to restless
expansion. He notes, “[tlhe activity of civil society is unrestdc it is occupied
internally withexpanding its population and industr}f®

Hegel’'s account of poverty is posited as the opposite of unlimitetthavafathe
modern society. Hegel observes that poverty is not an accidentnatutral consequence
of market economy in the modern society. Amidst the accumulation afthyene
observes “a large mass of people sinks below the level of ancetaadard of living***
Hegel observes that it is not only objective lack of resourcesalboitsubjective need to
achieve the minimum of a particular society. Of course, there sandard of living that
can be determined ahead of time. Without the fixed minimum, the poor has the felt needs
He claims “The lowest subsistence level, that of a rabble opguay is fixed
automatically, but the minimum varies considerably in different cmsmtin England,
even the very poorest believe that they have rigfits.”

Amongst the pauper, he notes, the feeling of right, integnig, onour, which
comes from supporting oneself by one’s own labor, is lost. The pooralbgbe

advantage of society such as “the opportunity of acquiring skilocaion of any kind,

193 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§243, p. 266, emphasis is original.
1% bid., §244, p. 266
19 1bid., §244A, p. 266.
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as well as the administration of justice, the public health sssyv&nd often even of the
consolations of religion**° This is when “the rabbleRobbe), the totally alienated and
atomized mass of people is created. However, Hegel notes thegbitile comes into
existence not because of poverty itself, but dispositions attachead Namely, they

become habituated in their laziness as a result of lack of hopet gredsame time, they
feel indignation and rebellion toward the rich and the powerful. Asrsequence, a
rabble feels no allegiance to their society and no longer wikhd®e part of it. A

contradiction arises in that they, nevertheless, claim thgdit to be recognized while
they subsist solely on others’ work. Soon, this leads to social alienation and piolariza

What Hegel is concerned about is the influence of poverty onetby@lgowho are
subject to it. The paupers do not take up an active role in fostered shange in Hegel
as in Marx. Their existence troubles Hegel because it i$framiato the decency of civil
society. Interestingly, Hegel's analysis does not stop at thalmmund of the rabbles.
The culture of poverty breeds moral degradation not only to the poor, bubdlrse rich.
He observes the phenomenon of “rich rabbles.” The humility of the pgarttisg them
to the hands of the rich; this, in turn, makes the rich to think thetctire buy everything
with enough wealth, even a human being’s dignity. He writes, “[t]hdthvean lead to
the same mockery and shamelessness that we find among the Talebtbsposition of
the master over the slave is the same as that of the sfAusitimately, poverty injures
the principle of civil society in general.

What is to be done to solve this problem? First, Hegel suggestdablear
donations as forms of subjective help based on emotion and love. In g suoere
poverty is endemic, there are a lot to do for charitable workemgeltballs this is the
realm where private morality flourishes. However, Hegel regbet®volent charity as
not a sufficient solution to this evil. It is too contingent in itdune and effect to be
counted upon. It is not only limited, but also counter-effective inithairts the dignity

of the recipient. It goes against the healthy principle of saiety which demands that

1%phid, §241, p. 265.
197 Hegel, Lectures on Philosophy of RiglYPR 19: 196), also quoted in Allen W. Woddegel's
Ethical Though{New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 253.
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all find their livelihood through their work. He instead concludes tipathlic condition
should be regarded as all the more perfect the less is left for the indivitfual.”

Hegel maintains that the conflicts of self-interest are ewiedied by the invisible
hand as in the outlook of Adam Smith or by divine purpose as in Kant. Kais dvalo a
harmonistic vision that this brute clash of self-interest willsoenehow refined and
enlightened. Even on the international level, Kant argues thapitliteo$ free commerce
will bring more countries into a closer relationship and motivaten ttee pursue peace
with one another. He even claims that out of their own selfdstestates will join the
league of nations. Hegel is definitely not a libertarian wheromes to the matter of
equality. It is from this emergence of a rabble that Heged e need for the mediation
of the state. He argues that a conscious state intervention amdisopes required to
minimize this inability of integration of civil society. The prebi of poverty now takes
up a qualitative dimension and plays the key role in his explicatioivibEociety as one
necessary moment toward the state, the realization of humaitorinewithin Hegel's
system.

Now given that poverty is the social expression of the systerteatsion between
the enriched productive force and the inability to enjoy this wealttheocreated needs
and inability to satisfy these needs, the public authority, or \Wwhatalls the police,
stands out to fix the evil of civil society. Hegel considers theopif producing more
work for the poor. This might make their livelihood secured by tweim work; but, soon
he realizes it does not touch the root of the evil. Since over-produstian internal
problem of capitalism, creating more jobs causes, rather thars stiteeproblem. Hegel
stresses again and again that poverty is a structural problea ®ashe connectedness
of civil society.

In spite of the different talents and attitudes, Hegel clearigepees that, the
underclass is not produced solely because of their idleness oragenze. Therefore,
Hegel claims that this way of dealing with poverty is, in sHootleave the poor to their
fate and direct them to beg from the publfit’’Later, in the final section on civil society,

Hegel discusses somewhat eccentrically the corporations uhdgr members of a trade

198 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§242R, p. 266.
199 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§245R, p. 267.
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or profession seek to assist their members in distress. Howewer of these remedies
seem to be sufficient to cope with the endemic poverty.

Thirdly, he turns to colonialization to which civil society is sorhatforcefully
driven. It is to say that civil society may export its surplasds and commodities and
transplant its over-populated paupers to coloht®st may be that Hegel considers

111 However, since

colonialization as an effect of poverty rather than an active fourit.
expansion is regarded as necessary from the inner dialectie adperation of civil
society, Hegel clearly discusses colonialization as a sgsieact of the state to secure a
means of its subsistence. At this point, he praises the dgymami commerce and
navigation as the pursuit of gain as opposed to the agriculture, whiuh psecondition
of family life. The danger and audacity in the ocean is coetlasith the stability and
the domesticity on the soil. He goes so far as to say that congueations flourish
through fluidity and creativity, whereas the conquered nations asidhdia and Egypt
who have shunned navigation sink into superstitious stagnation and appalling misery.
Nevertheless there is another aspect of colonialization, théhasdestructive
potential of having colonies, that Hegel is insinuating withouty fakplicating at this
point: as colonies are not granted equal rights, they becomeatis® of wars and
rebellions. Instead, he optimistically claims that the coloratibn helps those nations
subsist who lack the means of supporting themselves or the creadiotgak through
their situation. Hegel maintains his usual calmness as polditalyst even when he
speaks of the hardship and bondage of the colonies as well asndegiendence. Hegel
claims that “the liberation of colonies itself proves to behefdreatest advantage of the
mother state, just as the emancipation of slaves is of theegir@atvantage to the master.”
It is not unusual that he describes state of affairs withokingaeither normative
judgment or practical advices. What is striking, however, is thgeHearely mentions
the harm done to colonies and slaves. He selectively speaks of tlig thetexported
goods and services will satisfy the needs in the underdeveloped andizettiparts of
the world, without considering the violence and injury inflicted to thlerdized. Given

110 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§246 through §248.

1 Commentators seem to disagree on this point. Dudley Knowles netsreséonialism as Hegel's
one proposal to remedy the problem of poverty whereas Allen Wapeesarthat Hegel merely
describes the effect of it rather than suggesting it as a @ululiudley KnowlesHegel and the
Philosophy of RightNew York: Routledge, 2002), p. 291.
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Hegel’s insightful diagnosis of “rich rabble” within civil sotrewho thinks there is no
such thing as human dignity beyond price, the shamelessness and nod¢kerwealthy
individuals must equally apply to the wealthy peoples. Compared tasha rigor, the
failure to mention of the harmful effect of colonialization igaed to men’s freedom and
the rationality of the state is indeed perplexing.

What is forgotten is that colonialization not only contributes toatekare of the
colonized, but to their continued poverty and misery. It is noteworthyHbgel regards
colonialization as a necessary consequence of civil societytatape It has a necessary
tendency to expand beyond itself in order to transfer surgladsgand services. It may
be too hasty to say that lands connected through the operation cSoxiidty must be
regarded to be part of civil society, and so be granted equal ligmiay as well be
stretching Hegel's point too far to talk about the emergencéobflycivil society or a
global welfare state from this observation. However, at lehdss €nough reason to
support the indictment of the so-called self-sufficiency of nimdern state. As Allen
Wood cautiously suggests, if every ethical order must ultimaketyroy itself through
the reflective awareness of its own principles and theitdjifHegel’s reflection of the
modern state may also begin to reveal the limits opritsciple.”*? As the state grows
old as a form of life, the time of its ethical decadence arfedsstruction grows near.
Hegel’s theory of the modern state does not give, not even hinygipaitive content to
the idea of the possible next form of life. However, Hegel's thedrpauperization,
social polarization and colonialization suggests, despite himiselfinits of the modern

state as an ideal form of life.

5. Chapter Conclusion

Hegel clearly argues that any emergence of politicaroegtion beyond the state
is unthinkable and even undesirable. Three aspects of Hegelgierdf Kant's ideal of
perpetual peace have been examined; namely, the communitarian ooseif, the

theory of rational modern state, and the realistic account of vempit® the difference

112 Allen W. Wood,Hegel's Ethical ThoughtNew York: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 255.
58



between these two great thinkers, however, some argue that ¢éegaccommodate a
theory of peace, not only a theory of war. In this light, Hegeliamopslitans argue that
a logical offshoot of the struggle for recognition points towardi¢a cosmopolitanism’
aiming at transcending state boundaries and embracing the globd#yrepresented and
disadvantaged. Nevertheless, | doubt that a Hegelian cosmopolitanisnuedrbis way
provides us with a better outlook. Neither a political nor a cultumagrpretation of
Hegel’'s “homogenous state” or “universal sprit” provides a safelgagainst pervasive
global injustice. Instead, Hegel's account of poverty and coloataiz supports the
view that the modern state bears an internal limit as the embntiai reason and
freedom. It is here that | suggest, contra Hegel, that an arguior global redistribution

and a modest form of global political organization can be constructed.
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Part Two. Transformation of Kantian Cosmopolitanism

Chapter Three: Global Distributive Justice

1. Introduction

Often when writers conceive of the framework of justice dlgpthey attribute
their work to Immanuel Kant. Their moral justifications and polit&aggestions vary
depending on which part of Kant’'s insight they consider more fundameiigd a
number of contemporary cosmopolitan thinkers claim to be Kanhtfaklostly, the
metaphysical ground of his moral philosophy and the teleologicafigasiton in his
political philosophy are assessed to be untenable or unnecessarye Despy revisions
and omissions, however, three commitments remain central among rKantia
cosmopolitans. First, the legacy of moral universalism as the atimenbasis for
cosmopolitanism, that is, all persons are required to respectnmtleeds dignity as
moral ends. Second, the espousal of political federalism designeatéctpghe forms of
human diversity in language, culture and religion. Third, the formulationa of
cosmopolitan right, that is to ensure individuals’ basic rights andsdasienembers of a
universal community beyond national boundaries. There is a wide wanethe
interpretations and appropriations of these three principles; ygtalhattempt to have a

balanced view on all three principles for they are related to each other.

13 Henry Shue,Basic Rights 2" edition (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996 [1980]);
Thomas PoggeRealizing RawlgCornell University Press, 1989); Onora O’'Nelounds of Justice
(Cambridge University Press, 2000); Seyla Benhabite Rights of OtherdAliens, Residents and
Citizens (Oxford University Press, 2004). Among Kant's proponents, for exammeyyHShue
develops a right-centered theory while Onora O’'Neill develops a-cdutier account of
cosmopolitanism. Pogge and Benhabib focus on the concept of cosmopolitaoigie interprets
its significance through distributive justice while Benhabib emphagtze right to be a citizen in a
legal community via a theory of citizenship.
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It is the common goal for contemporary Kantian cosmopolitans to ajimew
meaning to the familiar Kantian principle from which they growespect the universal
dignity of human beings. To see what it means to be committed to these prinl@phbs
each deserves closer attention. Among others the questions wekcexclade: What
does it mean that all persons ought to respect one another’s digfigt?does it mean
that persons haveignity, more importantly, what does it meansréspectthe dignity
that persons have? This statement presupposes a question regardiegpikats of
moral concerns who make claims upon us on one hand, and a question retigding
agentswho should carry out the urgent demands on the other hand. It behoovestus to ac
on behalf of the persons whose dignity has been violated.

It is noteworthy that the talk of cosmopolitanism in the lastdecades gained its
momentum from concerns about justice evolving from John Ra&wldeory of Justice.
Many scholars have been occupied with the question as posed by &atelsvhat it
means to have a just society and what it takes to promote that ideal. The fotadZea
pronounced in this discussion is the need to remedy economic inequhlitis, has been
promoted by the dominant Utilitarian school. Even within a natice $tet grants equal
status to its citizens, redressing material plight is a sacgscondition in order to
guarantee substance to the formally defined equality. Withauatsreness, any kind of
redistributive policies and welfare programs to a specifaugror class of population
would seem to be unjustifiable special treatments. Now in thisefreork, the principle
of universal dignity encourages a fight against discriminatidrad &rise from the
inherited poverty or distorted identity molded by the marginal social sthtaembers of
disadvantaged group¥’

The idea of political federalism secures the place of lowatigyment and peoples’
self-determination. Political institutions provide a framework ol individuals pursue
their own conception of good. Kantian cosmopolitans seek the moral anatagbolit
groundwork through which they can meet the needs of individuals regaadl@gere
they belong. This aspiration does not necessarily mean aimaigbshing or replacing

local states. If local authorities serve its members welhe it. However, one big change

14 See Charles TayldiThe Politics of Recognition” iMulticulturalism: Examining the Politics of
Recognitioredited by Amy Gutmann (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,.1994)
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is made from Kant's picture: In the contemporary discussion of cositeopsin, the
economic concern has come to the foreground. The shift implies the tanderg that
human beings are profoundly conditioned by their socioeconomic condition.aAs K
anticipated, the global flow of capital, of resources as webfdabor often blurs the
notion of boundaries. Nevertheless it causes inhumane consequences for matlyamther
bringing peace across boundaries. Indeed such an interconnectionbacnodaries may
increase both peace and misery. The need to respond to this intenconpeatides a
motivation for, and at the same time, puts a limitation on the Kantian idea oftfedera

In fact, it has been a long time since the mechanism of coogepatiduction has
replaced the self-sufficient domestic model. Multinational productr lextensive
importance in our life: The food that comes to our dinner table dupeal in South
America; the t-shirts and sweatpants that we put on are ddxlian South Asia; the
coffee we drink every day is grown in Africa. At the sanmeeti we learn that there are
people participating in the production process of what we consumevaicand live in
unfavorable conditions. As we come to learn the reality, we also tomealize the
responsibility. In fact, the more we know, the more we care; thre me care, the more
we learn in turn.

Along with the undeniable traces of foreigners in the production ofucosrs
goods, the physical presence of ‘foreigners’ is everywherel thrak places -America,
Europe and Asia-that | migrated while writing this dissestgtil noticed that most
manual jobs are undertaken by ‘aliens’: Latinos in U.S., Turks and Arabsnma@grand
South Asians in South Korea. The global reality is filled witimigrants, refugees, and
asylum seekers. Therefore there is a strong case to be made that weresepdrid to the
moral claims of the migrating peoplté® Their presence allows, more adequately,
demands a revision of Kant’s conception of “cosmopolitan right.”

For Kant, a cosmopolitan right is only a minimal concept of hosfyitétat
prohibits inhospitable behavior towards foreigners who happen to be inignftaad
due to some misfortune. Kant makes it explicit that a cosmopalgahis ‘a right of

visitor,” not ‘a right of guest.” However, continents are not as “distant” frach ®ther as

15 0On this argument, see Seyla Benhaflihe Rights of OthersAliens, Residents and Citizens
(Oxford University Press, 2004).
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in the late 18th century: We do not encounter foreigners merasiyaagyers who “drifted

to our shores” or who “are lost in deselt®” As | have suggested in the previous chapter
on Hegel, having political rights ought to mean being in a posititse table to enjoy the
formally granted rights with substantive material resourcesodetion of moral worth,

| argue, requires us to commit ourselves to remove the economicsdirinae is deeply
connected to thwarted exercises of political rights and woundegsteém of persons.
Should Kant's normative commitment to moral worth of individuals e ¢entral
element in his cosmopolitan outlook, as | have suggested, its pursuitomusward
economic as well as political empowerment of individuals.

Our ordinary life is permeated with the interaction with otlardistance and at
home. Therefore, we must start from the fact of an economeadlyculturally connected
social model which is markedly different from the state-cedt&Vestphalian model of
the previous century. The first thing | will read in the NY Times will be évelutions in
the Middle East, the natural disaster in Japan or the ongoing pavekigica. Some of
the disasters, as we learn, are directly or indirectly chlogections that are done for the
national interest, again, without a clear intention to harm. Yet, dungpaps in the third
world countries may ruin their local agriculture, or selling weapuoag result in killing
innumerable people in warfare. Global inter-connectedness breeds ztbali of
consequences.

If ethics'*’ is about the responsibility that arises from the fact of liviith other
human beings that can be affected by my action, then today anyaselegeount of
ethics ought to be cosmopolitan. Of course it would be difficult to holticpkar
individuals who consume those goods for all the responsibilities. Howas/kmg as our
way of life is based on a structure that involves these foreignestrangers, be what you
name them, the moral responsibility is applied to all who livéig gociety:'® Theories
of cosmopolitan economic justice and cosmopolitan citizenship theodjfiaent ways

of responding to this moral urgency.

116 see chapter 1 of this dissertation.

71 hold no longer the strict contrast between ethics and morality in the history ofphijoat this
oint.

?18 For a conception of responsibility based on social connection modelrisédarion Young,

“Responsibility and Global Justice: A Social Connection Modelustice and Global Politicseds.

by Ellen Frankel Paul, Fred D. Miller, Jr. and Jeffrey Paul (Cambridueetsity Press, 2006).
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By saying this, | support the view that the traditional dichotobeyween
‘harming’ and ‘letting be harmed’ does not hold anymore. The comisea that it
would be kind to help others; but not that it is morally wrong not teeleaoom for
supererogation. It would be heroic and saintly if someone perforrhsasaacrifice for
others, yet a normal person is not to be blamed for failirdptso'*® Absence of direct
harm has been good enough reason for moral exoneration. However, giolralgd
ethicists tell us that not harming someone directly is nothat is required of us,
particularly if we derive a benefit from the situation thaises harm to those othéfs.
Not acting means supporting or taking for granted the status quch wiay indirectly
harm others.

Thus, acknowledging the fuzzy boundary behooves us not only to refoan f
harming, but also to help those whose dignity is violated. Howevehab extent? After
all, the Kantian legacy stipulates that we have a moral tutgupport just social
institutions*** Does challenging unjust ones concur with the ideal? Or does the ideal
support the principle of non-intervention and non-interference? Thistigneis
significant on its own right. Yet, it goes well beyond the pwwi this chapter and
needs independent research in the future. | hope, however, that my evatdiaxkisting
views on global economic justice will suggest a rough idea abouitbetion of my
answer to the question.

In this Chapter, | shall start with briefly reviewing Rawtgin argument for the
construction of the original position iA Theory of Justiceand then inThe Law of
Peoples.l will show some genuine affinities and differences between Rdaiv of
people and Kant's league of nations. | will then examine argumentssofiopolitan
distributive justice. | hope to explore arguments by Charletz Beid Thomas Pogge to
point out the important limitation of Rawls’ position. Although | deeplynpathize with

the commitment of cosmopolitan distributive justice, | will explavhy | find their

1193, 0. Urmson, “Saints and Heroes,” Bissays in Moral Philosophyed. by Abaham I. Melden
(London, 1958).

1200n this point, most cosmopolitans agree. Henry SBasic Rightsespecially, ch. 2 on this point.
Onora O’Neill, Bounds of Justic§Cambridge University Press, 2000). Some Utilitarians also
explicitly support this idea; see Peter Singer, “Famine, Afflagand Morality,” Philosophy and
Public Affairs Vol.1, (1972): 229-243, p.236.

12l see ch.1 of this dissertation.
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proposals unsatisfactory. In order to show this, | will examinemeslabf anti-
cosmopolitans on the ground of cultural diversity. That is, the conceguadity fails to
give due consideration to the pluralism of the global population. Thel discuss
Amartya Sen’s capabilities approach to the effect thatpbssible for a certain concept
of equality to avoid such an objection. | will conclude that thengit to remedy
economic inequality must come under scrutiny according to the basoipbes on which

it is founded.

2. John Rawls: The Law of Peoples

(1) The Original Position

Cosmopolitan conceptions of distributive justice have been brought up as a
response to John Rawl&’ Theory of JusticeThe core of Rawls’ conception of justice is
to redress the extent of inequality amongst members of aysothe “original position”
invites us to think of a situation where representative membegs agra contract about
the basic principles of their society behind the “veil of ignorance” which keepsftbm
knowing their natural talents and particular social standings sutheasincome and
status‘** Rawls suggests that, through this hypothetical conceptual appanetysrties
would agree on two principles. The first principle is that basma$ goods such as
liberty and equal opportunity must be equally distributed. And the secondipbei
specifies that inequality is permissible to the extent thaguadedistribution is to
everyone’s advantage including societies’ worst-off memi&f&he implication of the
second principle, otherwise called the difference principle, revéal egalitarian
commitment in that it suggests the goodness of a society shojudded by the utility
level of the worse-off person in it.

122|1n a later design of the original position Justice as FairnessRawls conceded that race and
gender must also be behind the veil of ignorance. John Rawlice as Fairness: A Restatemefit
edition, edited by Erin Kelly (Harvard University Press, 2001).

123 John RawlsA Theory of JusticgHarvard University Press, 1971), p. 62.
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Rawls develops a conception of ‘justice as fairness’ as oppogskd tdilitarian
conception of justice that has been dominant in modern moral philo$ptyawls
gives distinct arguments against two variations of utilitasiani namely, ‘classical
utilitarianism’ and ‘the principle of average utility.” Clasal utilitarianism holds that a
society is well ordered when its basic institutions are sanged that the amount of
satisfaction of all the members belonging to it becomes thategte It is mainly
concerned with the overall biggest sum, no matter how unequal théwistmiis. For
classical utilitarianism, the distribution of satisfaction witkbciety is not an issue. The
principle of total average utility, on the other hand, seeks to magithie average, not
the total, of the net satisfaction of its members. Rawls obs#ratthe average utility is
markedly distinct from classical utilitarianism in its ingaltion, and it may be more
attractive than the classical version for the reason. Yet|SRayects both variations for,
he claims, they often have very similar practical consequence.

Rawls’ criticism of utilitarianism is based on his comnetmhto the inviolable
and inalienable worth of individuals. As long as classical utditeasm gives no intrinsic
worth to distribution, it may support a social decision that contribiotése bigger net
total at the sacrifice of some individual persons. In utilitgations, the losses of some
members can be outweighed by the greater gain of another’s. Rgués ain this regard,
that utilitarianism fails to give due weight to separatermégsersons. Rawls claims that
the utilitarian principle of aggregation is a reflection of the vieat “the principle of
rational choice for one man” is applied to society as a whole. ThaslsRjoes on to
claim that if consenting parties in the original position do not kntnvere/they belong in
the society, they would not want the principle of average uthidy seeks the maximum
aggregation even at the expense of their own sacrifice. Not knavhege they fall in
society and still with the prospect of hardship, Rawls arguedttbgarties will choose
the “maximin principle” which guarantees that their worst sitmats better than any
other alternatives.

There has been a long dispute whether the construction of theabpgisition

will guarantee the choice of the difference principle over tiveciple of average utility,

1240n the ambivalent character of the relationship between RandldJdlitarianism, see Samuel
Scheffler,Boundaries and AllegiancefOxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), ch.9.
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as Rawls argues. There is little reliable evidence that ntingeparties would choose an
option where their worst outcome is better than any other optiohsy thian one where
their best outcome is greater than any other prospects. Raaussclany further
advantages that might be won by the principle of utility (..€) l@ghly problematical,
whereas the hardship if things turn out badly are intolerdbleihe assumption that
consenting parties are risk-aversive seems to be based aiical@amoral psychology.
Nevertheless, Rawls maintains that his two principles would asthéretolerable
minimum to all the members of a society.

It is reasonable to believe that Rawls’ argument with thggrai position actually
depends on certain psychological tendencies. Rawls’ commitmentsezwae social
framework, which ensures a satisfactory minimum for all mesbappeals to
considerations of dignity, stability or an idea of reciprocity. Npven this consideration
which finds fuller discussion in later chapters of his book, | agrae Rawls’ overall
project is more attractive than the principle of total utilifthough the justificatory
force of the construction of the original position may still be incetephnd questionable
in itself, the commitment to equal distribution poses an importantandféil challenge.
In other words, even if it cannot be justified in the way Rawtisngpts, | shall place
Rawls’ moral insight at the center of my project. After alespite its quasi-
consequentialist approach of utility calculation, Rawls’ theoryjustice attempts to
guarantee ‘the social primary goods’ as the material bagadf and every person in a
society, goods that should not be taken away on behalf of greater total amountyof utilit

In spite of the theoretic strength that Rawls has againgariihism, some critics
have raised objections to Rawls’ understanding of selfhood. Famously,t Rudzck
argues that Rawls’ conception of justice committed to economic distributioregwgidar
violation of individual property rights. Goods are not produced out of nothingthasd
waiting for distribution; but they emerge from certain preexisemgjtiements in the
world. In a clear reference to Rawls, Nozick states thathfifgs fell from heaven like
manna, and no one had any special entitlement to any portion rd ihcamanna would
fall unless all agreed to a particular distribution, and somehowqtaatity varied

depending on the distribution, then it is plausible to claim that peaosd so that they

125 3ohn RawlsA Theory of Justicep.175.
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couldn’t make threats or hold out for specially large shares, wouéek do the difference
principle rule of distribution**® In other words, things are produced as already attached
to someone asntitlementsnot as common assets.

Nozick justifies his objection as giving due consideration to Séygarateness of
persons” whereas Rawls does not. Nozick argues that taxingkthrgive to the poor
as if things were overall social goods covers up the “histgtioit entittements. Nozick

goes on to say:

To use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect ancd¢akent
of the fact that he is a separate person, that his is theifenhel hasHe
does not get some overbalancing good from his sacrifice, and no one is
entitled to force this upon him - least of all a state of guwent that
claims his allegiance (as other individuals do not) and thaeftirer

scrupulously must beeutral between its citizen®’

The libertarian constraint on redistribution is perched on the abseks of individual
rights, in particular, the right to property. It is not to be viedaby other individuals,
groups or states. From this point of view, in his support for conceofirtyitcomes of
individual differences as common assets in society, Rawlsrsufiform the same error
that Rawls himself charges utilitarianism with

On the other hand, Rawls’ commitment to respect the separatdngsissons is
challenged by communitarians. Michael Sandal offers such guaiin hisLiberalism
and the Limits of Justic&sandel claims that Rawls’ conception of justice as a primary
virtue of social institutions presupposes a radically differenteqatian of the self than
he explicitly announces. The idea of persons who can detach them$eineghe
concrete contexts of their lives is misleading in that ithes particular attachments and
interests — natural gifts, social status, race and gender mé#kat them who they are. In
reality, our identities are formed by various associations angatioins that grow out of

these relationdl. that is detached from empirically identifiable attribute wamly be a

126 Robert NozickAnarchy, State, and UtopiéBasic Books, 1974), p.198.
127\bid., p.33.

68



null lacking substance, which is a basis of moral deliberation. Giyeemtertain the idea
of bracketing one’s attributes as a thought experiment; nevesthedésengaging all
particularities from a subject would be equivalent to seeking ehihedean point. Thus,
the self in the original position is nothing but a radically disemlibdighject. Sandel
argues that the self is always situated.

Given this situatedness of the self, the ideal of ‘the frelebpsing self’ implicit
in the construction of the original position is not only fictitious, bwoatounter-
productive. The account of self, devoid of any moral experience, igahle of
meaningful moral deliberation and rational choice. The conception of a self stripaied of
particularities as constructed in the original position saps selglessof motivations.
Seen this way, the principles derived from this abstracted situate nothing more than
arbitrary decisions. He goes on to say, the principle from tiggnal position is not
voluntarily chosen; rather they are “guaranteed to” choose onbircgntinciples by the
design'?® Since there is little to differentiate amongst the consentimepathere is
virtually nothing to agree on. The undifferentiated subjects under thefviginorance
are not separate persons; but there is actually only one persuwtel 8aims that the
agreement is at best “a metaphorical agreement that | make with ff3elf

Although Sandel’s criticism is revealing, it is by all meaeasonable to assume
the ability to reflect upon our own ‘givenness’ even with an acknowiadge of our
factual embededness. Also, some relations may be more constihativethers. Special
relations and concrete situations metyucture the self, but not entirelgonstituteits
identity. Although | am a product of my surrounding to a certain degoeenot have to
believe that am totally determined by it. In order to detactaicedesires, wants and
needs, | do not have to deny all the influences that are, partalhgtitutive of my
identity. With this regard, conceiving of identity as ‘clustesssignificantly illuminating
for the possibility of critical reflection on one’s identif{. Granting that we can question

and reflect on an identifiable part of clusters of concepts thasticute my identity

128 Michael Sandelliberalism and the Limits of Justic8nd edition (Cambridge University Press,
1998 [1982]), p.127.

1291pid., p.129.

130) orenzo C. Simpsorthe Unfinished Project: Toward a Postmetaphysical Humafiiéew York,
NY: Routledge, 2001), For such an idea of cluster conception of identityesgeially, ch 4.
“Situated Cosmopolitanism.”
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allows for a space for reflexive examination of a problematitgfeour identity without
being threatened by losing it all together. Detachment fronpaniycular situation, to a
certain extent, is not only possible but also necessary in our moral reasoning.
Nevertheless, Sandel is right in pointing out that Rawls’ suggesti consider
natural talents as common assets and further to distribute riefitbeentails a more
holistic conception of society than he recognizes. Rawls argaethbse attributes are a
matter of moral luck, thus arbitrarily given. To consider natuabdnts as detachable
from my identity is not the same as considering them commonsassd to mention,
assets to a community or a state. Yet, to consider them as coass®is presupposes a
community as the subject of the posses&ibm short, Rawls invokes a presupposition
of a communitarian self that is not consistent with his theorys pbint is of particular
importance to us because this assumption becomes more conspicuous anzecdmrusi

Rawls turns his gaze to demands of justice in the global context.

(2) Rawls: The Law of Peoples

It is remarkable that Rawls’ account of justice is largblased on the
presupposition of a self-contained society. It is precisely & jimcture that his
conception of justice, despite the egalitarian potential, strikey @ too parochial and
obsolete*? In The Law of Peoplegpublished twenty years aftér Theory of Justige
Rawls advances his objection to cosmopolitan economic redistribution, ishatteady
implicit in his earlier work. The main line of argument is tha theory of justice does
not hold for global inequalities amongst rich and poor societies altiget disanalogy
between domestic and international circumstances. The law of peoplesasnenhabout
helping each society to establish and maintain reasonable justicgtability; it is not
concerned about bringing out equality amongst them.

Rawls observes that the economic prospects of a society depersl awerll
political and cultural tradition, and not merely on its possession dérrak and

technological resources. Drawing on the example of the Indias $tatala, he further

131 Michael Sandel,iberalism and the Limits of Justice. 80.
1321 found a similar concern in Allen Buchanan, “Rawls’'s Law of PesipRules for a Vanished
Westphalian World,Ethics110 (July 2000): 697-721.
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argues that even with modest resources, justice can be achighegbwad public policy
while injustice is supported by deep-seated interests. Thaseyteconomic distribution
is decisively shaped by the internal political will of a coyr@nd a sufficiently effective
organization to carry it out. Thus he concludes that “dispensing fuitidsot suffice to
rectify basic political and social injustice$>However, why not think that such transfer
is maybe necessary, although it will not be sufficient? Agddediz and Pogge’s appeal
to apply the original position globally, Rawls rather develops twbndisarguments. |
shall call the first the objection from self-determination and gkeond, the practical
objection.

The objection from self-determinatioRawls suggests that we consider two
different societies at the same level of wealth at spona. If countryA works diligently
to industrialize itself, while countr chooses to remain in an idyllic life style, it is likely
that countryA will become much wealthier than counBysome time later. In this case,
both societies make their own decision; so couAtdoes not bear any moral obligation
to sacrifice to enhance the material condition of couBtriyn other words, as long as the
two countries are just and stable, the principle of the law of peopiadifferent to the
disparity between the two. Thus, he argues, there is no further negdtfal distribution.
But who in societyB decides that it should remain idyllic? Granted that it teaent
society, Rawls seems to assume that the decision is made tlara@ghocratic process.
And as long as the ways in which their decisions and executioremrelemocratic, the
decision of country renders no basis for global redistribution.

In this understanding of economic disparity, one feels genuine affinltgcke’s
justification of the right of private property. Provided that individwals all on a par in
the state of nature. Once they make things their own throughaberr, they rightly have
an entittement to the property. Thus, the owner is justly entitledhéo property
accumulated over time through honest and voluntary exchanges. And ,nevenethe
government, has right to take it away; doing so would mean no lesstiaing their
private poverty, and thus violating the inalienable right of aqyerThis is plainly a
historical account of ownership. This way of connecting a society’s econosliceing

solely to its self-determination is highly problematic. Onehef ¢entral commitments in

133 John RawlsThe Law of People@arvard University Press, 1999), p.108
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A Theory of Justices to correct extreme poverty from the point of the social tsirec
not from the point of view of historical account. It attempts to sethe minimum for a
life worth living, regardless of the historical background of reowone has come to be
so poor. Individual laziness or recklessness is a vice, and personskeussponsibility
for their own decision; Rawls claims that these individual vétesild not be the ground
for stripping one of one’s dignity so that social cohesion as a whaletidismantled.
However, in this discussion, Rawls’ commitmenstauctural reform of social inequality,
that was once so powerful, seems totally lost.

It may be understandable in contrast to Beitz and Pogge’s empirasiausal
relations between rich and poor nations. From their assumption traatheady exists a
close cooperative global society, they claimed that rich sesichave a duty of
compensation for inequality caused by the operation of the glob&km&urthermore,
they often stress the wealth accumulated through past colonialiEnropean countries
are unjust because it is based upon usurpation of the natural resmfupces countries
in Africa, Asia and America. Of course, the traces of paststea are hard to identify.
Even with memories of colonialism, there are cases of succe#&fgtation in the global
market'®* An adequate explanation of persistent poverty needs a combinatioriocofsvar
factors. Nevertheless, Beitz and Pogge’s objection is suffietereveal thahistoricity
of the historical justification of global inequality.

The practical objectionRawls admits that rich countries do bear the duty of
assistance toward countries in unfavorable situations up to the lpatirgaich people has
its own liberal or decent government. He goes on to argue that eicodisparity must
be remedied if it “unjustly wounds” the self-respect of those noésmgnized; yet, those
inferior feelings that the citizens of poor countries have tdsvdhe citizens of rich
countries are “unjustified” once this cut-off point is M&tUp to that point, he suggests,
poor societies can increase savings or borrow from other riggtissc At the same time,

he maintains that the cosmopolitan egalitarian principle ishtwit target” and therefore

13413450me argue that it is rather lack of trade and unwillingnessegrate in global markets that
cause persistent poverty. Mathias Risse, “How does the Glaldar Glarm the Poor?Philosophy

and Public Affairs Vol. 33, No. 4 (2005): 349-376; Debra Satz, “What Do We Owe to the Global
Poor?”Ethics and International Affairs/ol.19, No.1, (2005): 47-54.

135 John RawlsThe Law of Peoplep.114.
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knows no “cutoff point.**® Rawls admits that cosmopolitan egalitarian principle, with
targets and cutoff points, might work similarly to the law of pegpiesvever, he still
prefers the law of peoples because it does away with praotigiérs of taxation and
administration.

Not having a target does not seem to be an intrinsic problem cosneopolitan
egalitarian principle®’ If Rawls admits that it is aluty for rich countries to assist
members of poor countries, it requires more than appealing for violuddaations. If it
is right to help them to become free and equal individuals, why poit $& a duty to
ensure the minimum of the worst-off individuals? Rawls’ argumeng e markedly
similar to the one Nozick raises toward Rawls himself. Noziekntains, “No end-state
principle or distributional patterned principle of justice can batiauously realized
without continuous interference with people’s lives.” In other wordspa@ety with a
redistributive tax policy that Rawls envisions to be just promo@esnuous interference
of free exchange of goods and service, which is close to “confiscatfon.”

My point is that Rawls’ objection to the global egalitarianngiple is not
innocent of the very same fault that he points out in response tokN&awls claims
that “taxes and restrictions are all in principle forebeeaand holdings are acquired on
the known condition that certain corrections will be made.” Tifus)e cosmopolitan
egalitarian principle is morally required, then the administeadifficulty should not
weaken its moral force any more than it does in a domestic@éseurse, it is a big “if”
for Rawls. In Rawls’ framework, the social minimum is indexed{ ihacontextualized
in a way that it reflects a function of the resources availabh particular society. And
states are a dominant form of society that already have a systematariax

| am sympathetic to the argument that states are valuableeoatise they have
inalienable rights in themselves like organic entities, but bedhageare efficient agents
serving and protecting their members’ well-being. This does nanrtieat states have
only instrumental value; nevertheless, there is no place focl#mm that they are of
absolute value regardless of their relations to their memberds Reasts from the liberal

%0 pid., p.117-119.

137 For Pogge’s response that his version does have a target araffgaint, see Thomas Pogge,
“Human Flourishing and Universal Justic&dcial PhilosophyVol.16, No.1 (1999).

138 Robert NozickAnarchy, State, and Utopia.163.
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commitment that states are neutral agents that provide a plgirband institution for
freely acting citizens; yet, he chooses the law of peoples wiitisgate concern is the
justice of societies over a cosmopolitan duty for global equalityse ultimate concern
is the well-being of individuals.

Rawls’ obstinate adherence to a concept of a society ab@stined basic unit
of justice is outdated because of its inability to respond to eceeasing global
interconnectedness. It fails to acknowledge the urgent problembhabatbeen created
from the political as well as economic interdependence of sexidiltimately Rawls’
two-tiered moral commitment which prioritizes societies oveniddials seems to betray
the more fundamental Kantian moral principle that individuals must be the ultimoesaé m
concern:>®

More importantly, this theory, despite its attempt to be isgal remains more
‘unrealistic’ because of the conflict between the principle of narention and his
espousal of the principle of just war. Rawls is forced to acknowlgalgt wars to the
extent that there are ‘outlaw’ states that are aggressigthén states and are failing to
protect basic human rights of their citizens. In this framing, pheciple of law of
peoples prohibits this society from becoming a member of thetgaufi peoples because
it violates the citizen’s human rights. Now, liberal societies to choose to act in
accordance to the principle of non-intervention to wage a justawaard this illiberal
society. To me, multinational conflicts on human rights issuesinemaacuum in this
picture without a possibility of joint projects or political negotiations.

What do we - let us say, the citizens of decent liberaktesi- owe to the distant

others in ‘outlaw’ states? Foreign aid or economic assistanck\teloping countries

139 The difficulty comes from the ambiguous role of the individualistinciple in Rawls’ conception

of Justice. On one hand, Rawls has been criticized for his too indisido@nviction in matters of
social justice. He argues “We want to account for the socialesalfor the intrinsic good of
institutional, community, and associate activities, by a cormepfi justice that in its theoretical basis
is individualistic. For reasons of clarity among others, we do not teaety on an undefined concept
of community, or to suppose that society is an organic whole witk aflits own distinct from and
superior to that of all its members in their relations with ometheer. (...) From this conception,
however, individualistic it may seem, we must eventually erplé value of community.” John
Rawls, A Theory of Justicepp. 264-265. On the criticism that Rawls’ account of justice b&iag t
individualistic, see Michael Sanddliberalism and the Limits of Justiceh.1. However, this moral
commitment to individuals shatters at the boundaries of the stdias) is a clear sign of the status
guo of the modern international relations.
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often has been misdirected and empowers the corrupt or authoritatetordiup of the
countries, not their peoples. Therefore, one may wait and help etystifirst become
liberal, because once liberalized, the society will take carétsotitizens. Rawls’
argument follows this line of reasoning. However, the order of #Hrgument is
disputable. Might it not be that an empowered citizenry is liteelyring forth the change
in its government sooner than a government change empoweriniiggarg? Attention
must be paid to empirical evidence that shows the two-wataredaip between public
policies and democratic participatiofi’ Individual freedom can be enhanced by
government policies; and at the same time, the direction of pubiagsotan be shaped
by the use of participatory power of the peoples. In other words,dhedear reasons to
improve individual freedom, both in political and economic senses, in avdiaster
liberal frameworks in foreign countries.

Now | shall examine some of the most prominent disparities betweant's
conception of the league of nations and Rawls’ conception of the lapeapbles.
Comparisons between Kant and Rawls on the question of peacefut artgusational
relationships are illuminating to the effect that they help tespy their forms of

argumentation more clearly.

(3) Kant’'s League of Nations and Rawls’s Law of Peoples

Rawls’ The Law of Peoples an important contemporary representation of the
main concern of Kant'§oward Perpetual Peac®oth works aim to offer a liberal ideal
of peaceful coexistence of plural societies. Furthermore, Snefpousal of a loosely
connected society of peoples instead of the pursuit of global BguRéwls is
particularly reminiscent of Kant: Rawls claims, “In the abseot a world-state, there
mustbe boundaries of some kind, which when viewed in isolation will seertraayhi
and depend to some degree on historical circumstanite3$le manifest affinities,
however, should not prevent us from noticing significant differentéke structure of

140 This point will be discussed more in detail in the next Chamtethe idea of development. The

emphasis on two-way relationship between political policies in putdimains and economic
empowerment of individual persons is made by Amartya Bewglopment as Freedofew York:
Anchor Books, 1999), p.18.

141 John RawlsThe Law of People®.39.
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their frameworks. In the following, | will examine salientphsities in Rawls’ proposal
of the law of peoples and Kant’'s league of nations. Rawls medifime presumptions in
Kant’s picture in order to make it a “realistic utopia”; and, ydtope to show that this
attempt underscores the difficulty of the issue and engenders its own weakness.

Rawls suggests that “the society of peoples” comprised-tweéred societies”
that agree on the principles that will govern the relationsngnthem and also condition
their internal institutions to a certain extent. A well-orderediety refers to “liberal
democracy” which Rawls regards to be “superior to other forrse@éties”; yet, he also
includes “decent society” which may be hierarchical, but peacé&fuh order to meet
the criterion of decency, a society must respect the laeokobciety of peoples in a
sense that it is not aggressive towards other societies andtpt®wards the basic
human rights of its citizens. The ultimate goal of the Law@dples is to include all the
societies into the society of peoples governed by the minimal liberal preciple

In this picture, Rawls drops the requirement of democratic comstisut one of
three definitive articles in Kant's proposal. Rawls claims that pluralism of cultures
and traditions makes it unworkable and unrealistic to demand thecdsmmation of all
societies:*® It may well be understandable if we remind ourselves of theHatRawls’
proposal for domestic justice i Theory of Justicénolds that the fact of reasonable
pluralism as not being incompatible with the possibility a common @dioceof justice;
rather he puts forward that it is a starting ground for amgctiwal design of social
institutions. With respect to the vast disparities and deep disagmée@mong different
societies across the globe, Rawls’ giving up the democratiiirement seems
illuminating. Given the diversity of world societies, demanding adlieties to accept
liberal democracy may be too high a standard. It would be morantcaméay a “thin”
conception of the good at the bottom of our dialogue for peaceful coexistence.

To begin with, the underlying assumption in Kant’'s democratic rexpgint that
liberal states are peaceful is disputable. Kant's conjeceems right in that there is
empirical evidence that liberal states tend not to wageagainst each other, and to this

degree, are more peaceful. The greater the distribution ofll&tetas, the more peace

1421hid., p.62.
143 1bid., p. 59-62.
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we may expect. However, there is a counterargument showing thacidey is not
sufficient to ensure peace because liberal states often wageagainst non-liberal
states:** Moreover, the wars that liberal states go to are not solehgsfnsive, but
often times aggressivE?” Against this background, some argue that liberal/illiberal
distinction is just one of many antagonisms that can fuel thdictowhich is innate to
politics 24

These arguments may suggest that democracy itself is nedoessary nor
sufficient for ensuring peace. However, | do not endorse suchea that the
liberal/illiberal distinction is nominal without corresponding diffieces to the peoples’
lives within the corresponding regimes. Indeed the antagonism ehrthiel tension
between liberal and non-liberal societies, and thereby trigger pagari@iments to go to
war. | admit that there is a latent danger that the litzerdlilliberal distinction itself may
be manipulated for political mobilization. Nevertheless, this poggillbes not mean
that the distinction has no merit, that liberal and illiberaiet@ms can be regarded on a
par. Thus, Kant’'s assumption that liberal nations won’t go to warprmaye wrong, but
there are many reasons for us to support liberal constitutions.

Furthermore, Rawls diverges from Kant’s optimistic assumptianathaocieties
will eventually join the League of Nations out of prudential reasohs. democratic
requirement implies Kant's expectation that once citizens haay & decision making,
they will avoid wars given the prospect of the burden - the cost gingawvars, the
preparation and the payment of the debts. He goes so far as tat@aitthe spirit of
commerce” is most reliable in its effect of bringing differparts of the world into a
lasting peaceful coexistence. Rawls, on the other hand, emphasiziae thetors are not
“nations” but “peoples.” As Rawls understands it, peoples are, unakess “not moved

solely by their prudent or rational pursuit of intere¥ts'rather, peoples are willing to act

144 Michael w. Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign AffaPhilosophy and Public Affairs
Vol.12, No.3: 205-235 and No.4: 323-345 (1983); “Kant and Liberal Internationalisroward
Perpetual Peace and Other Writings on Politics, Peace and Hijsaatijed by Pauline Kleingeld
(New Haven: Yale University Press: 2006): 201-242.

51n the U.S. foreign policy, there have been various wars agaitist America. Recent wars in the
Middle East have often been analyzed as struggles over natural resourcesalahdaminerals.

1% For such a view, see Carl Schmithe Concept of the Politicfl932], trans. by George Schwab
£Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1996).

47 John RawlsThe Law of Peoplep.27.
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out of moral motivation “to grant the very same respect and recmgmo other peoples
as equals™®In other words, just peoples in a global society are preparaccept and
abide by principles and standards to limit their conduct pursuingstléiinterest as long
as others will act likewise.

The development of capitalism over the past two hundred years ensenche
extreme inequality. Commercial cooperative networks do not sipnglyent wars and
foster rapport worldwide. Extreme poverty and affluence exd# by side. A great
number of people have fallen to a level in which it is impossidieéhfem to satisfy their
most basic needs. They are denied even the most basic set of ngintely, a right to
food, a right to be clothed or a right to be sheltered. Thus, Kargisrgtion that all
nations will join the peaceful league out of prudential self-intere=eds to be
reexamined. Joining a peaceful league may not guarantee thHacsiatisof prudential
self-interest of individual citizen$® Of course, it does not imply that joining the league
will not promote such self-interest. However, from a moral pointi@f, it is required
for liberal states to join the league even if it is not sufficient for promeseifgnterest.

The two deviations constitute a very interesting contrast. at @lance, Rawls
seems to propose a more workable picture in that the law of paepbg®n to non-
democratic societies and is corrective of Kant’'s largely aptimassumption that the
expansion of capitalism will end all wars. It may well benpteted as a compromise of
basic liberal standards in order to address the larger ssciethink Rawls should make
these departures; but his framing of such departures comesgat @rice. Critics such as
Rivera-Castro argue that Rawls’ attempt to make Kadgsl morerealistic becomes
even moraunrealisticprecisely because his revision neglects the most pressingmsoble
of world politics**° First, in his construction of the ideal theory, Rawls excludes tw
categories of societies that cannot meet the standards sddlety of peoples. They are

namely “outlaw states” which are politically aggressive anohemically “burdened

18 bid., p.35.

1491t may be possible to promote the interest of a nation without promoting the interesviolLialdi
citizens. The relationship between the interest of a nation and the intereizeofciieems more
intricate than Kant seems to identify in his peace writings. A fuller digguss this point however
needs another opportunity after this dissertation.

%0 Faviola Rivera-Castro, “What Makes a Utopia Realigti@sented at Ethics Workshop at Stanford
University (2008).
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societies “societies that are unable to maintain reasonableuan@gcial framework
because of their unfavorable conditidns.

Rawls saves the “non-ideal” part of his book for theseesiesi that comes after
he delineates the nuts and bolts of the “ideal” picture of thenatienal order. In other
words, while Kant starts from the reality of his day thaplegued with conflicts and
wars, Rawls’ division between ideal/non-ideal stages in hisyre@poses the peaceful
character of well-ordered societies at the outset. Exclutiege societies at the outset is
not so striking provided that Rawls conceives the law of peoplegaisliag policy of a
liberal state, not as a genuine attempt to pursue peace among all nations.

Moreover, the presumed moral character of agents in theyso€ipeoples may
allow Rawls to bypass the problem of assurance among peopledédstihe principles.
This then leads to the lack of material prerequisites to providaal ground amongst
peoples in Rawls’ framework. It stands in a sharp contrast to KamErequisites
intending to promote “rough equality” among the states in his siingnary articles that
suggest the abolition of standing armies, banning of national debt due éxtémaal
affairs, prohibiting of political intervention as well as annexaigndependent states.

Against this backdrop, the relative lack of theoretic concern degarglobal
economic inequality on Rawls’ part invites considerable puzzleniérd. problem of
dealing with extremely poor societies does not occur until the ‘ceali part of the
book. The underlying assumption is that once these societies bsafflaently rich so
that they can ensure basic rights of their citizens, they heillqualified to enter the
society of peoples. Meanwhile, the well-ordered society has yatduassist them to
overcome poverty to the point of being able to have a decent liberahgoseat. At any
rate, however, Rawls explicitly states that there are amibjidgations of assistance,” but
no “obligations of justice” toward economically burdened societieRalivls assumes
that peoples, the actors in his ideal society of peoples, are ageats, then what is

incumbent on them toward the burdened societies, moreover, toward theluntivi

1514 ) their political traditions and institutions of law, propergnd class structure, with their

sustaining religious and moral beliefs and underlying culture. It i tiéisgs that shape a society’'s
political will; and they are the elements that must change baf@@ciety can support a reasonable
Law of Peoples.” John RawI§he Law of Peoplep. 106.
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living in those societies? Instead, | would like to argue thatngitilese assumptions a
rather different conclusion has to be derived.

In conclusion, Rawls’ own proposal does have its own advantages oves Kant’
picture; yet the revisions Rawls makes seem to pose an lebstdds own ideal. Kant's
presumption of the democratic requirement and the prudential motivatitve @gents
are both disputable. Rawls’ departure thus suggests more reatisBterations with
regard to the profoundly pluralistic global society of peoples. Fumibiee, it points out
the unrealistically optimistic assumption in Kant that pruderst#i-interest is a good
enough motivation to drive societies to pursue peace. Yet, Rawlsiwctish of the law
of peoples fails to abide by the potential it purports to promisetwdwtiered theory of
the law of peoples neglects the conflict-filled reality, whioh Kant was the starting
point; and at the same time, it unreasonably clings to the old fadhstate boundary
when it comes to economic redistribution. If global agents arelmagemts as Rawls
assumes, or if they ought to be, then the conclusion should be somethingharore
supportive assistance towards the vulnerable peoples. Now as tcethatale ways to
address the needs of the vulnerable, | shall examine the prsoiptee conceptions of

cosmopolitan distributive justice.

3. Cosmopolitan Distributive Justice: Beitz & Pogge

Conceptions of cosmopolitan distributive justice have grown in an amiivale
relationship to Rawls. The influence of Rawls’ egalitarian cament is obvious; yet,
cosmopolitans argue that the principle must include the global pmpulbsome of the
false assumptions in Rawls’ theorizing are to be corrected. alibhsugh their specific
arguments are different, the proponents of cosmopolitan distributitieejustempt to
apply the principle of distributive justice to the global populatiomadgpting a system of
transfer of wealth between countries. Now, | would like to eranthe basic arguments
of Beitz and Pogge in defense of global distributive justice. Althduggree with the

basic direction they pursue, | hope to point out the limitations of their proposals.
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(1) Charles Beitz: Global Original Contract

In an immediate response to Rawls’ theory of justice, Ch8e#g proposes to
use Rawls’ conception of the original position globally. Indeed, bborg in a rich
country is a morally arbitrary fact no less than having rahilly. Yet the simple fact
shapes one’s life prospects in a significant way. The committoeninimize the play of
luck in Rawls’ conception of justice fails to recognize this profouritrariness that
one’s nationality plays. Accordingly, Beitz takes seriously Rawliggestions to take
natural talents of individuals as common assets. He thus suggpsaislkl between
natural assets of states and natural endowment of individuals, and negotaces are
privileges that are morally arbitrary and yet leading to inequailitgng states.

In the global original position, the criterion for a right acti@ii be whether it
promotes the well-being of the globally worst-bit Therefore, he argues for “the Global
Resource Redistribution.” The Global Resource Redistribution demandgnappte
difference principle globally in a way that it requires trensfer of natural resources
from the rich countries to the poor. Yet, his proposal for global distrédyastice is
weakened mainly by two defects in his argument.

Sometiems his proposal appears to be a compromise between his mora
commitment and a matter of practical considerations. He atlmattgerhaps some other
mechanism such as direct payment to poor countries could be mimieneffHe is
nonetheless reluctant to adopt this line, because “such mechamagmswell be
politically impossible at present®® Beitz holds that such transfer of resources is possible
without international institutions. One may wonder how if direct paynme deemed
unfavorable from practical concern, how natural resource transfer can works poih,
however, Beitz seems to be too concerned with the prospect of tlitegewernment to
go all the way as his moral conjecture impfi&s.

Moreover, the analogy between natural assets in individual personsatumel
resources in individual states, despite its seeming plausibility, turns out toroenohed.

This assumption is, to the contrary, quite mistaken given theyre@htpirically, it has

132 Charles R. BeitzPolitical Theory and International RelatioBrinceton University Press, 1979)
153 1bid., p. 175.
15 bid., p. 183.
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been reported that many resource poor countries are well ofeasmeesources rich
countries are poor. For example, Nigeria suffers from an econoghitmare despite its
bountiful natural assets, while Japan has maintained rapid economic¢h gvatia
relatively moderate natural resources.

A theory known as ‘the resources curse’ explains that natural ereltwrare
rather an obstacle to a country’s development than an ‘&3ddbst resource rich
countries, in particular, those that are rich in oil and mineratsinéernally corrupt and
politically unstable. Dependence on resources generates economiittyvdia¢ to price
changes. Moreover, relying on resources also tends to suppreey/#éhepment of other
internationally competitive industries, probably because ease edsatw resources gives
low incentive to make investments in manufacturing industries. Resothremselves do
not lead to the employment of many people, leading to high unemploymentimaidser
words, resource wealth has little positive correlation with the well-beiitg péople.

After all, the thesis of global resource redistribution fals$atke various external
factors into account which in many cases weigh more than natsgets. It is perhaps for
this reason that in a later version of his suggestion, Beitz adhistsobjection and
suggests a revised propo$&lWithout sufficient changes to redress phenomena such as
the resource curse, transfers of natural resources do not seene theills; in fact, it
may exacerbate the problems. Thus, the final version of Beitagmdsis seems more
plausible than his earlier one.

(2) Thomas Pogge: Proposal for a General Resources Dividend
In a similar vein, Thomas Pogge asks why the commitment tiectesconomic

inequality must stop at the national or sub-national level. He sl#ivat the maximin

principle chosen in the original position ought to transcend state boundaridsat the

1% Richard M. Auty,Sustaining Development in Mineral Economies: The Resource Curses, Thesi
(London: Routledge, 1993); Idil Boran, “Do Cosmopolitans Have ReasonshjectQo Global
Distributive Justice?American Philosophical Quarterly/ol. 45, No. 1 (January 2008): 1-17.

150 Beitz concedes that the question of the importance of natumlrcesendowments for national
wealth is “unsettled”. He acknowledged that today’s industrialioeieges are less well endowed
with natural resources and at the same time resource rich esuate comparatively slow in
economic growth. Charles R. Beitz, “Social and Cosmopolitan Libaralisternational Affairs Vol.

75, No. 3 (1999): 515-529. Regarding this revision of his position, see pp. 524-525.
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globally least advantaged becomes the standard of global distrilugiiee, regardless
of their legal citizenship. He suggests a reorganization of th&l vesonomy through
institutional reforms so that each society has a sufficiens fasequal liberties that are
effective. As opposed to Beitz’ focus on natural resources, Pogge esdtirs General
Resources Dividend,” a rather direct monetary transfer to amatitenal organization
which will administer the common fund. He envisions a mechanism inhwégch
society is to pay its share proportionate to its wealth intontarnational fund to be
administered to help the poor all over the world. One of the cemmsalhts is the
acknowledgement of the close connections between material conditidribe exercise
of rights and liberties in societies.

According to this proposal, the most poor across the world will bepeosated
from this pool to ensure their basic rights and liberties. As tbel icompensation”
suggests, Pogge emphasizes the past wrongdoings of Western @wilizah respect to
the so-called third world. Europeans imported through colonialism enoramoosnt of
natural resources, art objects, and what is worse, slaves. Inasest all this usurpation
has been regarded as just transfer without any equivalent payxhémt. same time, the
imperialists wreaked havoc in the local economy, administratidncaltures. Therefore
Pogge argues that a duty for global distributive justice is notlyna duty to assist, but
rather a duty to compensate.

In the proposal of the global resource dividend, Pogge goes one stegr for
argue for the need of global institutions in order to assure dlcatgovernment abides by
the principles. He argues that the parties in the global origwsition would favor “an
organization of the world economy that makes it sensitive to distitaltconcerns, so
that all societies have at least a sufficient materiak lassatisfy the first principle
domestically.™®’ In this framework, international disputes are to be settledebgl |
procedures recognized by global society, and unjust societiesoshedhorted to move
in this direction with economic as well as diplomatic sanctions.

Pogge rightly thinks that a global institutional scheme is redjuineengender
sufficient compliance and moral allegiance to the ground rules anmatignal

governments and their populations. In turn, the possibility of whellesetinstitutions

15" Thomas PoggdRealizing Rawl§Cornell University Press, 1989), p. 245.
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can ensure such compliance and allegiance depends on the internaatiga of the

individual nation states that it regulates. It is probably whylRatarts with looking at
the internal characters of each society in order to becomerffemembers of an ideal
society. Pogge’s argument is that it must be the other way around.

Apparently, there is a circularity between the global framkwand internal
organization of individual states. The global framework will only werth states that
are suitable to being regulated by it. Nevertheless, tlaalanty needs not be considered
a vicious one. This is rather a clear sign of internationaldapEndency which Kant
already acknowledged in his proposal. Indeed, Kant stresses n#tgutional
interdependence in the pursuit of lasting peace as he notes: “themprobéstablishing a
perfect civic constitution is dependent upon the problem of a lawfulnetteelation
among states, and cannot be solved without a solution to the lattemptoBi©ne may
argue that we would break out of the circle only if global jusscgeen by the individual
states to be necessary for lasting peace. But, surelyjzingoglobal justice is a way to
persuade individual states as well as their citizens to sed vehg necessary step for this
change.

With this regard, although the commitment to cosmopolitan distribjtstee is
not to be identified with a world institution, Pogge does not heddateake a bold move
to suggest such an institution in order to overcome the assurance prOle¢ms point,
Pogge takes up a more radical suggestion than most other Kantian cotandpoikers
including Beitz. Opponents of cosmopolitan global equality hold that there place for
global distributive justice precisely because there is nonatenal society, not to
mention a world government, to enact such principles and to sanctiook®nrs. It is
to say distributive justice is only possible when there is arlgledefined agent who
practices and punishes as we have at the domestic level.

Nevertheless, we have no reason to believe that what ewistsvorks best for
the ideal derived from theoretic deliberation. It is essentialth®s cosmopolitan
commitment that the ultimate subject of moral concern is the theili and not states.

Accordingly, as long as it serves the pivotal concern, as Bejizes, cosmopolitanism

158 Kant, Political Writing, p.47.
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remains “agnostic” regarding the adequate form of institutionatoy at out. |1 concur

with Beitz’'s more recent justification of a global distributive insittoit

We do not begin with an actually existing structure and ask whetlse
reasonable to cooperate in it. Rather, we begin with the ideadha
type of structure is both required and inevitable, given the &dmist the
extent and character of the division of labor, and work towards priaciple
the structure should satisfy if it is to be acceptable to indilsdua

conceived, in Rawls’s phrase, as free and equal moral perdons.

Conceiving of global institutions that will administer distributjustice globally
does not have to fall into the bleak picture of the world stateodddwather require the
cosmopolitan constitution that individual states will adopt. We ajrbéade international
organizations, such as United Nations, World Bank, or International CtirGioart.
There are possibilities for coexistence of multiple global mmgdions, with due checks
and balances. Of course, in order to endow such an organization withl thteefudjth to
ensure allegiances from states and carry out distribution toebey, the problem of
political legitimacy might emerg&® The commitment to ensure universal human rights
might imply that some of the principles of democracy must be comped. The
foreseeable difficulty, however, points to the need for feedbadkeeber the domestic
and transnational level, which have not yet taken place in exidtdratl gnstitutions. The
cure for legitimacy crisis is more responsiveness and trarspaof global organization

toward local regimes, not giving up on the ideal.

159 Charles Beitz, “Social and Cosmopolitan Liberalism,” p.523, original emphasis.

180 3irgen Habermas offers great insights on this issue from kirceson the European Union in his
recent article. Habermas, “The Constitutionalization of Interndtidvaav and the Legitimation
Problems of a Constitution for World SocietyConstellations Vol. 15, No. 4 (2008): 444-455.
Habermas argues that a world society must be “more juridical than politicdb’1p.
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4. Limitations of Cosmopolitan Distributive Justice

Now | would like to consider two limitations of the conception ofntogolitan
distributive justice discussed so far. The idea of a globalmystealistributive justice has
been the central concern of the cosmopolitans. The focus on the ecoramewbrk is
not surprising because this conception of cosmopolitan justice evolved Rewfs’
theory of justice which takes justice as a virtue of soostitutions. Recently, however,
some critics point out the limitations of framing cosmopolitangimarily through the
language of distributive justice. Their goal is not to underminestpgificance of
distributive justice; rather, it is not to limit global justide global economic
redistribution. Too much focus on distributive justice obstructs a moaeded approach
to realizing the commitment of Kantian principles. That is to, saynore adequate
account of cosmopolitanism must address other concerns, such asngftiae terms of
the global market or of citizenship. There are two salientsribne from the point of

view of economic rights and the other from the point of view of political rights.

(1) Some writers argue that there is good reasalepartfrom the framework of
distributive justice and to find ways for a direct solution to thebl@ms of economic
justice that arise on a global scitIdil Boran argues that attempts to remedy inequality
by income redistribution while leaving the current operation of tbkeayimarket intact is
counterproductive. She thus suggests that cosmopolitans must exedffimeito find
direct regulations of markets or to draft good policies, rather tihadesign forms of
redistribution. At the ground level, she also agrees with Beitz and Paoggthe
interdependence of global markets; yet she proposes that dgeltien is a better way
to reach the cosmopolitan goal than income distribution. In a sengaropesal is more

radical in that it urges us to fix the root of the problem, rather than the result.

(2) Another criticism of global distributive justice is raiskdm the angle of

citizenship. Seyla Benhabib points out that a conception of distributitiegysays too

181 dil Boran, “Do Cosmopolitans Have Reasons to Object to GlotstiRitive Justice?American

Philosophical QuarterlyVol. 45, No. 1 (January 2008): 1-17.
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much attention to transfer of wealth from rich countries to poor desntwithout
rendering the boundaries among states pofu8he claims, “Contemporary Kantian
cosmopolitans treat border-crossings, whether they be those gkeesfuasylees, or
immigrants, within the framework of global distributive justic8In leaving those
boundaries intact, even cosmopolitans such as Pogge and Beitz “go mbeh tioain
Rawls in pleading for justice across bordéfé.lh reality, she points out that there are
hundreds and thousands of people who left their familiar terrains tohsta either
material means of living or political peace. Borrowing HanAedndt's terms, Benhabib
claims that the bigger injustice arises from the vulnerabiegb“stateless,” thus having
lost their “right to have rights.”

Concentrating on income distribution tends to overlook the significan¢keof
moral claims that the migrating population makes to enter ategain. Somalis who
walk miles and miles to find peace and food are unable to enteretilgee camps
because they are barred at the border of Kenya. North Koreagdeefare forced to go
back to their poverty-stricken country right before they escape Ciesause their
presence causes diplomatic uneasiness between the Chinese and KNiaém
governments. Recognizing their moral claims would require amefation of the
obstinate modern citizenship theory.

Redressing the rigid citizenship policy of the modern nation stag@trbe an
even harder task than sending funds away. Instead of sending essangdcmoney away,
why not accept those people to share the benefit within the bourtdAgespting those
vulnerable on the other side of the border would imply not only substaatialice of
material resources within a country; but also it is likely teate internal political
problems. Expectedly, the presence of immigrants will causéicablissues such as
cultural integration. However, when distributive justice comes umsdautiny of the
cosmopolitan principles, porous boundaries and inclusion of others would work better

than defending tight boundaries and arguing for fund transfer to distant lands.

162 seyla BenhabibThe Rights of OtherOxford University Press, 2004). Pogge also acknowledges
this problem in a footnote, although his central concern is distributbtiee. He states: “The most
fundamental right of person is the right to live in a statehihatthe kind of state rights accorded by
international law.” PoggéRealizing Rawlspp. 248-249 ff.

183 seyla BenhabibThe Rights of Other.72.

%% Ibidem.
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So far | have argued for two alternative mechanisms foizineglcosmopolitan
justice. These two objections are not necessarily incompatible digtributive
cosmopolitanism. The central commitment of cosmopolitan justice is that persotig not
states, are the ultimate subjects of moral concern. It foltbaisit is morally required to
ensure a material basis to ensure that their life is wimitig] regardless of where they
happen to belong with respect to state boundaries. Thus, the shifusftéocedress the
basic terms of global markets as well as the current priscgdleitizenship seems to be
legitimate.

5. Alternatives to Kantian Views:

Utilitarianism, Multiculturalism and Capabilities Approach

(1) Utilitarian Approach: Peter Singer

Now | would like to explore another liberal tradition that sedkbal equality.
Consequentialists, in particular, Utilitarians seek global equaigtyfrom a distinctively
different line of reasoning from Kantian cosmopolitans. Utilitartaought on global
economic justice is geared to evaluate policies or actionsnrs tef their consequences
for the maximization of happiness, or well-being. Due to their confog consequences
and their systematicity in calculation, Utilitarian policieseafresult in great efficiency.
Despite the clear advantages of Utilitarian approaches, Kamsnopolitans find some
of their central assumptions unacceptdblén the following, | shall assess the charges
made against Utilitarianism and at the same time argue that they the weaknesses of
proposals by Kantian cosmopolitans that are to be overcome.

Utilitarian reasoning about global distribution has been developeadymaitwo
camps. Traditionally, marginalist Utilitarians have pursued equalfitnarginal utility of
everyone. In other words, marginalist Utilitarians have arguedatihatnit of resources
will be more valuable to the poor than to the rich, so that a pextp@l distribution

should be the goal of resource transfer. This requires thatctheauntries give to the

1% Earlier | have discussed mainly Rawls’ criticism to Utilitariamis
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poor to the extent that the rich come almost to a level thanhiksto that of the poor.
This approach has been criticized as too demanding. As opposed tmatistrgi
Utilitarians, welfarist Untilitarians focus on the sum-tagfltilities of a state. Evaluating
the aggregate well-being of a nation, this approach often usesdex to make
interpersonal comparisons. They often use a preference functibnisthalatively
common to persons. Thus, the welfarist approach, its proponents argusjotrihe
charges of hedonism in that it is not concerned about subjective statensciousness;
rather it appeals to a more objective order of shared relatisieadiity of material
resources and personal qualities.

As a consequence of applying Utilitarian reasoning, Peter ISinglees a famous
argument in “Famine, Affluence, and Morality” that it is morakquired for the rich to
transfer their resources to the poor until the gap between thegatgims begins to
diminish®® His argument, also known as tAegument oShallow Pongclaims that rich
people’s not giving money to international aid agencies helpingdbe is immoral in

the same way that a failure to save a drowning child would be imfibrele says,

[1]f | am walking past a shallow pond and see a child downing ih it,
ought to wade in and pull the child out. This will mean getting rathek
muddy, but this is insignificant, while the death of the child would

presumably be a very bad thing.

Engaging this thought experiment would, his argument goes, forde ascept the
conclusions of consequentialism.

In this framing, the moral intuition to help the dying chil#es no account of
distance or proximity. If we resist a psychological differenteone’s guilty feeling

between the drowning child in front of my eyes and the dying chilimine stricken

1% peter Singer, “Famine, Affluence, and Moralitphilosophy and Public Affairsvol. 1, (1972):
229-243, p. 236.

187 Garrett Cullity presents and defends a reformulated versioringIS argument against both
Kantian deontologists and Aristotelian virtue ethicists. His egvimrmulation of Singer's argument
reads: “When one is aware of threats to other people’s livegaithee to take steps to avert those
threats is unkind and unjust, unless there are countervailing consideratiGarrett Cullity,
“International Aid and the Scope of Kindne&tthics Vol. 105, No. 1, (Oct. 1994): 99-127, p. 117.
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East Bengal, the same moral principle would dictate that we dlpoovide food, shelter
and basic medical care in order to save the lives that wouldsbevithout help. The
amount of donation needed to prevent fatal diseases, given the engataal no more
significant a sacrifice than ruining one’s clothes. Singer ducepts both the “strong”
conclusion of the marginalist Utilitarians and the “moderate’clmion that rich people
must give to the poor or to the famine relief organizations to that effect.

Seen this way, Utilitarian reasoning has a great deal in comaiibn the
proposals suggested by Kantian cosmopolitans. Both camps share ttieagdas moral
obligation to reach global equality. They argue in a siméahion that the traditional
distinction between duty and charity does not hold anymore in theofattee moral
claims that the global poor make upon us. As Hare argues, thatitmitprinciple can
harmonize with the Kantian principle of universalizability forsit‘giving equal weight
to the equal interests” of a person. In some respect, Utilimrseem to be able to
embrace a more radical change than Kantian cosmopolitans.

Surprisingly, however, the Utilitarian approach may lead to alyotifferent
conclusion through the same line of logic. Some Utilitarians attatethie rich countries
should not transfer any of their wealth to the poor countries. In plaricneo-
Malthusians argue that humanitarian projects, roughly put, assirthéhpoor subsists
below the neutral level of well-being, thus prolonging their suftei The logical
consequence goes so far as to imply what Derek Parfittball§epugnant conclusion”
which claims that if there were a large enough population libelgw the neutral level
of well-being, then it would be better that it not exft.

Such a repugnant conclusion is often put forward by Neo-Malthusians
particular, and there have been considerable efforts to avoiohgblisation even within
the Utilitarian camp. Onora O’Neill argues, however, that iha$ a coincidence that
there are sharp conflicts among various Utilitarian conclusions whmmes to global
equality. She goes so far as to claim that the contention drse® an innate defect of
the methodology of Utilitarianism. | do not think that the criticiagainst the argument
by Neo-Malthusians can be equally applied to a type of &lidihism such as Singer’s.

Nevertheless, it may well be reasonable to wonder why such a split is possible.

188 Derek ParfitReasons and Persof@xford University Press, 1984), p.436.
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One of the problems with the Utilitarian approach is that it confuses thenomax
of the utility calculation with the criterion for justice. Itts say that their criterion for a
just state of affairs is inadequate to address the conceh@ndt As discussed earlier,
because Utilitarianism focuses on the aggregate sum of waltfdneoretically permits
one person’s life to be sacrificed for the other person’s lifewdwoéng so contributes the
overall greater well-being of a society. Understandably, one argye that the
maximization of well-being would not occur in this way. Howeverrdtseems to be no
internal constraint to prohibit this possibility. This difficulty ges legitimate concerns
about whether Utilitarianism captures the moral importance ofligquas long as it is
unable to cope with this objection, it remains inadequate and inconagletenormative
ground of a guiding cosmopolitan principle. Interestingly, with regangddastribution,
Singer’s proposal expands the limit of society to the global popotatvhile Rawls does
not. However, the same question Rawls poses to Utilitarianismdioneestic context
remains, in principle, unsolved.

Another problem has to do with the Utilitarian criterion of the stibje pleasure
and pain as the measure of the moral good. As a hedonistic prindiptaribhism does
not provide independent criteria of the right; rather the accumulafidhe good gets
translated in the standard of the right. Even in recent variatiotftildarianism that
takes “preference” instead of “utilities” as the standardfuhdamental problem remains.
It is still hard to offer a satisfactory answer to the probtdrtiadapted” or “deformed”
preference. Exposure to extreme poverty often blunts one’s mind théresharpening
it. What if a person has internalized oppression so that he or shaataeslize, or feel
the pain? In this case, preferences often fail to refletainemoral urgency when the
subject does not even realize the direness of his or her neeggens the question
whether there is an independent measure of right or bad apart freis1 desire and
aspirations. Now the question of adapted preference goes wetidéhe purview of this
dissertation and needs separate work to meet the complexity.

Moreover, Utilitarianism overlooks the difficulty of interpersonamparison. In
principle, Utility-functions assume rough equality or similardgnong persons. As a
consequence, a person with special needs compared to the ‘norngal’isamot taken

into consideration. It could be that the marginal utility of mpao a disabled person is
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greater than it is to an able-bodied person. However, when thefsizgopulation comes
into play, the satisfaction of a larger population can simply outwiigt of a relatively
smaller disabled population. The persons who have special needsarigple, persons
with severe physical or mental disabilities fall out of noruotdlty-functions. However,
the persons who are left out of the purview of the normal rangecrestitate the most
severe cases of social inequality, the most vulnerable. Igimalk back to the limitation

of interpersonal comparison later in dealing with Sen’s criticism oftaHginism.

(2) Demands of Multiculturalism: The Cultural Diversity Thesis

Multiculturalist critics of cosmopolitan distributive justiceskawhether it is
possible to accommodate liberal universalism without imposing likerpérialism.
From the early years of the debate on global justice, the skepliaenged
cosmopolitanism by pointing to the lack of a common sense of jussiogell as the
absence of shared institutions at the international f#8V&he criticism is that, in bold
strokes, the pluralistic world society does not have a common miomtef justice; thus,
global justice is not a worthy goal to pursue because it is r@ w@ver up for the
hypocritical generosity of the Western civilization. At best, theyey global justice may
be a noble ideal in theory, but in practice the attempt to reddizegoal will do more
harm than good.

This line of objection focuses dhe fact of cultural diversity’® Kukathas argues
that it is hard to believe that there is a shared sense wlej@siross different cultures.
This objection is understandable when we simply think of the failire€soss-cultural
conversations. Kwame Appiah elegantly describes the difficulti@sollowing?’* The
leaders of the Parliament of the World’'s Religions agree oriGloéden Rule” as the
fundamental principle on which global ethics is based. In fact, most wagl@jons find
the principle “Do to others what you wish done to yourself, and nevéo dther what
you do not wish done to yourself” in their teachings; yet, it tautsthat it is virtually

189 Michael WalzerSpheres of Justiog@ew York, NY: Basic Books, 1983); David MillePrinciples
of Social JusticéCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999).

10 Chandra Kukathas, “The Mirage of Global JusticeZirstice and Global Politicseds. by Ellen
Frankel Paul, Fred D. Miller, Jr., Jeffrey Paul (Cambridge Universags?12006): 1-28.

"1 Kwame Anthony AppiahCosmopolitanisnfNew York: W.W. Norton, 2006).
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impossible to identify a single thing that all will universadigree to wish done or not
done to them. The abstract principle that appears universally vaisl dut that to have
radically different substance when interpreted in the particalatext. Different cultures

have different values, different vocabularies even for the commoms/atund further

different priorities among those values.

Cosmopolitans often suppose that there can be an ‘overlap’ amongserdiff
cultures. At a minimal level, there can be a sufficient ovetiap they can be mutually
assured they are talking about the same thing. Disagreements/alb@gst are pandemic
even at home; yet liberals often assume there are certain value®thaivarsal. Despite
fundamental disagreement in their justification, they may hol@ioepractices or values
in common. This idea is also central to Rawls’ idea of an overlgpqmnsensus; that is,
there is a possibility to reach an agreement in a deeply pticacciety, at least in the
political realm. Anti-cosmopolitans argue that the prospect athiag an overlapping
consensus at a domestic level is pretty dim, but it will be evae hopeless at a global
level 172

If the paucity of commonality indicates the impossibility ofresgment, the
seemingly “agreed upon” outcome is an illusion. Provided that the mimteof
universal justice is a bogus one, if it is imposed then it withdtding but an imposition
of one value over many others. Most likely, it will be the stromgety’s being able to
enforce his view of justice. Indeed, the possibility exists dgihabal institutions may be
manipulated by individual states, local communities, or lobbyists wawp that they
influence decisions in favor of their particular interests. polkticians of well-off and
hegemonic countries may indeed try to manipulate the global fund orf loéHhhkir
national or even personal interests.

The charge of neocolonialism is thus often related to the assumipiat the
current global order benefits the rich countries, and harms thecpaatries. Therefore,
the critics go so far as to claim that global accounts ¢itgisnay end up cultivating the
medium in which more powerful agents are better able to explsdurees from

172 Kok-Chor Tan also expresses the concern that the parallel mayplddietween the domestic and
international levels in this regard. Kok-Chor Tadystice without Borders: Cosmopolitanism,
Nationalism, and PatriotisrilCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).
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vulnerable one&” The suspicion is that the World Bank or the International Monetary
Fund regulates the economies of the worse-off countries and insteai$ fiberal
systems that supplant the local ones so that liberal corporatigneassdy get a grip on
the economies of poor countries.

However, this line of objection seems to be based on a misremtsendf
cosmopolitan principles. Of course, it is clearly not the intentiorsuafh thinkers.
Moreover, the sense of cosmopolitan moral obligation toward distant aHemught up
as a result of social processes that have already connectecerdifcultures. A
conception of a cosmopolitan obligation is, in other wordsesponseto this newly
framed structure, not that it issasisfor such a change.

Such acknowledgement answers another objection related to the practicalhility of
cosmopolitan conception of distributive justice, a view which assuna¢sistributive
cosmopolitanism entails a global sovereign. Given its purview, thegn,csuch an
institution will be a world government, or a global leviathan. Assae earlier, even
among cosmopolitans, opinions vary about the need of such an institution. W&en it
assumed necessary, however, the prospect of the all mighty glggdl often stifles any
positive outlook it has. The underlying logic is that remaining with many smadthens
in nation states is better than creating one huge one. They agjuent® an agent is
created in order to carry out the global economic redistributione tseno competing
power that can keep this global agent under checks and balances of ¢asvayward
behaviors. Whoever would be the subject of agent of such a poweradbeme that it
will inevitably become wayward. As Lord Action has it, absolute powaerupts
absolutely.

I do not think such a centered global institution is necessaryatlthis point |
will limit myself to pointing out that there are questionablauagstions in this argument.
On one hand, it assumes that the world state will be as povesritates; on the other
hand, the world state would lack any balancing power which mostfuneitioning
modern states are equipped with. In other words, in order to argueheosupposition

173 Mathias Risse suggests, contrary to this point, that therapiieal evidence that integration into
open markets and global institutions improves the well-being of demglaiuntries. See, Mathias
Risse “How Does Global Order Harm the PooPHilosophy and Public Affairsvol. 33, No. 4
(2005): 349-376.
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of global leviathan, one needs to depend on both similarity and disgiynbatween
domestic and international levels. If a modern state is not amtintg absolute will, but
rather it is comprised of many sub-institutions and will-fororagprocesses, there is no
reason to assume that this will not be possible in the glob#utien. The fear of the
imaginary leviathan should not stifle our hope of constituting a political union.

What is more, the current nation-states themselves, in so caaeg, enforce the
view of justice of the stronger within their boundaries and fail to protect tnenaldle. If
the ideal of global justice is a mirage, no less is the iofetlle general will of the people
in a nation state. A cosmopolitan framework is neither necessaritying at
strengthening the current global hegemony, nor is it aiming atldisg all boundaries.
Economic redistribution shall require corresponding institutions in dodeesolve the
assurance problem; yet, we do not have to conceive a single-censiedion, as many
skeptics claim it would have to be.

What | think is required of us is to meet the charges oti@lldiversity. The
following is a response to the “fact of cultural diversity.rdquires efforts to provide
enabling conditions for cross-cultural conversations. For example, Lorengus@’'s
attempt to define the conditions necessary for understanding of otharesuls a
valuable research in this directidff.Inspired by Gadamer’s hermeneutics and Habermas’
discourse ethics, his development of “counterfactual narrative cfitisuggests that
certain approaches to social justice can do justice to culfiffatence and avoid the
charge that their legitimacy is dependent on normative standaptsed by the West.
Granted that these necessary conditions are met, interlocutorsross-cultural
conversations may come to a position to discuss certain problerssiies without

imposing one’s own view regarding other cultures.

(3) Basic Capability Approach: Amartya Sen

So far we have seen various proposals for global economic justice. | brgezly a

with the approach of Beitz and Pogge, but they seem still itsent the assessment of

" Lorenzo C SimpsoriCritical Interventions: Towards a Hermeneutical RejoindelCiitical
Intercultural Hermeneutics: Challenges and Possibilitedited by Ming Xie (Toronto, University of
Toronto Press), forthcoming.
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the urgency of individual needs. Despite their normative commitmehetmdividuals’
moral worth beyond state boundaries, their proposal does not providsfacsaty way
to address diverse conceptions of the good across different cultures. In paRiocge’s
theory is committed to the guarantee of a basic set of univeusan rights; yet as the
cultural diversity thesis has it, it may be rooted in the Westeew of the good.
Although the basis of our suspicion must also come under sciiiithe defense of
universal values without essentialist implication thus seems povotal to the project of
a cosmopolitan framework of justice. Can we ever accommodateoé sniversal values
without the charge of imposing ethnocentric Imperialism? Whatghest here is a
careful reexamination of proposals for global equality with anaythe critique of the
cultural diversity thesis.

Against this backdrop, | hope that a conception of equality thabie sensitive
to cultural difference is able to cope with the cultural diverigsis. Amartya Sen’s
basic capability approach seems to offer a balanced and adeqnaizd of assessment
of equality. There are three salient reasons why | think S&s& capability approach
entails the most suitable form of measure for global justice. Fiestditesses the urgency
of individual need rather than prioritizing other political collectisems. Second, it is
sensitive to fundamental cultural diversity. Third, it still pursuag/ersal values at a
minimal level while it leaves space for culture-dependent differences.

Sen starts by incorporating Rawls’ proposal for social prirgapds that must be
provided aside from distribution by the maximin principle. In Ravdgninology, social
primary goods are “things that every rational man is presumegmnt” such as “rights,
liberties and opportunities, income and wealth, and the social basa§ oéspect.” Sen
maintains that Rawls’ proposal for the primary social goods igjuade in that it
espouses the moral importance of the material basis of the exercise of indreedam.
Liberty is not just a matter of having abstract rights; buguires being in a position to
exercise those rights, and this requires having material anduiiostitl resource§’®
Nevertheless, Sen argues that Rawls’ list has an elemeffetishism,” that is, Rawls

still focuses on “things” too much rather than what “things do to persons.”

5| hope to examine this problem elsewhere in tha heure.
178 Recall the connection between economic condition and politicatights discussed earlier in this
chapter.
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In a nutshell, Sen claims that the predominant way of measurdigiduals’
well-being, both in Utilitarian and Rawlsian conceptions of justiaés to capture the
moral significance of equality. The basic capability appraacbeared to address the
main problems of both Rawls’ social justice theory and Utilitarian theoryag8gies:

It [primary goods] still is concerned with good things rathemn thath
what these good thingto to human beings. Utility, on the other harl,
concerned with what these things do to human beings, but uses a metric

that focuses not on the person’s capabilities but on his mental reKétion.

While both camps are mainly concerned about income as an indicatitve of t
citizen’s economic level, he further argues, individuals’ welkecannot be simply
measured by how much they make or how much they possess. Incomeatidhave
considerable correlation to the exercise of individual freedom, b thex lot more to
take into account. Rather, it requires gaining access to thingslimgl clean water,
adequate food, clothes and a shelter. In a cross-cultural comparisanatteguacy of
measurement leads to even larger misconceptions, becaus¥ arhaunt of income can
do differs greatly from person to person, from society to spdiestead, he proposes to
look at the basic capabilities of the individual persons. This appresgests that we
must take into account whether a person has abilities to donctrtags, such as “the
ability to move about,” “the ability to be clothed” or “the alyilib meet one’s nutritional
requirements®

Martha Nussbaum tried to provide the basic capability approati tve
philosophical underpinnings from the ancient Greek philosopher, Aristotla plant
would flourish given adequate circumstances, she argues, a human loeiltg also
develop her potentials to the fullest degree given an adequate mai@sia. A
circumstance where a being’'s naturally given potential can flowithout impediment
is betterthan situations in which they are stunted.

177 |ta;
Ibidem
178 Amartya Sen, “Equality of WhatZhe Tanner Lecture on Human Val®79), p. 218.
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It is noteworthy that the basic capability approach focosethecapabilities not
functioning In other words, what matters is whether an individual does haveasie
capabilities, not whether he or she actualizes these capabiltianting to actualize
certain capabilities depends on her conception of the good and heursling
communities. A devout Muslim would refuse to eat food from sunriseiriees during
Ramadan even though he or she has access to food; a devoted Cathdlicefragn
from enjoying sexual pleasure before marriage even thoughigheceexternal sanction
to forbid doing so. If their wanting not to actualize these cap&sili§ supported by their
deeper convictions, they can be understood to have freely suppressdistherder
desires.

We can see the advantage of the basic capability approach okedtidaarian
and social justice theories. With regard to the evaluation ofliggaanong individuals
across different cultures, Sen aptly presents a way to navigatedmethe Scylla of
Rawilsian resource fetishism and the Charybdis of Utilitandojestivism. However, as
Sen acknowledges, the basic capability approach is only a “paytiale to realize the
moral goodness of the idea of equality. It sheds light on a idineébr an adequate
measurement of equality; yet it does not touch upon institutiosia¢sssuch as how we
should meet the criteria of the basic capabilities approach. Wnes) it comes to the
guestion about the agent of distribution, the basic capability appreathins silent.
Now, this partial character of the capability approach sugdbstseed to fit it in a

broader picture.

(4) A Proposal for a Hybrid Model

At bottom, | have argued that the Kantian principle of cosmopqlitite entails
a moral concern to respect individuals beyond state boundarielelf-uhe attempts to
respect individual persons’ dignity must entail the obligation to stppdife worth
living, that is, a life endowed with the economic and political badicsv let me turn to
the “the hybrid model” that | would like to propose as an alternatiag of realizing
cosmopolitan justice. The gist of my argument is for balancingdhe for the recipients

and the duty of agents. This hybrid version has another advantage instista clear
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target of redistribution for the cosmopolitan project, the lack of wiiaek a basis of
Rawls’s concern.

Conceptions of Kantian cosmopolitan justice do relatively well innohef
obligations from the perspective of the agents; yet their approaches seelimiteldan
the way they address the needs of the recipients. It does nad tdarly what we have
an obligation to provide. | hope the above discussion makes it clearKahtyan
cosmopolitan justice needs to incorporate the critique of the basabitities approach.
Following Amartya Sen, | concur that the concern for equattyst focus on what
material resources do to human life, not on the numerical date@whe and wealth; at
the same time, the concern for equality must not be based yiorasubjective feeling
of pleasure or happiness. In other words, cosmopolitan distributitreejus required to
commit itself to enhance the agency of the vulnerable, rather ¢baceiving them
primarily as receivers, and to provide the legitimate basétinglobal populations to
have the basic capabilities that are the touchstone for their substaeiiarh.

With regard to the agents of cosmopolitan justice, the onus ofraartyout must
be distributed to various levels. | think the discourse of Kantian deontol@gytisularly
illuminating on this point. As Onora O’Neill argues, one of cerfigature of Kantian
ethics is its emphasis on agency. It primarily asks “valugtht 1 do?” rather than “what
ought | get?*”® Focusing on the talk of human rights in cosmopolitanism can often be
construed as describing a set of defined rights without clagifwviho are the bearers of
these rights. The common confusion on global justice regarding who sheaidthe
responsibility to ensure the basic rights reflects the neeuetfg the agents to carry out
what is morally justified. Is it individual citizens, nation stgtor global organizations
that bear the obligations to meet basic rights?

In short, the conception | propose is to distribute the respongitalitnultiple
agents at different levels. The conception of multiple levelggehts includes, as Pogge
suggested, the need to withdraw dividends from the states tmitbetive fund, and to
distribute to meet the basic capabilities of individuals around thil wdultiple levels
of agents are expected to cooperate according to their shdre @ommon project. In

this framework, individual citizens, nation states and global orgaors do have their

179 Onora O’Neill,Bounds of Justicep. 199.
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own place within cosmopolitan justice. States remain as sigmifaigents but their role
must be different from the previous era. States play an interrgedia in a way that
they collect funds from their citizens and then to contribute to global orgamza8tates
can be efficient agents in allocating the cosmopolitan burdensnvihiki states; at the
same time, states shall monitor the performance of global aejems and keep it
accountable to their members.

In this light, the conventional view that states are obstacldset@dsmopolitan
ideal must be reexamined. In order for this ideal to work, of cpumséviduals are
expected to develop allegiance to global institutions that aedban the cosmopolitan
principles. Perhaps the curriculum of civic education of each country must hineted
for this purpose. Yet this demand does not necessarily eradicagmgitoyalty to local
governments. We can rather envision in their coexistence pastiflicts on particular
issues. This change may imply divided loyalties, but it is not the same agirhagéncy.
When conflicts occur, allegiance to cosmopolitan principles canategallegiance to
local ones. In turn, individual allegiance to state governments weujdstified as long
as the local governments support, or at least do not impinge upongsm®politan
principles.

However, a conception of cosmopolitan justice does not, and indeed ought not,
demand strict universal values across diverse people’s lives. Aytbé@osmopolitan
justice must leave a space for the rich diversity and complekiiuman interactions and
interconnections. Cosmopolitan justice motivated by the problem of gioeqlality
does not need to appeal to one unique conception of the good. A theonyetingatsto
regulate particular interactions and define personal pursuitdvibeutather unappealing
and disagreeable. A genuine cosmopolitan justice starts from the cambieitment to
acknowledge this space and at the same time to establish aofal context for

individuals to pursue their own conceptions of meaningful lives.
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6. Chapter Conclusion

What ought a theory of cosmopolitan justice that is rooted in Kant@al and
political principles to be? For a genuine motivation to cure theiliglobal inequality,
the theory of Kantian cosmopolitan justice ought to revise sontkeeotentral Kantian
concepts of persons and societies; further it ought to incorporéitgsors that come
from other liberal traditions. Thus far | have accordingly evelliaxisting views on
cosmopolitan distributive justice and questioned how well they setwecore
commitments. | agree with the central tenets of Rawls’ coimepf justice which takes
material basis seriously for citizens’ exercise of politead civic rights. Rawls’ two-
tiered commitment, however, holds that global economic inequality is permiasiliag
as other countries have a decent political structure. Although thitopaseems to grant
autonomy to different peoples, | have argued that it is no lamgeally justified in the
face of the claims the globally vulnerable make upon us, nor isiticatly feasible to
approach peaceful coexistence. Rather, as Beitz and Pogge poittheowagalitarian
commitment is rightly to be extended beyond state boundaries. Jwst @s not want
extreme poverty to prevent our compatriots from exercising theadom in shaping
their lives, we do not want distant others to suffer from premataesth and chronic
malnutrition due to the lack of basic material resources. Cosneapalonceptions of
justice hold the individual person as the ultimate subject of econdmidbution.
Despite its adequate orientation, | have shown that the odeatlurse of cosmopolitan
justice is limited on several fronts. First, it focuses on theiloligion of wealth without
due consideration for rectifying the present fabric of the glabhalket. Second,
cosmopolitan distributive justice has been neglected the demandsaiopolitan
citizenship in the face of refugees and asylum seekers. Amongs,othe claims to
transfer natural resources or funds are mistaken in its @afyghe moral implication of
equality. Based on the promises and limitations of the various sumgeste present
chapter has lastly put forward a hybrid model in order to balastnveen the strength of
Kantian cosmopolitanism in assigning the moral obligations of thetsgend its

weakness in addressing the needs of the vulnerable whose dignity it aims to ensure
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Chapter Four: The Concept of Development

1. Introduction

John Stuart Mill's masterpiec@n Liberty starts with a quote from Wilhelm von
Humboldt on human development. “The grand, leading principle, (...) is the absotute
essential importance of human development in its richest divet&itxg Mill notes later,
Humboldt holds that “freedom” and *“variety of situations” are the twexessary
conditions of human development. Mill diagnosed while the first condsicatisfied by
legal arrangement of his society, the second condition, i.e., thditglwandition is
notably less prevalent in his time. | think Mill is right ieesng the importance of both
freedom and plurality for human development throughout his book on liberty.
Nevertheless, | wonder why the idea that humanity must developsdedbe set in stone
both in the cases of Mill and Humboldt.

Why is the idea of development so central in their works? Whers the
development ultimately lead humanity? After all, what did thegmmiey development?
Liberty and diversity may be of intrinsically value, but they ateessed for their
instrumental value for human development. Mill's emphasis of theétdéion between
human development on one hand and liberty and diversity on the other hanldajssper
easy to understand; nevertheless, why human development seems dcoler#nching
value that liberty and plurality are designed to serve? Theemns to be something
profoundly questionable in Humboldt’'s assertion: It is the idea thatém and plurality
are important because they nourish human development. Framirsgtleen this way, |
argue, overlooks the priority of freedom and diversity over humaalalement. Putting
human development prior to freedom and plurality seems to me puttirgathbefore
the horse. In short, development may be a contingent byproduct oy lgvet diversity;

yet it is not the condition of their importance.

180 Wilhelm von HumboldtSphere and Duties of Governmecited by John Stuart MillThe Basic
Writings of John Stuart Mill(New York: The Modern Library, 2002), p. xxi.
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This chapter envisages the proper place of the idea of developmiéantian
cosmopolitan thoughts. In a nutshell, | would like to suggest that we shoudd
Humboldt's idea above: Human development is important so long as theipbatnto
the basic liberty and plurality of peoples. Liberty and pluraditg, in other words,
criterial properties of development.

In the history of philosophy, the idea of development, or the idgaogjress, to
use a more common term, is typically assigned to the enlighterthiekers as we saw
above. Under the banner of progress, the age of enlightenment sougktitbrejason all
over the world. Much social evil and injustice were expected t@pésa once the use of
reason dominates stubborn customs and age-old superstitions. The pedjfadenment
soon went beyond Europe as colonization has begun in other parts of ltheHoovever,
this commitment was so powerful that it often justified Euroceniniperialism as the
self-imposed role of liberator to save the rest of the world tlo#ir slumbers. Scientific
and philosophical research were the instruments to institutiorthbzpopular European
perceptions of the “strange” habits of peoples from different garthe world such as
Asia, Africa and America. Under the name of social developmantodaoften immoral
acts have been justified. “Barbarians,” etymologically, “theyio do not speak “our”
language, are yet-to-be-civilized objects who have failedetxh enlightenment by
themselves.

Of course, some policies of European countries in their colonies indéed a
against certain cruelties and violence. The British in India pub#n ofsati, which was
the prominent example of “barbaric customs” of Asia. Some otdhanial policies are
truly examples of benevolent paternalism. However we need to think about to what exte
domestic violence is different from the practicesafi. We may well recall the claims of
third world critics that female genital mutilation in the mléas no more cruel or risky
than breast augmentation for women in the West. These are ezxampgbowcase the
difficulty and complexity of the inter-cultural criticism. Whhintend to show is how
easy it is for us to be deceived by the naive enlightenment duadéismeen “barbarism”
and “civilization.” After all, as the Frankfurt school theoristgued after the World War

Il, barbarism is not something that exists out in the wildernessrather cultivated and
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reinforced by the European civilization itséfft The desire to identify the non-
identifiable, to measure the non-commensurable with one measutbewasry name of
its own barbarism.

| have argued in an earlier chapter that Kantian cosmopolitaemsiorses a set of
loosely conceived universal values, which raises claims for glebahomic justice.
Many humanitarian aid agencies and international organizationsatmator global
justice in this context commonly use the term “development.” ebelsome uses of the
term, however, are sufficient to undermine the idea itselfoHisthows us that the idea
of development gets misused to suppress autonomy of some populatiort®quréey to
what it professes. With an eye to this apparent danger, now theoguastes as to
whether the idea of development must be discarded forever. Ortdioagei a proper
place in the conceptions of Kantian cosmopolitanism? The goal ®fctiapter is to
address these questions. My thesis is that the idea of developmnestilicbe useful as
long as it functions as a way to ensure a material threshoiddmidual freedom and
social diversity.

Now this is the structure of this chapter: First, | shall eramKant's
justifications of the logic of development that leads to an iniagesonflict with his
moral universalism. Readers shall see, despite certain difegrédme core conviction of
Kant’s conception of historical progress is carried down to the Edttuy thinkers, Mill
and Marx, and indeed well into our days. Against this backdrop, “post-develtaists”
argue that due to its intrinsic limitations, the idea of developmeetds no more
modifications; rather it must be entirely given up. They furthamctithat we need to
thoroughly “undo” the influence of the linear understanding of developmeiounn
consciousness. Although these concerns are legitimate, | spaé #nat the idea of
development itself cannot be simply discarded. Without any practiahative, what
we can do is to revisit the concept time and again. | shilleathat an adequate concept
of development does not compromise political values in order to reachsshened
predetermined shape as in some conceptions of development. Whatakisno realize

the core connection between political rights and economic benefits,@edmportantly,

181 Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorrdialectic of Enlightenmenedited by Gunzelin Schmid

Noerr, trans. by Edmund Jephcott (Stanford University Press, 2007).
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to commit not to compromise the former for the latter in the naintevelopment. As a
conclusion, | would present and defend a threshold conception of developimainis--t
an economic concept, not a cultural or social concept, which aiprevide the material

minimum for political rights and freedom.

2. Kant on the Idea of Development

At the beginning of th&roundwork of Metaphysics of MoralKkant makes a
distinction between “pure” and “impure” ethics. Kant holds that thecimi@ of moral
law is derived from a formal procedure, thus it is not involved in varemmingent
interests and motivations. Since the purely formal principle of Imlava does not
presuppose any particular conception of the good, it constitutes tiseobdlse concept
of freedom that is prior to all empirical components. Kant cldimas the purely formal
foundation of freedom can be of universal worth because only in this “[njocane
compel me to be happy in accordance with his conception of tliarevef others**? In
his distinction between pure and impure ethics, we can feel his targnzaal to have
“human scienceGeisteswissenschgftemulate natural sciencélgturwissenshaft Just
as there are related but separate realms of metaphysigshgsids, Kant further holds
that there is also an equivalent relationship in moral inquiry, top métaphysics of
morals and schematizing the moral laws in practical use.

Let me set aside the cogency of this analogy, which looks already préiblanth
yet appears so commonly in the modern history of philosophy. The m@sultis
application of the metaphysical principle of moral law incpal use, however, well
deserves our attention. It is at the end of\tleaphysics of MoraJgshe magnum opus for
which the Groundworkwas intended to be a preliminary work, where Kant explicitly
illustrates such application. Along with “duties of virtue to one’snoself,” Kant
discusses “duties of virtue to others” in mainly two categdfigde holds that, firstly,

182 Kant, “On Common Saying: ‘This may be True in Theory, but It doe#\pply in Practice’,” in
Kant: Political Writings(Cambridge University Press, 1970), pp. 73-74 (AK 8:290).

1831t would be interesting at this point to note Kant's distinction betwa duty of love’ and ‘a duty
of virtue’ to others. In Kant's framework, performing the first woddd meritorious and the
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we have duties to others merely because they are human beingsecamdily, with
regard to their conditions. Under the second category, he furtheliresathe need for
pure moral principles to bechematizedvhen they are applied to different people. The
principle of moral law, in other words, is to be applied differetdlypersons depending

on their condition. The following passage nicely captures this idea:

How should one behave, for example, toward human beings who are in a
state of moral purity or depravity? toward the cultivated or theles
toward men of learning or the ignorant, and toward the learnecamasf

they use their science as members of polite society or outsitktys as
specialists on their field (scholars)? toward those whose Igansin
pragmatic or those in whom it proceeds more from spirit and taste?

Kant clearly says that there is no difference inkimels of our ethical obligations since
they are given by the metaphysical principles, butmhgsof applying these principles to
experience become modified depending on the differences of the subjedt®m the
principles are applied. In this framework, it becomes legitif@atdant to ask: “How
should people be treated in accordance with their differencesikn age, sex, health,
prosperity, or poverty and so forth%"

However, if moral laws are as Kant argues absolute, wouldnitahe of moral
laws become ineluctably compromised in applying these principlempirical data? In
particular, the above mentioned criteria for proper treatmenthwr gieople includes
purely socially contingent factors such as one’s level of bewitizeid or one’s state of
intelligence. Even whether the person belongs to an advanced sdfeetg the way one
ought to behave toward him or her. This is clearly not violating Kamirgiple because

individuals that are less cultivated or ignorant are still ledtiio our respect. They have a

performing the latter would be fulfilling what is owed to others. Inott@rds, a duty of virtue, i.e., a
duty of free respect toward othersnerrow in the sense that it prohibits degrading others by treating
them merely as a means to further my end, whereas a duty efidavide in the sense that it
inculcates a duty of actively setting others’ ends as my own. dicggy, a duty of virtue becomes
similar to a duty of right so far as it is a negative duty aaricroach upon what already belongs to
others. See Kankletaphysics of Morals

184 Kant, The Metaphysics of Moralsn Practical Philosophy ed. and trans. by Mary J. Gregor
(Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 584 (AK 6: 469).
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right not to be used merely as a means. We can make best seak# wuthat they may
be used as a means as long as doing so somehow contributeis tavthgood. This
would be using them as means to further their end, thus gettingwambayhe proviso
that we should not use them merely as a means to further my end.

In this framework, if restricting someone’s freedom can congilbottheir own
ends, using them would be justified. Kant thus claims “immatureViddals are better
off under the guidance of “a master” until they are ready tadhesereason. Doing good
for them is in other words the condition that we have the other'sachpbnsent to do
something against their will. This of course puts us in the positfiafeciding what is
good for them. Parents think they know what is good for their childieis. framework
becomes suspicious when it works not only for immature individuals, botraature
adults at different social stations.

Here it is important to note that this differential attitugglds not only for
individuals but also for societies. To Kant, there are societiediffdrent “stages”
ranging between social childhood and social maturity. Since thé&waad” people are
not yet ready for “self-rule,” they need guidance and education th&y become
civilized. The hierarchical relationship among different peoples rdoap to their
assumed status on the development timeline in turn justifies thajuaingeatment.
Interestingly, Kant also fears that the sudden spread of freedayncause anarchy,
wreaking havoc among barbaric subjects. Hence, Kant’'s espousahdifagrsocial
progress instead of radical revolution.

In the justification of the developmental hierarchy, Kant’'s philogaghhistory
plays a significant role. As we saw in Chapter |, Kant holdshis¢ory unfolds in such a
way that humanity approaches moral perfection. Just politicalutistis are required for
this moral progress of humanity. Despite particular casesonfrggs and regress, the
divine providence would ultimately lead humanity to its utmost leve¢ Basic tension
between the faith in historical progress toward universal freemimithe doubts about
the maturity of some populations is also reconciled by appealing to the divine previdenc
Although backward people are not yet ready for self-rule, thgyewantually learn how
to use reason. Meanwhile they need enlightened despots to guardfrtdmentheir

foolishness and to further the enlightenment process.
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The conception of a linear trajectory in history, however,fjasta great deal of
injustice and violence to be committed. Frequently, this tele@bggsumption entails a
very uncomfortable implication: Namely, the evil in human historyl Wwecome
redeemed in the end. He writes,

This education from above is, | say, salutary, but harsh and, sdri
treatment of humankind by nature that is coupled with hardship and verges
on the destruction of the entire race. The aim of naturenselyato bring
about, out ofevil, which is always in a state of internal strife with itsel
thegood unintended by humankind, but which, once it exists, continues to

preserve itself®®

The attempt to see the course of history as the unfolding of givivedence has
been a common topic since the Middle Age. As St. Augusti@éis of Godshows,
theodicy has been one of the main tasks of theologians. Kant's philosbghstory
remains as a secular counterpart of the Christian apologetileatihe firmly states that
the ultimate goal is an object of a regulative ideal, whicldsi¢e be approached in a
humane political society on eart}.Although his terminology is still under the influence
of Christianity, in this regard, Kant's teleological account he$tory is called a
“naturalized version of theodicy®

Many authors after Kant have also grappled with the question ofahgaod
consequence as a whole is brought about by seemingly individual seifishs. From
the idea of “the invisible hand” of Adam Smith in the eighteenth cerituthe idea of
“the cunning of Nature” in G. W. Hegel in the nineteenth centwthas came up with
various mechanisms to support this idea. Or they may as wéllebeery placeholders

marking an absence of explanatory mechani&théThe driven providence” or “the

185 Kant, Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of VieRart 2, inToward Perpetual Peace and Other
Writings on Politics, Peace and Historgdited by Pauline Kleingeld (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2006), p. 171 (AK 7: 328), original emphasis.

18 discussed on this point in Chapter 1 of this dissertation.

8" Thomas McCarthyRace, Empire, and the Idea of Human Developnt€ambridge University
Press, 2009), p. 58.

188 Thanks to Dr. Lorenzo Simpson for this comment.

108



hidden plan of nature” is Kant's way of suggesting this idea. Humiaaries are not
totally meaningless; rather they are inevitable stages giadiesdiing to a higher level of
morality. In order to navigate between the danger of presumptuoudigtprg the future
and the danger of falling into the cynicism of political realipeghaps the “assurance” of
the providence is helpful. He further argues that this is not onlyfi¢as but also
necessary in order not to despair and work toward the betterment asoral insight
tells us.

In light of Kant’'s cosmopolitanism, recent evaluations of hes afsteleology are
quite split. A hospitable reading has it that it is useful as k@ can be read as an
inculcation of hope. Sankar Muthu calls Kant’'s narrative of progee$a narrative of
hope.” It is a narrative that “appeals to the imagination,ritent of which is to energize
passive individuals who would otherwise take the injustice of the mauderd as an
inevitable necessity**® According to Muthu, framing history in this way has a double
aim. On one hand, this crafted narrative is meant to instill theesaf agency into human
souls that at least partly they can improve their social andgablitves; on the other
hand, it reminds us of the limit of the human agency to bring forth the political psogre

In this way nature guarantees perpetual peace through the mecludnism
human inclinations itself, with an assurance that is admittedly not
adequate for predicting its future (theoretically) but thatilisemough for
practical purposes and makes it a duty to work towards this (neiymer

chimerical) end™

Thus, on the theoretic level, it may encourage us to look for evidenoackoup the
actual progress of human history toward the cosmopolitan goal. (matigcal level, at
the same time, such a narrative may generate hope, despgerthand brute political
reality, in the minds of the citizens to work towards this goal. So, theagibak realized
or is more likely to be realized if we can get people to belieakit can be realized even

if there is no independent theoretical certainty.

189 sankar MuthuEnlightenment against Empi(@rinceton: Princeton University Press, 2003), p. 163.
190 Kant, Toward Perpetual Pead@ Practical Philosophyedited by Mary J. Gregor, p. 337 (AK 8:
368).
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In any case, however, it is not very clear whether or not thetiver Kant
describes offers us the optimistic reassurance requiretidcertdeavor. Whether or not
Kant’'s philosophy of history provides us with sufficient reasonximeet the success of
our moral strivings remains as a question. In spite of all the tabspiinterpretations,
Kant's espousal of enlightenment remains troubling precisely becdutseimplication
for condoning the injustice and violence that are said to be conducivesttidal
progress. Although Kant’s critique of Europeans’ colonialism of hi® tindicates his
dedication to a cosmopolitan federation for citizens of the worlde tisea deeply rooted
double-sidedness in Kantian moral universalism. At the center afathiéict between
Kant's anthropological and historical works and his ethical and m@liticitings lies
what Thomas McCarthy calls “the universalism/development dileiifé is to say
that the pursuit of social development systematically hinders thg p®mise of
universalism it makes. There is a deeply rooted hypocrisy in the libers theglf-rule.

After all, the discussion of impure ethics, that is, the apphicadf pure moral
principles leads to a dilemma. The application of the universall iaova in reality does
not only modify it and thus limit the use of freedom of so-caltatchature people; but
rather, it profoundly injures the development and thus the acquisitioeiofatitonomy.
In other words, Kant's moral universalism pursues the guaranteertin rights of
individuals while it denies the capability of self-rule to somepbe resulting in their
subjection and exploitation. Differential treatment loses issifjaatory power when it
gets to the point that it hinders the development of individuals’ autonthygotential
for which is the ground of the moral respect that we all owdl tmerely because they

are human beings.

3. Mill & Marx

The idea that human history is progressing has become even morsiyaerva

throughout the 19th century. It is particularly interesting to note hloat Kant's

I Thomas McCarthyRace, Empire, and the Idea of Human Developni@ambridge University

Press, 2009).
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successors justify the progressive conception of history in getagiobal framework of
their time. John Stuart Mill and Karl Marx, despite their oppositigaeitions in the
history of philosophy, both inherited the view of historical progresstarartain extent,
the hierarchical view among different cultures. Of course both &iid Marx try to
ground their theories in a more scientific objectivity than Kdnstead of Kant's
invocation of a biblical narrative based on the boo&ehesis®? his successors replaced
a teleological account with explicitly secular mechanisntssibrical development, be it
utility maximization or class struggle. However, from thegdcy of the conviction in
progress, one may readily expect the disjunction between the uhivkrals that they
pursue and their hierarchical treatment in reality.

Now Mill and Marx appropriated the idea of development through their ow
justifications; the dilemma that we examined in Kant stijpears as serious
inconsistencies in their works. In particular, | shall focus on howsMirinciple of
freedom and the proviso of preventing harm to others stand in confligwise the
geographical and at the same time temporal implication of Blaocctount of the Asiatic
mode of production displays a similar dilemma. Focusing on them, | wialdol stress
how the same pattern of thoughts occurs again and again in tbey he$twestern

philosophy.

(1) Mill's Principle of Liberty and Espousal of Paternalism

In the Introduction toOn Liberty Mill asserts the principle of freedom as the
following: “The only freedom which deserves the name is that omgur own good
in our own way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others of theirspede their
efforts to obtain it.*** Mill's classical liberalism is expressed in such a what the
champions the inalienability of the rights of individuals agaihst pressure of any

groups and even a state government. Thus he says, “Over himself,sosemhbody and

192 See Kant, “Conjectural Beginning of Human History (1786)" trans. bgmAW. Wood in
Immanuel Kant: Anthropology, History, and Educatieds. by Glnter Zéller and Robert B. Louden
(Cambridge University Press, 2007).

193 Mill, On Libertyin The Basic Writings of John Stuart M{INew York: Modern Library, 2002
[1859]) p.14.
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mind, the individual is sovereignt™ This individualistic idea of self-ownership leads to
a conception of free society with ample place for individual origiesa so that each can
lead their life according to their own idea of the good. Self-ptiotecs, he claims, the
sole reason that mankind, individually or collectively, can useveariant for interfering
with the liberty of their actions. That is to say, the onlgywhat the power can be
exercised rightly, be it physical force, legal penalties orainrepression, is to “prevent
harms to others.”

Now the proviso of preventing harms to others - which is added asth@ne
exception to the principle of liberty - needs to come under clasetirsy. Mill confines
the principle of liberty only to the so-called societies thate long since achieved the
age of freedom. Doing so is regrettable to his readers, but | thihknidnaged to
exclude immature individuals or underdeveloped societies from theepuofi freedom

without an explicit contradiction, at least in his own mind, due to this proviso. He claims,

Those who are still in a state of require being taken carg others, must
be protected against their own actions as well as againshaixiejury.
For the same reason, we may leave out of consideration those bdckwa

states of society in which the race itself may be considered asonizge.

At any rate, it is remarkable to find his paternalistiituate toward other societies
side by side with his genuine espousal of human freedom on the sameHpaggys
compulsion and pains for noncompliance are not admissible; yet, with oegtiex that
they are inflicted for the security of those who are subjedhdgmt Until they grow up
from their immaturity, the principle of liberty is not to be apglito them. Since the
initial difficulties in the way of spontaneous progress are suge labstacles that they
may hardly find means to hurdle, he maintains, despotism is adfyg®vernment
suitable for them: “Despotism is a legitimate mode of govemimn dealing with
barbarians, provided the end be their improvement, and the meansdusyifactually

effecting that end**° If they are lucky, they may have good despots who would use all

194 pid.
198 pid.

112



means to expedite the civilizing mission. Still, how is the ttamsifrom benevolent
paternalism to autonomy effected? Mill remains silent wheanteas to the question how
despotism will provide a free space for individuals to cultivater theginality and
creativity that in turn nourishes the development of their society.

It is even more troubling to find such an intellectual mind as Mill’s sirapbepts
a dualistic worldview between civilization and barbarism. Foi,Nhle standard against
which societies are measured as “civilized” is whether theetseg take their members’
liberty seriously. Of course, Mill mentions countries such asaliid China as half-
civilized and half-barbaric. According to Mill, the Indian and thenéke once achieved
a high level of civilization; yet, they somehow lost the momentunméke further
development. Thus they have fallen into a state of cultural stagnat which the
masters are authoritarian while the subjects are subsemmenbythy of the treatment as
free persons. The underlying logic is that authoritarian regimmegers the practice of
autonomy of their citizens, thus eventually leads to the loss of tagiacity for
autonomy. It is clear for Mill by contrast that the Europeaniization is the only one
that kept moving forward, reaching the highest level of developmenmol endows the
“civilized” European countries with a mission to spread thisdivee to other parts of the
world.

It is beyond doubt that Mill wrote these passages out of good mrerttis
genuine concern for the people living in “backward” societies cdalbkne by line as if
toward children. Despite Mill's altruistic commitment to cizéi barbarian societies,
however, it is easy to see how the logic of development can be siseshaer cover for
imperialism. The idea that a group of people must reach a certaingbaievelopment in
order to claim their freedom is nothing but an excuse for dexfidhe potential to
develop their agency that might bring about a new change. énisat in Mill's defense
of freedom that the conception of man as a progressive being hasntb& moral value.
True to this ideal, he nods to the possibility of improvement of “enbasocieties.”
Nevertheless, there is no explanation of how the deferral of tiegeraf freedom can
eventually lead to its development. Furthermore, he is fully atisatesocieties cannot
acquire freedom anterior to the time when men become capablg@miving themselves

by free and equal discussion.
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The truth is quite contrary: colonialism has generated enormous e@nomi
political, and social cost. Economically, many resources, and atasnerable slaves,
were “legally” transferred to Europe or North America. Poliygamany third world
countries in Africa still suffer from enmity created and fostieby European colonizers
among diverse groups. Socially, past memories of subjection sighweavily on the
former colonized as an onerous burden to overcome. Colonization only opgresses
mind of colonized through internalizing the hierarchy with rewanas$ punishments
even if they may be already used to oppression and dominance under & dedpot
Such are a few examples of the wounds that a paternalistic doldei@an leave in the
consciousness of the colonizE8.

In sum, Mill holds that we should not interfere with others’ freedoressnit
prevents harming those whose freedom is violated. In Mill's fraonevtherefore
colonialism does not conflict with the principle of liberty sinices to the benefit of the
“backward” peoples. However, a closer examination of what it maftsarm others”

reveals the hypocrisy of the double standard.
(2) Karl Marx: Oriental Despotisiws Asiatic Mode of Production

Now | shall turn to Marx’s idea of development in contrashtd df Mill. It was
Karl Marx who aptly exposed the greed of capitalism impligitMill's espousal of
benign despotism and endorsement of colonial exploitation. In criticizengginous acts
of exploitation and the vile pursuit of interests in the colonial reality, Marmsel#nat the
idea of progress degrades rather than improves them. Rhetoriealgks: “Has it [the
bourgeoisie] ever effected a progress without dragging individuals apdepethrough
blood and dirt, through misery and degradatidi?’Marx rightly pointed out the
hypocrisy of liberal imperialism that we examined above withouhgoénclined to

redeem in as in Kant.

1% See Frantz Fanoithe Wretched of the Eartirans. by Richard Philcox (New York: Grove Press,
2003[1963]).

197 Karl Marx, The Marx-Engels Readeedited by Robert C. Tucker (New York: W.W. Norton, 1978);
also cited by Thomas McCarthiRace, Empire, and the Idea of Human Developnf€ambridge
University Press, 2009), p. 178.
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Nevertheless, in an interesting way, Marx shares the enligbténegacy from
Kant on the linear trajectory of historical development. All therhl evils are not to be
redeemed through an internal logic, but to be transcended by &ssd@asformation.
Of course, the end state of the historical progress, that is, the 9deiety that he
envisioned is very different from that of Mill; yet, the commitiheto linear
understanding of history remains unchanged. It is for this reasordéispite Marx’
virulent criticism of liberal universalism, his theory is notiegty innocent from the
fundamental problems that he accuses the liberals of.

From the materialist point of view, Marx holds that each sodiat/a different
mode of production, namely, a whole network of producing and maintaining social needs.
Marx draws a line of logical development based on an abstractitwe afucial features
of these material conditions. According to Marx’s analysigphisal development comes
in five stages: primitive communism, slave society, feudalapitalism and socialism.
The mechanism Marx uses to explain this historical movemetiieisso-called class
struggle. Roughly speaking, the idea of class struggle assumabilges of internal
conflicts in each mode of production due to the limited ownership of tiek maans of
production of the particular society. The internal antagonisms, dingoto Marx,
necessarily call for the abolition of the old system and furthemsformation into a new
level of material condition. A renewed material relationship wiscballed “the basis”
will then bring forth further changes in politics, cultures, relng, and all that Marx
regards as being dependent on the material condition.

In this linear understanding of historical unfolding, the previous stagewed
as a necessary condition for the next stage. Thus in his destopworld development,
capitalism, even though it is fraught with evil, is portrayed peeasocialist stage that is
also necessary for this historical transformation. Capitalig@wikis only an inevitable
step toward the destined future. The theodicy element beconaesrciarx in so far as
the indicated capitalistic vices are considered as neces$amyents for historical
progress. In Marx, the previous stages are directed to the socialist tranisior#ad we
already know the face of the future.

The postulation of a linear path in history, however, not only jastifiut also

encourages uses of violence to the extent that it precipitatggdbess. As a midwife
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accelerates the process of a life giving, a revolution thus quidkensecessary birth
pang. A revolution, a bloody culmination of the torrent of history, is #hnscessary evil.
The idea that evil in human history will become good in the end ie orare used to
justify atrocities of violence in wars and revolutions.

After all, Marx’s materialist account of historical progressanchored in the
essentialist idea of humanit}? Marx holds that only in socialism can humanity realize
its fullest capacities. Modern industrialization develops only allspzat of human
capacity due to the division of labor, obstructing the fullest devedaprof the multi-
faceted potential of human being. The malaise of modernity is,diwcgoio Marx, the
denial of the capacity that humanity can create its natureherspecies-being.” Marx
argues the idea of “species-bei@@aftungswesehn is already determined by the totality
of material relations, and thus is distinct from assuming humtmenas the permanent
essence of humanity. However, ethical components cannot be compkgiahated from
this idea of species-being in that there is a normative statikards not historically
relative. Marx is essentialist under this interpretation as &snge postulates something
that needs to be realized and restored from all alienating productive relggnshi

At this point, Marx’s analysis of “the Asian mode of production’nsedo be
worth noting**® Marx’s account of “the Asiatic mode of production” is importamtdur
purpose because it opens up a possibility of mutual influence betweienerdif
civilizations in his account of social transformation. It presentwitisa rather different
picture than his predecessors. Nevertheless, the presupposition of aecibiuil
development toward one goal obstructs this potential in his theory.

Marx’s historical prognosis shares a great deal witheHegcheme of historical
development. Hegel also schematizes historical development asathang process of
reason in four successive stages: the oriental, the GreeRothan and the Germanic
world. Despite the apparent difference in their explanatory mexhapetween Marx’s
historical materialism and Hegel's speculative philosophy obhystthe influence of
Hegel and even Kant on Marx is easily detectable in their common daraation of so-

198 5cott Meikle Essentialism in the Thought of Karl Mai@pen Court Publisher, 1985).
199 For a detailed discussion on the theoretic and practical iiplis of the Asiatic mode of
production in Marxism, see Du-Yul Sondufklarung und EmanzipationDie Bedeutung der
asiatischen Welt bei Hegel, Marx und Max WeliBarlin: Express Edition, 1987), ch. 3.
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called “oriental despotism.” Perhaps it is reasonable to lstythese thinkers’ critical
insight was just not strong enough to question the age-old binary worldview, i.e., freedom
of the ancient Greek and the unfreedom of the Orient, one thatdihssway since
Herodotus of the ancient Greeks.

During his exile in London in mid 1850s, Marx published a couple afl@stion
the so-called “Asiatic mode of production” Mew York Daily TribuneHis analysis of
Asian forms of economy, of China and India in particular, added a unigsigepéve on
the Marxist conception of historical progress. First of all, hendsfthe basis of the
Eastern civilizations as the lack of private property. The ¢tdigkivate property prohibits
accumulation of capital and industrial capitalism. He observesathsteat a significant
portion of property belongs to the communities in small village&sia. Explaining the
phenomenon, Marx appeals to climates, politics and religions; neesshethe
distinctive feature of many Asian lands, in Marx’s view, hetheir material conditions.
The pressing need to fight against harsh natural condition such astdesayflood
suggests again the need for organization of mass labor. Despotisus isonsidered a
typical as well as suitable mode of government in Asia.

To Marx as well as Mill, Asian despotism has an ambiguous ¢atmn. It
indicates the need for further development on the axis of prognéstha inability to
bring about this development by themselves. Marx claims, despite @nabi® changes
of dynasties within their continents, the Asian world has madegndisant change. In
their self-sufficient mode of political economy, they have lostrttenentum to move
along. Interestingly, Marx sees this as a failure to cafcbn the predetermined path of
history, or to even get on the path of history. Thus he notoriously claiims Indian has
no history, at least no well-known histoR?® That is to say that India and China are
deprived of history proper, as long as they fail to make a compadavielopment as
European countries.

It is brave naivety on Marx’s part to camouflage his ignordayclelaming others.
What Marx calls the lack of history of India or China is aglaable sign of

20 Karl Marx, “The Future Results of British Rule in India” in tiew York Daily TribuneAugust 8
(1853).
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ethnocentrisni®* And we have to remember that it is his understanding of histoighw
drove him to write such thing. What he calls ahistoricity of Asidy betrays the
provincial character of his own conception of history. | think hyshe same token that
industrial capitalism has profound ambivalence in Marxist analysisbegin with, the
transition to industrial mass production is the significant achieménof Western
civilization. It is a path to be trodden, only to be overcome. HelMaix’s profound
ambiguity.

Marx’s analysis of “the Asiatic mode of productioasigstische Produktions-
weisg”’ seems to me a paradigmatic example to showcase this @tgbig Marxist
writings. The Asiatic mode of production refers to the matemglity based on
communal ownership that is characteristic of ASfat the same time, the Asiatic mode
of production is related to a pre-capitalist form of society in the sugeedsvelopmental
stages. In a similar way, oriental despotism, which apmEammonly in the Asiatic
mode of production, is more or less identified with social stagnatidmarx’s historical
understanding. Now the concept of the Asiatic mode of production has topblogic
designations while it refers to a chronological link. For the corftapboth geographical
and chronological references at the same, what is relatedcestain area is being
simultaneously related to the past. But, as the wise ancieak Ges it, nothing remains
in the same water.

Within this framework, thus, the question arises as to how revolutiposisible
for a society that has not yet reached a level of bourgeoiwmltsipi. Given the Marxist

assumption that the abolition of capitalism represents progredg ihuman history,

21 Marx, of course, appreciates certain things about India and says in the saméhattindians’
submission even is “counterbalanced by a certain calm nobility, who, notwithstamgiingatural
langor Eic], have astonished the British officers by their bravery [...].” Howevexdless to say,
Marx’s students in the third world find this quote repugnant. See S. Katz, “Thieisoof
Europocentrism and Evolutionism in Marx’s Writings on ColonialismKarl Marx’s Social and
Political Thoughtvol. IV in four volumes, eds. by Bob Jessop and Russel Wheatley (New York, NY:
Routledge, 1999).

22 The relationship between the Asiatic mode of production and the sfaprimitive communism
has been a much-discussed topic and yet has no clear-cut ansigs. piint, it is noteworthy that
communal ownership in the Asiatic mode of production is related to the pastenttiis an aspect of
future in Marxist historical understanding. Since socialism purauession of communal ownership
ultimately, the concept contains features of both past and futueeD&& ul SongAufklarung und
EmanzipationDie Bedeutung der asiatischen Welt bei Hegel, Marx und Max WBbdin: Express
Edition, 1987).
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where is the place for pre-capitalist societies that sidst by side with capitalist society?
Can they also avail themselves of a revolution or are theysfilgect to modernization
just to rehearse the misery of capitalism, whose demise Marself predicts? It is not
my aim to evaluate the validity of Marx’ justification of saltcsm or his postulation of a
particular path of history. My goal is rather to point out theriak dilemma that
manifests itself due to the very conception of linear development.

It is a big irony of history that a Marxist revolution waslized, albeit for only
several decades, in backward Asia, not in industrialized Europeaspvedicted. Both
Russia and China belonged to, in Marx’s analysis, pre-capitalatparts of the world.
The difficulty of interpreting the concept of “the Asiatitode of production” therefore
became a more pressing issue. In order to acknowledge the inagisfe agency in
Asian lands, many Slavic and Asian Marxists tried to eitladsiff or modify the
troubling concept of the Asiatic mode of production. The historical “Leningrad debate
the Marxist camp, finally resolved that “the Asiatic mode oddpiction” is not a
geographically defined concept, but merely refers to a stage wersal development
process. It is a chronological characterization of an initial phase of sad@@eelopment
that is to be found in all civilizations including Europe, not only inaAgh other words,
the debate resolved the theoretic tension of the concept by wi@po¥ing its content of
anything Asian. If the characteristics are universal sgmptof early civilizing societies,
it has no reason to be called “Asian.” It could have had a compleifééyent name
without any relation to Asia.

Furthermore the linear conception of historical development igglitawith
practical variations. Whenever the historical logic of developnsetd be applied, it is
virtually impossible to find any one single community that fite ithte description. Quite
contrary to the monotonous description of pre-capitalist societigan,A8frican and
Latin American all have a too complex reality. Although thegy share common
features that are theoretically important, these overarchiega#es are utterly unable to
capture the complexity of their own traditions, different politiagendas and distinct
cultural values. In particular, social developments happen in the nexpartfular
circumstances such as independence movements or nationalistic metamrn2ften the

democratic claim for political autonomy comes into conflict vaigtternalistic deferral of
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agency in the name of development. The suggestion of universal efagdgglopment
cannot be “applied” to any of real societies precisely becalisgs abstraction in its
caricaturing social relationships and schematizing various ¢onslitlt is only through
confronting their contemporary socio-economic condition that one can mgéaty talk
about the meaning of liberation, be whatever their past shackles are.

Walter Benjamin, amid the insanity of the World War Il, claimed thabéhief in
the progress of human history is nothing but a mirage coveringgbifesst oppressions.
The expected achievement of the goal of history does not justifyufiiering of innocent
victims. He thus claims that the task of philosophy of history Aftischwitzis to unbury
the past wreckage hidden behind the cover of enlightenment. Only thratigh a
remembering anonymous victims of the past, Benjamin arguesye®e pushed out of
the rail of madness called “progress” which would otherwise daNeof us to a
destructive end. It is a kind of claim that | consider to be a serious chaltetigeidea of
progress. Now my question is then whether the idea of development ardgess
victimizes some populations for the sake of others? In the faltpWwshall consider such

claims.

4. Post-Development?

In the second half of the last century, the idea of developrnmmrished once
more as a guiding principle of social change. After World Wamlch of humanitarian
or nationalist projects have been designed based on the idea thatahdedtcountries
of Europe and North America came to be seen as models for sbaiefisia, Africa and
South America. Modernization was seen as the necessary meawsr¢come cultural
backwardness and to sever societies from the traditional supesstitfvost of all,
economic development takes up the role of the flagship in the develogdmeotirse,
pulling social, cultural and political development along with it. Indes@bus economic
development plans are common to people who lived in industrializing caurtri¢his

framework, the future is divided into 5-year plans to achieveifspgmpals. Often it
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suggests the economic growth with reference to Gross Domesiduct or Gross
National Product; but it naturally infiltrates bit by bit into citizen’srgday life.

Against this backdrop, severe criticisms are leveled agaimst idea of
development. The rejection of the idea of development has been widedy straong
postcolonial and poststructuralist thinkers towards the end of theelatsiry. Their thesis,
roughly, is that a variety of development policies have never beeessial; and even
worse, they are harmful to the populations that they attempt to helpl. examine
historical lessons that we can learn from Latin America andespaits of Asia. |
appreciate the critical insights of post-development thinkers;rim@bess, | think there
are two common misunderstandings in their critiques. The graveseprobshall argue,
comes from compromising political rights for economic developmenér Adt, my goal
is to argue for a balanced account between the espousal of economic developntent and t

complete rejection of the idea of development.

Latin America:The steep disparity in wealth between North and Latin America
has invited various forms of development policies in Latin Americartie past half
century. Here is a sketchy portrait of developmentalism imLAtherica. Initially the
underdevelopment in Latin America was linked to their internal conditions -asuctes,
culture and tradition - in need of external help. A common responsestartalysis was
to introduce advanced foreign systems to replace indigenous ones.&etthes lack of
accumulated capital to make investments, foreign loans were intcbdaceirn, natural
resources were exported to help produce commodities for the use ofrialichest
countries. Many countries, however, failed to make expected ecogoovith and pay
back their debts. Soon they are caught in a vicious circle tofcasknore foreign
investment.

Since the 70s, Neo-Marxists put forth “dependency theory” arguiag the
underdevelopment of Latin America is not due to internal reasons batnaixt
circumstances that reinforces its dependency. They argue thpoikey of the third
world occurs because the first world continually extracts capital from ttoeviborld. The
first world lends it back to Latin American countries in the foohslevelopment funds

and loans, only to exacerbate their dependency. In this account,otted gconomy
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permanently creates “centers” and “peripheries.” It lives orsyiséem that structurally
generates this binary distinction where wealth flows mostly ome direction.

Underdevelopment is the underside of development - they are not contiegoesces
that one can move from one to the other.

Majid Rahnema, an Iranian former diplomat, argues that the oiggobf
development was “a deceitful mirage” or “a recurring nightthénat had acted as a
factor of division, exclusion and discrimination rather than of libemafor the suffering
populations?® In reality, the process of development benefits only a small ityinor
profiteers and “devastates the very foundations of socialnitb@se countries.” Arturo
Escobar, a Colombian anthropologist, argues in a similar vein thadetelopment
discourse is a mechanism of control that is as effective amthstxé as their colonial
dominance€® The development policies in the South are forms of neo-imperigtiam
maintain, in particular, the U.S. hegemony over the resources and pmmilat the
South.

Seen this way, development policies are forms of expansiorp#ialem in
disguise. The entrenched hierarchy between the rich and the pomisimsar influence
to that of imperialist colonialism in this respect. As colon@atripples the mind of the
colonized in that they internalize the imposed superior values aghsoghéhey must
imitate, development has comparable effects to the mind oftthens. It is like running
a race they join too late, therefore can never win.

Interesting, it is argued, this process cripples the mind afdlomizers more than
the colonized. The colonizers are also harmed to the extent tlyafatheictim to the
skewed objectification of others. Once colonial consciousness had takan the mind
of everybody affected by colonialism, the psychological effebtisl to undo even after
the formal ending of colonialism. It is to argue that “the coldiomaof mind” - a mental

process of internalizing domination and obedience - left victims witlyout winners.

23 Majid Rahnema, “Introductionto The Post-Development Readeds. By Majid Rahnema and
Victoria Bawtree (London & New Jersey: Zed Books, 1997), p. X.

294 Arturo Escobar, “The Making and the Unmaking of the Third World through Develapin The
Post-Development Readep. 85-93.

122



The antidote to this effect is a conscious effort to “decolonize’and, be it the former
colonizers or the coloniz&d®

Many post-developmentalist thinkers draw on Foucault’'s genealagnalysis on
the intertwinement of power and knowledge. That is to say, theytloéatevelopment
itself reflects existent patterns of hegemony; moreovgreipetuates the hierarchical
relationship. The norms generated by development discourse mustuoolerecritical
eyes since their validity comes from the current power oglghip, it is argued. The
“assumed” universal values on which the idea of development &dbm® inevitably
ethnocentric, thus doomed to fail to address different peoples livindfénedit cultures.
Thus, Escobar further argues that the cure cannot be found withifnatimework, but
only from giving up this entire framework. For a new way ohkimg, the concept of
development must be completely dismantled.

Newly Developed Asian Countrida the 80s, economists characterized a group
of Asian countries under the name of the Newly Industrialized Cesn{NIC), often
identified with “the four tigers” indicating South Korea, Sipgee, Hong Kong and
Taiwan?*® These Asian countries went through a remarkable economic groveth rat
surpassing their counterparts in the third world league. Mosteofi inanaged economic
growth despite their colonial past. Their economies also had highdEpey on foreign
capital investment and technological transfer. The successs# Asan countries was
often used to disprove the universal validity of the dependency thebrpmpvard by
Neo-Marxists. However, there are too many other circumstagiBatents, geologically
and politically, to draw this conclusion. Too much depends on a varieaciir$ to use
the cases of Asian countries to defeat the dependency theory of the neddVarxis

Among others, the economic development of those Asian countries s ofte
attributed by the neo-Marxists to so-called “development dithip.” Authoritarian
leaders such as Lee Kuan Yew, the former prime ministemglafore and Park Chung-
Hee, the former president of South Korea gave priority to econgnoveth over political

rights. The so-called “Lee thesis” or “Park syndrome” holdsttieiescape from poverty

295 Ashis Nandy, “Colonization of the MindThe Post-Development Readep. 168-177.
2081t must be noted that the recent characterization of NICs doéschade these countries anymore;
instead it nowadays refers to China, India and Brazil.
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takes precedence over full democratization. While denyingy@drantee of political and
civil rights of their citizens, they argue that satisfysampnomic needs serves the country
in the long run. Their statements suggest a dichotomy between ecodevelopment
and political rights. A slightly different variation has it thamiting political rights of
citizens actually encourages economic growth of a country; aneeiment of political
rights delays economic growth. It is not hard to believe that hafsbr conditions
backed by the authoritarian government help maintain low labor costh wehcrucial for
export-led economic growth.

Those who are sympathetic to the neo-Marxist position go on o @at that the
success of authoritarian rule in these countries is often atttibuteultural particularity.
Namely authoritarian politics is suitable for Asian circums&s due to the underlying
Confucian culture that emphasizes order and discipline. It may bethat in such
cultural contexts, there still might be greater inclinatioadoept authoritarianism, yet it
does not mean that the citizens of Asian countries are prone t&efdrsar full-blown
rights. Most notably, this explanation does not take into consideratiodetinecratic
movements led by many Asian populaces. The massacre of Kwangjorea of the
1980 or the much forgotten massacre of the Tiananmen Square in Chirdl®B® were
just a few examples of how pro-democracy protests violerdigked down by their own
governments. What about the revolution in Arabic countries in 2011? Theseng®pri
illustrate that the approach to connect a particular culture withitgotherefore claim
that it is subject to authoritarian rule, fails to consider pasdmlaims for guarantee of
political and civil rights.

We have to remember that in these state-run industrialized countrie®preset
is often an anti-colonialist slogan. Nationalism or patriotisnoften opposed to
something externally forced upon. When economic growth is connected {uotiiisal
agenda, the deferral of freedom under the name of development remaitesed as set
by their former colonialists. In these contexts, the agency taspeembers is invariably
neglected. Democratic principles are again sacrificed fosdke of economic efficiency.
As foreign development organizations in underdeveloped countries deéintatget”

populations of their program, that is, objects of a variety of inttiwe, development
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dictators also regard their citizens as means to further overatiomic growth of the
nation while denying individual members’ rights.

Furthermore, successful transformation of the NICs countries fatler
democracies after reaching a certain economic level seenssipport the cause of
authoritarian rule. The case of South Korea which has become one @ C&@tries
along with its former colonizer Japan, for 36 years, fuels the ndisdussed debate
whether the consequence can justify the means, or the debate oh temes first’
between political rights and economic needs. However, is it unreasamatilink that
this young democratic country could have achieved a similar leffeéconomic
development without several decades of dictatorship? Even if itinvasssible to
achieve economic development at such speed, is the price worth paying?

All these hypothetical questions are hard to answer, parlicwéh the presence
of famine-stricken North Korea just across the border. Surelgtbeems to be a strong
positive correlation between democratic maturity and economic proyspgdowever, the
correlation is not strong enough to build a causal relationship. Thest Hre same time
quite strong counter-evidence. Kerala, a relatively poor communitylia boasts higher
level of the members’ well-being brought up by political opennests gemocratic
deliberatior’®’ On the other hand, even in an overall wealthy country as US, groups of
blacks and Hispanics suffer from egregious deprivations and iessdtven if we
concede for the sake of argument that it is probable that ecomemis can be better
satisfied that way, compromising political rights in favor of economic needs wouitetdo t
citizens harm which cannot be replaced. After all, political rights havesitnvorth.

To the contrary, it is perhaps an uneasy truth that when fagingme poverty,
most people would choose escaping the misery of destitution over haliidown
political rights?®® We are still living in a world where people endure abominable. pai
People risk foreseeable injuries, and often life itself toerakouple of dollars. Perhaps
it is a luxury to talk about human rights, when poverty makes peoigkerable. Without
material basics, there wouldn't be much to do with their fullyrgoted rights and

297 Amartya Sen discusses Kerala as an example in many places of thB®eslpment as Freedom
(New York: Anchor Books, 2000), chs. 4, 5 and 6; Rawls also disctlisesxample. John Rawils,
ThelLaw of People¢Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), p. 110.

298 Amartya SenDevelopment as Freedom. 146.
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liberties. Extreme poverty numbs people’s mind to the extentlibgtdometimes fail to
see the value of freedom. Such is the force of poverty. When mledhthe miseries of
human beings because of the lack of basic economic needs, @hef idevelopment, it
seems, cannot be jettison@d toto. This is in no way to support the problematic
authoritarian politics; yet, | would like to point out that it doeshete to be framed as
an ‘either/or’ question between economic development and political freedom.

The core of the development plans and policies relate tadézethat there are
miseries that can be prevented with organized human effores éntics of the idea of
development recognize the need for systematic changes in thetmwicled third world.
No matter what it is called, there are people who suffer froreigtent poverty, and
extensive violence. Without guiding principles, what are their meanssist oppressive
or regressive social injustice? Uma Narayan powerfully dessrthe importance of

upholding universal values in cross-cultural context even at the charge of colga@/: le

One thing I want to say to all who would dismiss my feministotsins of
my culture, using my “westernization” as a lash, is that myherts pain
too has rustled among the pages of all those books | have reqditihat
constituted my “westernization,” and has crept into all the s@$chkave

ever packed for my several exif@8.

In cases of human rights violations, those values are set as gpidiogles to which
individuals or societies may look to in their attempt to rise abbgenteight of social
reality. We must ask if deprivations can be satisfied andrimssean be restrained, what
can be done about them? As long as the idea of development is nasume@xcuse to
deny political rights, even with a promissory note, | think ittils Sensible to revisit the
idea of development. Overcoming these problems is ultimatelgdbential part of the

practice of development.

29 Uma NarayanDislocating Cultures: Identities, Traditions and Third-World Femsin{Routledge,

1997), pp. 7-8.
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5. Toward A Critical Development Theory

In light of cosmopolitan justice theorizing, concerns about global itiggaéso
give good reasons to support a theory of development. The core idéat ishé
satisfaction of basic economic needs shall promote the guaminpesitical rights of
individuals. As we have seen earlier, the satisfaction of economeds and the
guarantee of political rights have a very complex connection. Whattiin is that there
is a considerable correlation between these two, and further, exttepnivation of one
accompanies extreme deprivation of the other. In this context | tintla viable option
for us is to revisit the idea of development so that it aimsdtisfying basic economic
needs to the extent that it helps boost people’s political rightthtfpurpose, | would
like to suggest a ‘threshold’ conception of basic economic needs.

Opponents of the idea of development detest the idea that diffeagiepavill
and ought to progress in the one and the same direction. When tloee psedefined
goal for humanity, it will suppress the values of different pathdiféérent cultures and
deny each individual’s rights in order to hasten the process to teacoal. If the
concept of development is used as such an excuse for continuatioffesing and
deprivation, there is no reason to support this idea. | fully share ghaise of human
plurality and of coexisting differences. What | do not share, howey¢he assumption
that the idea of development can never be reconciled with dmascbf universal values
and the respect for cultural plurality.

Post-development thinkers rightly claim that the idea of sodletatlopment has
harmful effects; yet, they have not come up with any alternasvi® what we as global
citizens ought to do facing extreme poverty and injustice in spanes of the world.
What does this moral acknowledgement practically behoove us to do? Raimgiving
up on the idea of development entirely, | argue that we direldtged to refine this idea
in order to focus on its untainted moral commitment. Based on whatameedd from
lessons of the past, it then requires us to sift out what has caused its misagpumepria

For this purpose, we must hold on to a theoretic distinction between economic and
social development. The idea of development that we must discard Bnéhehat

suggests that there is one final goal, with a definite shapedomrach all societies will
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eventually move. The idea of development that we must retain @théhat focuses on
the enhancement of the satisfaction of the individual basic needs witbloering that
history necessarily embodies movement from a lesser to ar lstttge of social
development. On a practical level, the distinction will, of courseoine fuzzy because
economic development would bring along patterns of social behavats will
accommodate the change. However, the distinction is important betawilejive us a
room to make cross-cultural comparisons without falling into ethnacantpulses. In
this way, we could still say a particular stage is “supetgr’some criterion to another,
thus justifying an evaluation or even a “hierarchy” against whadial improvement is
measure. An adequate conception of development would enable us to giatét that is
valid for everyone, but would claim that different groups are atrdifitepoints or stages
in a given respect with respect to that stale.

In this regard, | concur with McCarthy that realizing theedtf of past ideas of
development does not force us to be completely skeptical about thid-idd, it seeks a
notion of development that forgoes transcendental implications that de&nenique
idea of the good, a notion of development without transcendental imptisadven as a
regulative idea a la Kant. Without a clearly defined shapkeofuture, we can still work
with general guidelines. This is what | take McCarthy'srsien of “a critical
development theory” intends to d&"

In a similar vein, | would like to propose that the idea of devedirehould be
adopted only as a threshold concept, not as an overarching goal. The hdckneye
disjunction between their theories and their actions of the devetapiiseourse comes
from a perfectionist desire to precipitate the final resaoltorder to achieve the desired
goal, individuals have been considered as merely a means to fargthgoal. As long as

the idea of development justifies compromising fundamental principldseodlism such

#9To come up with such universally valid criteria would require amopheject that easily goes
beyond the scope of this dissertation. However, in order to give a ideauas for the possibility of
such a conception of inter-cultural discourse, see Lorenzo Simpsernfinished Project: Toward a
Postmetaphysical HumanisfNew York: Routledge, 2001). For a more recent discussion of thee sam
author, “Critical Interventions: Towards a Hermeneutical Rejei” in Critical Intercultural
Hermeneutics: Challenges and Possibilitieslited by Ming Xie (Toronto, University of Toronto
Press), forthcoming.

21 Thomas McCarthyRace, Empire, and the Idea of Human Developn@ambridge University
Press, 2009), p. 222.
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as liberty and autonomy, | think it is doing harm to some intrindigevaf humanity. It
must be confined to facilitate individuals’ basic capacity. Thus threshold conception
of development implies that even when an overall greater economifit ieegpected, it
must be given up if it impedes substantial freedom of certambees. In a sense, we
have to learn that the proper notion for us is, to wit, “good enough devetwpbut not
“perfect development?*?

It is worth recalling that an adequate concept of human developmeintze
space for different forms of development. To these questions, thies vabrcritical
theorists are particularly illuminating. Many have observedttie@process of modernity
has grown with self-reflexivity to correct its problefidModernization has generated
internal mechanisms that can problematize its internal confemocratic deliberation
and collective action are cardinal components of the self-reflg>af modernity. The
concept of “multiple modernities” must not give way to the ideth@fone and only form
of modernity. Universality is indeed not equivalent to uniformity.

In order to sustain this plurality of development, it is importanbpen up the
discourse to non-Western perspectives. Without listening to their owasydiow do we
know what constitutes the urgency of others’ needs? We need to jeroghmone on the
underrepresented voices. This is where democratic virtues havetenpipertance for
a critical development theory. Democratic practices, that i) digeussions, activism of
oppositional parties and freedom of press and media, altogetheresuttie presence of
multiple voices** A higher aggregated income does not really address individual needs
without democratic processes. How to distribute social weaitbel$ a political concern
at its core which should not be compromised.

In sum, a critical theory of global development complimentsmopslitan
commitments to ensure individuals’ basic capabilities as autonongmrgsa We are
living in a closely interconnected global society, where selfaipat nation states are no
longer the norm. The most vulnerable and the most deprived make adeguat claims
for collective actions of global citizens. The urgency of theintlsupport practices of

#2| am indebted to Dr. Lorenzo Simpson for introducing me to this metaphexpression, which

he took from Donald Winnicott's idea of “Good enough Mother.”

213 Jirgen Habermas;ommunication and the Evolution of Socjetyans. by Thomas McCarthy
gBeacon Press, 1979 [1976]).

14 Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompsd@reliberative DemocracyPrinceton University Press, 2004).
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development. Nevertheless, along with Benjamin’s insight, we mustysal abide by
certain rule of the mind in order to remember the irreparabferswgs and irrevocable

losses in the past generated under the name of development.

6. Chapter Conclusion

This chapter examined the role of the idea of development in costaopol
thought. Kant's subscription to the idea of historical progress, deljgiteritique of
colonialism, breeds a dilemma between Kant's commitment to rare¢rsalism and
his explanation of societal development. | have traced variationseo$ame logic in
Mill’'s defense of liberalism and Marx’s analysis of so@aliin the subsequent century.
Despite their distinctive variations, the idea of development tintk amgain betrays a
double-sidedness in that the thinkers deny full-blown autonomous agencyckavénd’
civilizations precisely because of their linear understandindistory. Despite the
altruistic commitment to civilize “barbarian” societies, tldea all too often justifies
violence and injustice towards the vulnerable.

| then examined the claims of “post-development” that seeks to dwne with
the idea of development. Postcolonial and poststructuralist thinkers #ragt the idea of
development is hopelessly entwined with Eurocentrism, and thuslyras#d as a
political cover for imperialism. The idea of progress based ost&kfe models breeds
more domination and exploitation than it actually promises to dure.antidote to its
intrinsic “hypocrisy,” they argue, is thoroughly cleansing oundvof the idea of uni-
directional development, rather than trying to modify it by piecemeal oegisi

However, for cosmopolitanism conceived as an ethical and politiogapy |
claimed that the logic of development cannot be simply jettisonedodstedevelopment
arguments raise adequate concerns and critiques, yet theydiguevided any practical
alternative in the face of extreme global injustice. As acleion, | have proposed a
threshold concept of development in order to avoid the danger of fallingteréhe
temptation to sacrifice individuals’ political rights in order &aolvance societal or

economic development. After all, paying homage to Immanuel Kargfysad) economic
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needs without political rights is blind; guaranteeing politicahtgsgwithout economic

basics is empty.
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Chapter Five: Kant and the Problem of Race Revisited

1. Introduction

As a cosmopolitan thinker, Kant is viewed as a critic on violenckeigjustice
done in European colonies in his times. Kant criticizes the European expansioaiss pol
and the vices done to colonies in “Toward Perpetual Peace [1795].” its what
“inhospitable conduct of the civilized states of our continent” looks upon AmeridaaAf
and the Spice Islands etc. as a discovery and as ownerleswigsrifor the native
inhabitants were counted as nothing.” He further observes that e gfreommercial
trades in tandem with European troops lead to “oppression of the natisiésment of
the various Indian states to widespread wars, famine, insurrecti@chéary and the
whole litany of evils which can afflict the human raé&”

Emmanuel Eze nevertheless includes Kant amongst ‘racisth&migent
thinkers.?*® Eze claims that the work of Kant, along with many other enlight@nm
thinkers, are full of observations and interpretations that atmiech with ‘racial’
prejudices, in effect, disguised in the name of science or philgstpbne of his earlier

essay, Kant writes notoriously,

Father Labat reports that a Negro carpenter, whom he régador
haughty treatment of his wives, replied: “You whites are realsfdolr

first you make concede so much to your wives, and then you complain
when they drive you crazy.” And it might be something here worth
considering, except for the fact that this scoundrel was complefstk

from head to foot, a distinct proof that what he said was stpid.

215 Kant, “Toward Perpetual Peac®litical Writings p. 106 (AK 8:358).

2% Emmanuel Chukwudi Eze, “The introduction” ®Race and the Enlightenment: A Reader
gBIackweII Publishing, 1997).

7 Kant “Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime (1764)3. by Paul Guyer, in
Anthropology, History, and Educatipreds. by Ginter Zoller and Robert B. Louden (Cambridge
University Press, 2007), p. 61 (AK 2:255).
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In fact, it is not difficult to find racist as well as seéxiemarks Kant made. Kant’s racism
nevertheless has been scandalous in the history of philosophy. Why is it so troubling?

He is the thinker who suggests that we act from duty accordiagcategorical
imperative, which tells us that it is morally right only whigév@ maxim of your actions
could become a universal law. He is the thinker who argues thay evan has a
cosmopolitan right regardless of his state boundaries and yethgsehisman diversity in
cultures, languages, and religions as a good in itself, not to ka iteeone monolithic
world state.

From a moral point of view, Kant is best known for his universadamlaw or

categorical imperatives. In various formulations of universal moral law, lagst s

1. “Act only in accordance with that maxim through which you can at the
same time will that it become a universal lagiGroundwork 4:421)

2. “So act that you use humanity, whether in your own person or in the
person of any other, always at the same time as an end, never meaxely as
means’ (Groundwork 4:429)

3. “Act only so that the will could regard itself as at the same timegjivi

universal law through its maxit(Groundwork 4: 434)

Kant further urges us to regard a rational being as ab@eto the kingdom of ends in
which one is both the author and the subject of universal laws. Thal agent is
sovereign in that it gives law to himself, not subject to theafiiny other. He famously
adds, ‘Autonomyis therefore the ground of the dignity of human nature and of every
rational nature” (Groundwork, 4:436). The dignity we grant ourselves laodeatend to
others is not based on our esteem for our character or achieyeradmr it is
fundamental respect of our humanity. Although it is not a place to deteethe
justifications of each formulation, a glimpse of them is enoughmtorm us of the
universal character of his moral philosophy.

From a political point of view, Kant gives a formulation of a copoiitan union

of nations that is dedicated to terminate all wars and enterp@tpetual peace. His
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proposal for a league of nations to achieve perpetual peace hasdsenrce of insight
for contemporary cosmopolitan thinkers. Given the global interconmexgedn our days,
his insistence on the preservation of human diversity has appealed garticularly
promising. Thus, the vision of peaceful coexistence of different peopét®ns and
cultures has been the hope for those who look for the possibility offpkiaternational
relationships.

Based on Kant's moral and political thoughts, one may expect thtwauld
have said that a more “civilized” race has no right to enslaessa“tivilized” race. Or
more adequately, we want him to say that regardless @ @iffierences, they deserve
equal respect as autonomous human beings, and that it is morallyteremgjave others
because it is treating them merely as a means to futiear grofit. One may as well
anticipate a firm condemnation of cruelty and violence involved in Euragganialism.
Nevertheless, instead of such an unswerving criticism, Kant pkat deal of troubling
and appalling records on other races. How can one resolve thigngemontradiction in
Kant’s thoughts?

The standard response to this dilemma has been dismissive &f Wahhgs on
race as insignificant part of his work, of little philosophicaluealTraditionally, Kant’s
work on race question has received little attention, which explaeselatively meager
notice of this topic in the literature. Robert Louden says, “Kantiings do exhibit
many private prejudices and contradictory tendencies. (...) But Kahé&ery is
fortunately stronger than his prejudices, and it is the theory achwvgilosophers should
focus.”?*® Willibald Klinke also ignores Kant's theory on race in his pollitighilosophy
and simply writes, “Kant's eyes are fixed upon a kingdom of justié These
dismissive assessment or indifferent omission of Kant's work anhias been the main
target of criticism in the recent scholarship.

In light of the revival of his cosmopolitan thought, recent studies hlavninated
Kant’s work on racial hierarchy, white supremacy and pro-slaveant'& racism has
been revisited and criticized frequently because of its immitai his ethical and

218 Robert LoudenKant's Impure EthicgOxford University Press, 2002), p. 105; also quoted in
Pauline Kleingeld, “Kant's Second Thoughts on Ralie® Philosophical Quarterly/ol. 57, No. 229
SOctober 2007), p. 582.

P willibald Klinke, Kant for EverymarfNew York: Collier Books, 1951).
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political philosophy. Kant’s philosophy has been criticized as intailg inegalitarian,
thus his vision of peaceful coexistence of different peoples and nadigihssory and
hypocritical. With regard to Kant's cosmopolitanism, in partigukant’s racist remarks
seem to be deeply self-undermining. | think Kant’s remarks onwiaez-vis his ethical
universalism and political federalism invites, no, commands us to thinlt aboth
sincerity of his commitment and consistency of his project.

Reading Kant's prejudicial remarks on non-white races, one miglie ahat
Kant is not to be blamed for his racism because he did not knowedigy. brruly, it
would be anachronistic to attribute ‘racism’ to him, as we underitaoday??° Hannah
Arendt traces the history of race thinking in the eighteenth geiurope as one of
many opinions - only a fiction not a truth - that happened to enter prgalm for
political mobilization??! The theory of moral luck raises an interesting question and
would ask for a detailed historical evidence for Kant’s culpabilitythds point, however,
| would like to suspend my judgment as to whether Kant is blameyfththis morally
repulsive beliefs or attitudes to non-white races. There tiagscase that Kant is not a
victim of ignorance when it comes to racial differences. Kaneldgs his theory of race,
which is a sign that it is not a regrettable personal prejudiaéscomes out of due
reflection. The records of other theorists such as Herder - Kéorther student - who
seem to have “more enlightened” opinions on other races indicptessibility that Kant
could have thought otherwise but he chose nét“®he traditional position simply did

#20\What racism means invites a long discussion itself. The Oxford dictionamgsié¢fie word ‘racism’

as belief that all members of each race possess chasacsenr abilities specific to that race. Beyond
this descriptive level, however, it often dissolves into a b#liaf a certain race is inferior or superior
to another race because of those characteristics attached Awmcdrdingly, racism implies
discrimination and antagonism directed against a different raed Ibassuch a belief, with or without
the intention to promote such racial prejudices. As such, Bernarcamélicalls racism as a ‘thick
ethical concept’ in that it is both descriptive and prescripttvmay refer to the fact someone merely
assigns certain characteristics to a race; it may inmalythe person is blameworthy for doing such an
action or holding such an attitude. Therefore, whether toxsagdmeone, an action or an attitude - is
racist’ is to claim thak is blameworthy requires closer examination. If there is navenabntent in
this claim, then we can conclude thats morally culpable. See Bernard Williantsthics and the
Limits of PhilosophyCambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985). | am indebted to RadovSky
for clear analysis on the normative contents of racism, whoet bt the Conference in the Social and
Political Thoughts at York University, Toronto in 2011.

221 Hannah Arendt, “Race-Thinking before Racisifiie Review of Politic8 (1944): 36-73.

222 5ee Johann Gottfried Herder, “Organization of the Peoples of a&frin Race and the
Enlightenment: A Readeed. by Emmanuel Chukwudi Eze (Blackwell Publishing, 1997).
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not seem to realize the importance of race question in Kant khsasvén political
philosophy in general. Kant’s thought on race does impair some of tleetéasis of his
moral universalism that the project toward perpetual peace espouses.

The goal of this chapter is to meet this challenge. Kant’s raciakksrmshould not
be judged accidental coincidence or personal prejudices thus canpbe disposed of. |
sympathize with the worries that in order to revive Kantian cosritap@m, his thought
on race need to be taken seriously. Acknowledging that his foionlaft cosmopolitan
union does have deeply troubling and uncomfortable aspects, | neverthglesshat it
does not force us to abandon his political as well as moral visan.rot saying that it
would be committing a phony refutation to challenge Kant's ethéoad political
philosophy based on his racial remarks. It is important to looknhagh¢enment
philosophy through a critical lens, especially when it comésstees of racial and gender
discrimination. However, | do not endorse this wholesale rejectiormonf&ethics on the
ground of his racist attitude. It is because critiques of uraliens often lead to cynical
relativism or political realism.

Now the first group represented by Eze suspects Kant's urligersa& not
innocent for his willful racism and suggests that we should divexga it. On the
contrary, another group represented by Muthu and Kleingeld attemptss¢ue the
fundamental commitments of his moral and political philosophy froenctiossfire by
claiming that Kant revised his racist thought at some point icdriser. Although | am
sympathetic to their goal, | shall argue that the evidencelwdtiows a discontinuation
of Kant’'s racist attitude is not sufficiently strong to convirneary readers. Rather,
Kant’'s position on race seems to have remained throughout his. ddseeontention is
that focusing on the role of racism in his project for cosmopolitanism does notardgess
force us to give up genuinely universalistic morality, but rabietrays one of his false
premises on the relationship between morally good persons and gyligicadl citizens.
In the following, | shall examine Kant's thought on race, and thenctwapeting views
on his race thinking. Ultimately, | shall show why race thinking wat a real dilemma
in Kant's framework, while | will criticize it in order to pmote Kant's own

cosmopolitan ideal.
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2. Kant’s Thoughts on Race

Based on voluminous research, Kant left several independent aditleasce
guestions. Kant's theory of race appears in mainly three publishegses©f the
Different Races of Human Beings (1775, expanded later in 1777)"efietation of the
Concept of a Human Race (1785), and “On the Use of Teleologicatifes in
Philosophy (1788)” but can also be traced back to an early essagrt@tisns on the
Feelings and the Beautiful and Sublime (1764j.Along with the extended time of
publications, Kant also regularly delivered lectures on race thouichis career under
the theme of ‘anthropology’ and ‘physical geography’ which Kaatled “twin
sciences.?** Two books came out of these lectures: oneAighropology from a
Pragmatic Point of Viewwhich Kant himself edited shortly before he passed away and
the other isPhysical Geographywhich his editor Rink put together after Kant’s death.
As he is known for spending his entire life in a little port towlet! Konigsberg, the
materials of these works came from various sources suckpkwers’ travelogues or
other thinkers’ writing$?

In a simplified version, Kant’'s theory of race postulates thahthmean species
has different races. These are sub-categories, which again cdistipguished into
various sub-classifications. Kant accepts Carl Linnaeus, also kasv@arl von Linné’s
modern taxonomy that there are four typesoimo sapiensThe four kinds of human
beings - namely, Europeans, Asians, Africans and American Indenesrepresented by

their skin colors as white, yellow, black and red. The classiicaf four types is again

B These essays are includedrnmanuel Kant: Anthropology, History, and Educati¢@ambridge
University Press, 2007).

24 Interestingly, Eze points out that Kant was the first who introdtgessraphy’ and ‘anthropology’
into the curriculum in any German university, respectively in 1756187@. Both of the disciplines
are known to have provided in later years with ‘scientific’ jicgttions for colonial domination.
Interestingly, in the University of Kbnigsberg where he taught foehise career, Kant offered “as
many as 72 courses in anthropology or geography” compared to only 54 id®gicmetaphysics,
28 in moral philosophy, and 20 in theoretical physics.” Emmanuel Eze, pp. igialty cited from J.
A. May, Kant's Concept of Geography and its relation to Recent Geographical Thquginbnto,
University of Toronto Press, 1970), p. 4.

25 For detailed sources of travelers, see Bernasconi, “Who Invemte@dncept of Race?: Kant's
Role in the Enlightenment Construction of Race,’Raceedited by Robert Bernasconi, (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2001), p.14.
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linked to the four continents and the natural conditions of theirdeest In a quite
idiosyncratic manner, Kant attempts to connect the climate reiftes of four
combinations of hot/cold and dry/damp to four characteristics. Caaggarsome of his
contemporaries who argued for polygenism, that is, whites and blacks evaved
different ancestors and they belong to different species, Kaosgion is somewhat
enlightened. And yet, Kant’'s account of diverse human beings, erdbtaxkerone
humanity soon devolves to a hierarchical framework.

In theorizing race, Kant posits the existence of the originalanuspecies or ‘a
stem genus’$tammgattungin which different ‘seeds’ or ‘germsKgeime are planted by
the Nature. Depending on the interplay between external faiorsas climates and the
internal potential given as seeds, the species’ potential miaylyodeveloped or stunted.
More precisely, since Kant believes that the full development canb@nbchieved in
humanity, a people or individuals may embody a fuller or less developednity. He

claims in a teleological fashion,

This foresight of Nature to equip her creation with hidden inner
furnishings against all sorts of future circumstances in orderitHze
preserved and suited to the variety of climate or soil, ishyoof all
wonder; and in the course of wanderings and transplantations of animals
and plants it seems to produce new sorts which, however, are nothing
more than deviations and races of one and the same genus, whose germs
(Keimg and natural dispositiongAnlager) have merely developed

appropriately at long periods in various wasfs.

The talks of seeds are present in various versions in the eightaenitiry scholars.

Compared to the then dogmatic Christian doctrine of preformatidmeory of seed has

an apparent advantage in its capability of explicating diversityirwa species, which

seems to be natural consequence of environmental influence on its organic development
Among others, this theory is compatible with the Enlightenment camenit to

progress. Kant writes that Nature wisely designed her ceeamuipped with various

228 Kant, “On the different Races of Man” Rece and the Enlightenment: A Reaqe43.
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seeds so that they can adjust themselves in different placaisinges different races.
He argues that this differentiation is geared toward the qgignfieof humanity, first in
their political institution and later in their moral constitutiorowéver, Kant’'s theory of
race entails some logical ambiguities by itself.

First Puzzle Even though Kant regards different physical traits or cultural
customs as the results of adaptation process to various partsgtélibeit is not certain
whether Kant views this as development or degradation. On one hand, les pinais
ability of human beings to be better suited to its environmentvaméder of the nature;
on the other hand, he writes as though all derivations are deviatioregd¢habrse than
the original. Hence, he claims that the race that remainsstlosehe original to be
superior and self-sufficient so that its perfection is only hindesethe interruption of
the alien. In this passage reminiscent of 1930’s propaganda of Nazi enanblef the

Aryan, Kant writes,

[A]ll deviations need nevertheless a stem genus; and eithemust
declare it now extinct, or else we must seek among those d¢Rktaone
which we can best compare to the stem-getgnimgattung (...) The
very blond, soft-white-skinned, red-haired, pale-blue-eyes variatemsse
to be its nearest in the north, in the time of the Romans it indathiee
northern regions of Germany (...). So the influence of a cold and damp ai
which gives the juices a tendency towards scurvy, finally pratiece
certain strain of humans which would have attained the self-suitig of

a race; if only in this region of the earth frequent alien un&xthad not

interrupted the progress of the variatf6h.

If the white race would have perfected themselves without alterruiption, what is the
raison d'tre of other races in this teleological argument? Furthermore, Hwiote

races only obstruct the development of the humanity without contributitiig thistorical
progress, then why would the Nature invented them to begin with? Thesideat the

other climates allow only the development of stains that areanfand these “inferior”

227 \bid., pp. 47-48.
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strains then dilute the “superior” strains, but the total of humaiggs to include these
inferior strains, as they are the only ones that can flouriskriain climates. This makes
the idea less inconsistent interndf§However, in order to accept this interpretation,
Kant should have explained why some population of humanity is designed tot inhabi
even the harshest climates, and further, how their presence conttibukes historical
progress. Given the self-sufficiency of the whites, the inventionftdreint races then
appears nothing more than “sublime waste” in the Nature’s d&Sign.

Second Puzzl@he role of culture also seems ambiguous in Kant’'s framework on
race. From his earlier work, Kant holds that there are innderatices between “peoples”
or “nations.” For example, Kant endows their national differenceb as the English,
the French and the German to their cultural distinctiveness. keswm Part IV of the
“Observations on the Beautiful and the Sublime” of 1764:

[O]f the peoples of our part of the world, in my opinion those who
distinguish themselves among all other by the feeling for thetibdeare

the Italians and the French, but by the feeling of sublime, then@es;
English and Spanish. Holland can be considered as that land where the

finer taste becomes largely unnoticeabfe.

The problem is that although the national differences to climate conditions endaces,
these cultural differences are describethaateto the peoples, nacquired Given that
the feelings of the beautiful and the sublime are representdtoardinal moral feelings
for Kant, this framing of cultural differences logically leads the hierarchical
assessment in moral capacity among different peoples. Unless Kant sigiscpbktical
romanticism that admires unalterable uniqueness of each and euerg,cabw can we
understand this role that culture gives to its members?

Among others, in the above mentioned passage, Kant refers to “ouwof plet
world” meaning ‘civilized’ part of Europe, feelings of the beautdnd the sublime are

228 | am indebted to Professor Eva Kittay for this point.

22 Mark J. Larrimore, “Sublime Waste: Kant on the Destiny of ‘Races™ in Civilization and

Oppression edited by Catherine Wilson (Calgary: University of CalgBrgss, 1999); originally
ublished inThe Canadian Journal of PhilosopHyupplementary Volume 25 (1999): 99-137.

30 Kant, “Observations on the Beautiful and the Sublime,” (AK 2: 243).
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determining grounds of different national characters. Although he sirakearks about
Holland here, and about Portugal elsewhere, as being somewhiair itdesther nations
within Europe, his evaluations become extremely pejorative asalais gpoves out to
other parts of the world. The aesthetics taste and religiousdeere tested around the
world and stigmatized as inferior against the European standarterWadgjnolo points
out that his depreciation of nations around the world as well #snwEurope is a
reflection of the marginalization of their cultur&s.

Third Puzzle Another bewilderment arises related to the first one. Given the
different place of different races in the ladder of perfection, pfuspect of human
perfectibility seems internally impaired. Kant argues that mitmaan achieve moral
perfection only in species, i.e., humanity, not in individuals. Then wouldntieit
reasonable for us to look for signs that all members of the spameperfectible? Or
does a part of the species being near the perfection susfidbd final goal? If some
races were to remain stunted in their development, then the tg®litgcof the entire
species seems to be an unachievable goal.

The following passage is one of the most frequently quoted msssdwen it

comes to Kant’s racism:

In hot regions, people mature earlier in every sense, but do nbttreac
perfection of the temperate zones. Humanity is in its grepéeiction in
the race of the whites. Yellow Indians have somewhat less thlegtoes

are far lower, and at the bottom lies a portion of the American pedples.

Physical Geographis a tough source to work with. There is strong evidence thabtie
on race could be written in much earlier years in Kant's catberefore, this passage

cannot be used as a trustworthy indication of Kant's persistergnrao his latest

Zlwalter D. Mignolo, “The Darker side of the Enlightenment: A De-Calbfieading of Kant's
Geography,”"Reading Kant's Geographystuart Elden and Eduardo Mendieta (eds.), (Albany, NY:
State University of New York Press, 2011), p. 332.

%32 Kant, Physical Geography(AK 9:316). For a clarification, by “yellow Indians” he means ‘&si
peoples” as opposed to “American Indians” which he refers to “American peoplaf patsage.
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years>® What is deeply troubling, however, is that it is clear in theguesthat Kant not

only categorizes the four races in terms of different phlysiaéls, but also links the
characteristics to their intellectual and moral capacégesutonomous agents. Thus this
hierarchical treatment of different races invites us to thbdugits contrast to his work
on morality in which Kant refers to the entinemanity which was written around the
same period. It is important because Kant's remarks on the attelleas well as moral
capacity of non-white races seem to be linked to the reluctargigatantee a full-blown
right to the peoples who live in ‘uncivilized’ parts of the worldisTreluctance is quite
implicit on Kant's part, but becomes explicit for politicians wiadldw the political
philosophy that is traced to Kant. Defenders of Kant often targoie that his view on
racial differences does not involve their capability as morahtadpit it is confined to
physiological differences just like many of our time take fpanted the physical
characteristics as ‘given facts.” Although the biologicalidbas racial archetypes has
been questioned in recent studies, the underlying assumption is thaghtigbl the
similarities and differences is benign as long as it is confined to appeatan
Furthermore, Kant's hierarchical accounts of the races, paniguhs it may
involve their moral capacity, easily lead to pro-slavery statgs In his later article “On
the Use of Teleological Principles in Philosophy” [1788], though in foetri¢ant claims
that black slaves will never be good laborers unless they areedo® work. In other
words, they are good laborers, but never make themselves®Wdtis remarks on

Native Americans are even harsher: “this race, which is todk fiarahard labor, too

23 physical Geographydeals with human race briefly in its later sections, howetetas been
considered important for his white supremacist statement. A rdismoivery of Werner Stark argues
that these later sections can be assigned to Kant's vegytkadghts because there is evidence that
these were written a long before his first essay on raceasggpeThis indicates that we have to be
cautious in dealing with Kant's statement saying, “Humanity attiaingreatest perfection in the
White race” as in Rink’s edition makes us read. For a detaitdighion of the legitimacy of sources,
see Robert Bernasconi, “Kant’'s Third Thoughts on Rac&eading Kant's Geographgtuart Elden
and Eduardo Mendieta (eds.), (Albany, NY: State University af Nerk Press, 2011). Bernasconi
attributes the source to Werner Stark, \éaklesungen Uber der Physische Geograpfighcoming. |
like to express my gratitude to Professor Eduardo Mendieta forgletie read the draft of this book
before the publication.

%4 For the scientific untenability and expected social danger of riwilgaa conception of
biologically defined racial distinctions, see Lorenzo Simpson, “BiologgeREthnicity and Culture:
A Response to Kitcher,” presented in Rutgers University, New Brunswitkl 994).

235 Kant, “On the Use of Teleological Principle of Philosophy,” Anthropology, History and
Education p. 209 (AK 8:174)
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indifferent for industry and incapable of any culture - although tlseemough of it as
example and encouragement nearby - ranks still far belowteeeNegro, who stands
the lowest of all other steps that we named as differencée oates?*° Now he comes
to say that skin color is not the product of natural influence buedepermined moral
character. “The white color of the inhabitants of Sumatra inpeoison with other
peoples of the same region is, on my view, a strong proof that theds&s not all
depend immediately on the climaté® These passages simply betray Kant's
commitment to human equality and contradict some of the germ theory.

One may ask whether the requirement that we respect alllye@saagents
implies that all in fact are equal in moral agency. In alamvein, Kant writes, “This
homage which every state pays (in words at least) to the caofaggiit proves that man
possesses a greater moral capacity, still dormant at présevercome eventually the
evil principle within him (for he cannot deny that it exists) &mtiope that others will do
likewise.” The respect of all human beings as moral agentsraasecessarily assume
their present autonomy. Put differently, theér jurerights are not based on thde facto
agency. Rather, Kant's point of suggesting lawful constitutionst bé any domestic
republic or an international federation, lies in the fact that greynote a social context
in which men’s moral potential finds fuller realization, unencumibeby social
injustice?®® It is a hope that by virtue of these institutions men carizee#heir moral
potential to overcome their natural selfish desires.

3. Critique of Kant’s Ethical Universalism: Eze

The traditional silence on Kant's racism has been broken onlg bgries of
recent publications. Emmanuel Eze lunched this move and powerfully shbatethé
traditional dismissive assessments of Kant’s racist writimgair time cannot be justified.
Following the lead of Eze, researchers such as Charlds &hd Robert Bernasconi

emphasized that Kant's position on race contradicts the fundamehhassuniversalistic

2% bid., p. 211 (AK: 8:176).
%7 bid., p. 209 (AK: 8:174), see the footnote.
238 Kant dedicates the first appendix to “Toward Perpetual Peace” to this artgume
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ethics. Eze argues, for Kant, skin color is not merely a pHydhesacteristic; rather it is
an unchanging and unchangeable factor in moral capacity. Kantias pteaches that
humans are equal as moral being; however, the scope of humaitpmscribed to the
European whites because other races - blacks, yellows or the raaslrdio not possess
or use this capability to the same degree as the whites.degesg far as to claim that
Kant’'s universal moral law purports to be neutral and impatrtialjtyistcolored from the
get-go, and thus inevitably limited.

Charles Mills, in the same vein, argues that Kant’s moral usaliem is logically
linked to, or even, conducive to the development of raé®nThrough historical
research, he traces the crystallization of the idea of the ‘tidia- that is, there are
entities that resemble humans but not fully humans such as “sawagésirbarians.”
This he claims is a category that has been developed in Eurtipmaght since the
ancient Greeks. Humans living in a different civilization or aslecivilized part of the
world are relegated to the rank of ‘sub-human,’ that is, beings thatikeok human, but
barely a human. Based on the distinction between full and sub humans fuvthisr
argues, a two-tiered moral code has been developed with ootrséts for whites and
another for non-white¥’° Once instituted, the logic of argument can be used in such a
way that moral superiority justifies economic and political dononadf inferiors. Mills
shows how such presumed moral superiority has been appropriatedfasfosis for
political conquest, quoting from a French imperial theorist, Julemétaat (1845-1921):
“the basic legitimation of conquest over native peoples is the camviaf our
superiority, not merely our mechanical, economic, and military santgribut our moral
superiority. Our dignity rests on that quality, and it underliesrigit to direct the rest of
humanity.?**

Against this backdrop, Kant takes up a special position that epéenfiath
egalitarian and inegalitarian philosophy. Historically, Kantian gereod with the
emphasis on sanctity of individuals emerged in opposition to the Hieralig
differentiated human values of medieval feudalism. This noble ideal vieowelds true

239 Erederickson also argued that there has been a parallel develdpmeottal universalism and

systematic, barely disguised as scientific, racism. See GEoegericksonRacism: A Short History,
gPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002).

40 Charles Mills The Racial Contracf(lthaca: Cornell University Press, 1997), p.23.

21 \bid., p.25.
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only for white persons and ontologically excludes others from thegirof modernity.
Now entities living in “uncivilized” parts of the world incapable of seiierare subject to
paternalistic guidance, and even worse, to extermination. It iaytohat Kant's ethics,
despite its pretense, can never be universal since it is basedidem assumptions about
racial differences. In Mills’ framing of the “racial conttd Kant underwrites the
transition of the first period where white supremacy is expdicd the egalitarian social
contract applies only to the privileged race to the second period tigeterms of social
contract has been formally extended to apply to everyone, yet| a@tsgamination
persists in latent forms. The tension between the guaranteentdlfrights to all in the
polity and the discrimination actually experienced marks the seperidd. Thus he
writes, “in complete opposition to the image of Kant's work treg bome down to us
and is standardly taught in introductory ethics course, full personhood forsKatually
dependent upon racé*

In this framework, even though race thinking is usually treated histary of
philosophy as a regrettable deviation from the ideal, it has leeealed that racial white
supremacy was the actual norm. Accordingly, we should not say émtf&iled to live
up to his moral ideal; rather he successfully adhered to tini@lawrm. Therefore, a
dismissive assessment of Kant’s racial thinking makes a double mistakeitmtitaonly
fails to see the significant role of racial thinking in Kargtslosophy, but also it makes
race seems contingent, accidental and resfdti#tl.is not an exception, but the rule.
Kant’'s belief in racial make-up is so deeply entrenched as an wgiobasubstance that
the suspicious think that the theory of personhood rather seems tocbasfgracy to
conceal embarrassing trutH$®

As in Plato, Kant's formulation of the moral law abstracts fritre@ concrete
realities to an idealization. Thus, as Onora O’Neill writesetli® no conceptual point to
start talking about how the sifted out impurities in moral abstracsuch as race and
gender, actually influence or even structure one’s life ifuralamental way’> The
practical implication of the claims of Eze’s school seems thébe mainstreaming racial

242 bid., p.71.

243bid., p.56.

244 |bid., p.70.

245 Onora O'Neill, “Justice, Gender and International Boundaridgg Quality of Life Martha
Nussbaum and Amartya Sen (eds.), (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), pp. 303-323.
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sensitivity in all disciplines including philosophy. Purported neuyalitimpartiality is
not only pernicious; yet it is even more injurious than outspoken dis@imon, for
disguised color-blindness may provide a cover for a functionallyatperbut hardly
detectible injustice. In this remark, the claims of racial etyubéar evident resemblance
to the claims of gender equality made by radical feminists.sllbace of mainstream
moral and political philosophy on issues of race is culpable intthatually entrenches
white privilege just as the silence on gender entrenches malkegeivirhe silence is a
sign of the continuing power, and the passivity is a form of compiitits continuation.
The fact that the very concepts have been considered inappropmaéets of the
discipline is a reflection of the obstinate hegemony of realiand the disturbing

provincialism that are irreconcilable with the fundamentals of Kantian philgsoph

4. A Turn in Kant's Career? : Muthu and Kleingeld

In response to the critical voice and the subsequent skepticism, ragotie
attempts to rescue Kant by arguing that Kant revised his view on raceeapsornof his
career. Sankar Muthu argues that Kant did defend racial hierardhg earlier period,
but argues that he dropped it before he embarks on critical philossiphiarly, Pauline
Kleingeld claims that there is such a gap, but she claims thetamged his mind around
the time he writes “Toward Perpetual Peace.” Though thereliffiexences in their
diagnoses of the supposed turn, Kleingeld and Muthu agree that theideisce that
Kant’s attitude toward non-white races underwent a significhahge. Namely, there is
a qualitative break, or a turning point in Kant’'s work. They acknowledggethere is a
conflict in Kant’s writings on morality and his thoughts on race theifproblem faded as
Kant revised his racist view. Theirs is a rather subtle basause they have to show this
revision without explicit renouncing or repudiating of the earlieswon Kant's part. In
short, | appreciate their attempt to broaden the scope of the undargtaof Kant
compared to the commonplace reception; | am nonetheless skeptiba pbssibility
that this supposed turn can rescue Kant. In the following, | shalldbtteir arguments

more in detail, and argue why | differ from their otherwise invaluable readirtgant.
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(1) Sankar Muthu

Muthu claims that the hierarchical and biological concept o disappears in
Kant's later published writings. In Kant's 1788 essay “On the bisdeleological
Principles in Philosophy,” Muthu argues that Kant no longer makesrkenua the

preeminence of whites or Europeans over other human races. He writes,

Kant never repudiated the hierarchical claims of his earligings on race,

and indeed he continued to lecture about the concept of race tatasitife.

Yet, strikingly his development of the idea of a distinctidalynan freedom
(i.e., of cultural agency) and concomitantly his sociological account of
human diversity displaced both the cognitive and the hierarchical
assumptions and arguments of race theory in his late moral anidgboli
works, in which he explicitly defended non-European peoples and the
equality of varying collective lifestyles (including pastesal and

nomadism) and vehemently attacked European empires and cofffuest.

As it is apparent here, Muthu instead draws our attention to ysgabred aspect of
Kant, namely, the concept of ‘cultural agency.” He claims thainvwent developed his
theory of humanity, it is not mainly through moral agency, but rativeugh cultural

agency. It is to say that what is constitutively human is needaipon a radical
autonomy in obeying universal moral law which is severed fromdherete contexts of
our lives and thus has fallen into abstract metaphysical reabtiser, it is cultural

activities, our capacities to bring about a wide variety of pedgnpurposes. Muthu
emphasizes that the concept of freedom is much larger than tineocoimterpretation of
Kant. Since it is a brute anthropological fact that humans havwea@uttowers to pursue
its use, the enlarged scope of freedom is expected to encoapagh larger part of the
world.

248 sankar MuthuEnlightenment against Empijrérinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2003),
p.184.
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However, as he acknowledges himself, Muthu’s argument for a tues cal the
absence or the disappearance of Kant's racist statements, thatidiis clear repudiation
of earlier thoughts. Muthu’'s understanding of Kant’'s broader notion eddém is
attractive in that it is not limited to moral agency but encosgmsultural agency. By
doing so, he accentuates the affinities, not the dissimilariteta;een Kant on one hand
and Rousseau or Herder on the other. Instead of viewing moral ageaayualitatively
different from or superior to any other cultural capacities, ithab say, Kant also saw
morality as an outgrowth of and therefore a continuation of largarral agency. Yet |
wonder whether the enlarged concept of agency smoothly leads twiesff
egalitarianism in Kant. In Kant's view, the horizontal differenege linked to the
vertical progress. Kant sets cultural, national and racia¢réifices as anthropological
facts in order to guard against the torpid inactivity of the homamge world-state. What
is significantly lacking is the mechanism for how the diffeemnevork toward the
progress of humanity. In this regard | concur with Todd Hendrick inKhat always
conceives of progress as requiring the tensions brought about nenliffs, but “it is
hard to see how hostility, hierarchy, and division are supposed to be nm@ntiyaot to

mention necessary for, moral progre§¥.”

(2) Pauline Kleingeld

Acknowledging the uncomfortable implications of Kant’'s racetieén his own
moral and political theory, Kleingeld also attempts to defend Kgainst the charge that
Kant's philosophy is fundamentally inegalitarian. She admits 'Kaakist position in
earlier work, however, argues that Kant radically changed imd m the 1790s toward
genuinely egalitarian position. According to Kleingeld, this turn todcelafter the
publication of ‘On the Use of Teleological Principles in Philosoflafter 1792) and
before the completion of ‘Toward Perpetual Peace’ (1795). KleingetéaterMuthu’s
position that this turn happened in the 1780s because critics such ascBermaanaged

to offer plain racist remarks in Kant’'s work around the same wimen Kant completed

24" Todd Hendrick, “Race, Difference, and Anthropology in Kant's Cosmopdita” Journal of the

History of PhilosophyVol. 46, No. 2 (2008): 245-268, p.259.
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his major moral work in the 1780s. | shall claim the argument fiicahturn does not
hold even in this revised version, although her attempts at a defhadelight on an
importantly new direction that Kant's thought on cosmopolitanism takiesngeld’'s
arguments are unfolded on mainly two fronts: Firstly, exegeticiaence suggests that
Kant dropped his view of a racial hierarchy and moved toward a roeneapolitan view;
secondly, the role of race theory in Kant's later work isricetl in that race has no
direct bearing on people’s moral standing, that is, the use of oredoim as a human
agent.

Indeed Kant’s notion of cosmopolitan right espoused in ‘Toward Perpetual Peace”
forms an apex in his political theory introducing the cosmopolitadrt iigo the tripartite
public rights. It is a visitor’s right, though not a guest’s rigbt,hospitality in a foreign
land. Accordingly, it makes a more open gesture for global migraiihough in a very
minimal sense, the cosmopolitan right pioneered the conceptualizatiomiversal
human rights beyond state membership, and thus surely buttressesilpea@dastence
of different peoples. The league of nations, that Kant conceivesafisatiomadic tribes
to live peacefully side by side with agricultural tribes. Ashs Kant’s view comes in no
way close to commonplace white-supremacist view.

However, the question is whether one can find evidence to prove timat Ka
changed his attitude toward different races. Of course, Kantpopal in “Toward
Perpetual Peace” clearly contradicts Kant's instruction to tkdack slaves or to
exterminate them. Yet, | am inclined to think that without more pesiproof for
revision of his racism, highlighting Kant’'s egalitarian proposaletyerestates the initial
problem. In a similar fashion to Muthu, Kleingeld claims, “He givesimdication of
when or why he changed his views. He makes no mention of a mgmaichy anywhere
in his published writings of the 1790, however what he does say about riskied
contradicts his earlier views on a racial hierarcf{{.r doubt that the lack of white
supremacist statements could be used as an evidence to proveam reviGant's view.
The line of argument that ‘his position of related issues contsalistposition of race,
and therefore he must have jettisoned the latter somewheres sedynto recall the

dilemma that troubles Eze so much, rather than to suggest a solution.

248 Kleingeld, “Kant's Second Thoughts on Race,” p.586.
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Kleingeld also maintains that Kant “ascribes the ideal atamyl courage equally
to Native Americans and medieval European knights (PP 8:365). &nidssin marked
contrast with his earlier insistence on the weakness and iériative Americans.”
However, with closer examination, one may equally find somewhaerhthings that
Kant had to say sporadically regarding non-white races even gaHier writings®*° In
short, without a positive renunciation of his former racist bett@§ evidence is not
powerful enough to persuade critics who are on guard. The evidencarnha¢ put forth
to defend Kant on race issues is too meager both in quantity and iy cfoal
counterbalance the egregious things Kant said. Understandably, Robeesdmi
claims that “[tlhere is a ready audience for such effortsalmee it is hard not to be
shocked and disappointed when one learns of Kant's racist statemeatdLirtHer
complains that “[p]hilosophers need to think less about saving the repstaf past
philosophers and more about the ways with which moral theories are etlviyom
practice, precisely because so many of us fail in this regatd.”

In Kleingeld's reading of Kant, whose influence on this dissien may be clear,
her defense of Kant against the charge of racism seems todi¢hedss untenable. She
argues that for Charles Mills convincingly to defend the viewKlaatt understands non-
whites to be sub-persons, Charles Mills needs to show that non-veingesot even
human beings on Kant's vieft' Yet, | like to contest that this criticism is unfair because
Mills is aware that Kant is perfectly clear about thatralkes’ are humans and he denies
that Kant views non-whites as non-humans. Mills’ point is ratierKant claims that all
races are human and yet he consistently denies equal rightsetta@m cace. Kant's
failure to apply equal level of moral dignity and to extend formal rights thathumans’
regardless their race is the perplexing predicament, not tldines that some races are
not human beings as Kant's contemporary polygenesists would. Demanatiegce of

Kant’s positive assertions denying the status of human being to certairsirapgsshifts

29 For example, even in “Observation on the Feeling of the BeautifuSabtime” of 1764, Kant
writes, “Among all the savages there is no people which demonssiathsa sublime character of
mind as that of North America. They have a strong feeling for hgngr,The Canadian savage is
moreover truthful and hones#&nthropology, History, and Educatipp, 60 (AK 2:253).

20 Robert Bernasconi, “Kant’s Third Thoughts on RaceRéeading Kant's Geographp. 296.
#1Kleingeld, “Kant's Second Thoughts on Race,” p.584.
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the burden of proof on Mill§? Thus, the absence of Kant's clear statement that Negroes
are not human cannot be waged against Mills’ criticism.

| do endorse however Muthu and Kleingeld’'s objective that thereeas®ns to
believe that Kant put more weight on what is politically rightonder to achieve a
cosmopolitan union. Muthu develops the concept of “cultural agency” in ordgrote
that Kant valued human diversity as an intrinsic good. | value thisdéned
understanding, given the one-sided reception of Kant. Likewise, Kldingaight to
point out the significance of his discussion of cosmopolitan right and its preponderance
Kant's later work. However, my contention is that the attemptprove that Kant
revoked his racist view are neither successful, nor necegsay my concerns. The
comparative shift in his interest or the infrequency in his ragmarks does not
necessarily mean a positive revision on Kant’'s part. Further, tysoivdefending Kant
seems too apologetic and fails strategically to further the obrhis cosmopolitan

commitment.

5. The Role of Race in the Cosmopolitan League

In the previous section | contended that Kant's racism, no matteaWwkward it
is, runs parallel to his moral and political theory. Nor areetlyet sufficient reasons to
believe that he revised his appalling views on racial hierarcinhite supremacy. There
is, understandably, a ready attempt to look for signs that Kant droppedyen
renounced, his racism. What defenders of Kant can show is theveelatk of
mentioning of race, or the possibility that the clear evidence afakism in later work
might have been written earlier; at best, they can point to ritigues of the most
extreme cruelties to black slaves of his days. Yet, these &bkgpihterpretations seem to
give him an all too easy acquittal in order to defend his masalvell as political
commitments. | would like to argue that we cannot rescue Kant fhe racist charges,

22| would like to stress that we need to be careful about thettfattracism and sexism often
functions at sub- or even unconscious level. More often than not, a atas remark follows a
commonplace excuse, “| am not a racist, but ... "
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but that such a rescue is not necessary in order to retain anauldi® his moral and
political commitment that is still viable for us.

From its conception, Kantian cosmopolitanism is not conceived of astalote
to racism. To the contrary, Kant seems to take for grantedwibadll think badly of
others, be it other individuals or specific groups, from our egotd#gires. In the
following, | shall suggest my reason to think that Kant did not resgnge his mind as
opposed to Muthu and Kleingeld’s claim. In order to do this, | like to britggtaon to
the final paragraphs in hi&nthropology from a Pragmatic Point of VieBecause this
was edited shortly briefly before his death, this book was dedaats important source to
showcase his later thoughts on race in 1780s.

The final section of this book starts with the discussion on “theacterof a man,”
which then comes to discuss more specifically “the charactbedfexes,” “the character

of nations,” “the character of races” and “the character afiepé Indeed, Kant’s makes
merely sketchy remarks under the section on races - too sirogaced to his earlier
enthusiasm dealing with this subject before he discusses thetremamity in which he
brings up the vision offosmopolitismusThis nonchalant take on race may well be
interpreted as his revised view; however, | contend that &ut@eamination of the last
section reveals interesting counterevidence. | shall quoteashéwo paragraphs of the

book in length:

If we look at man’s behavior not only in ancient history but also in
contemporary events, we are often tempted to take the panmnoh the
misanthropist in our judgments; but far more often, and more to the point,
that of Momus who considers foolishness rather than evil as the most
striking trait of character in our species. But since foolishoessbined

with a lineament of evil (which is then called offensive follg) an
unmistakable feature in the moral physiognomy of our species, ttee me
fact that any prudent man finds it necessary to conceal a goodf jas
thoughts makes it clear enough that every member of our racellis we

advised to be on his guard and not to reveal hintesifpletely And this

%3 Here | am thinking of Muthu’s argument.
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already betrays the propensity of our species to be ill didgoserd one
another.

It could well be that some other planet is inhabited by rational
beings who have to think aloud - who, whether awake or dreaming, in
company with others or alone, can have no thoughts they datteat
How would their behavior toward one another then differ from that of the
human race? Unless they were allpase as angelswe cannot conceive
how they could live together peacefully, have any respect &bratine
another, and get on well together. (...) And this would be correct, were it
not that our very judgment of condemnation reveals a moral predisposition
in us, an innate demand of reason to counteract this tendency. So it
presents the human species, not as evil, but as a species of taioga
that strives, in the face of obstacles, to rise out of evil intaohprogress
toward the good. In this, our volition is generally good; but we find d har
to accomplish what we will, because we cannot expect the end to be
attained by the free accord @idividuals but only by a progressive
organization of citizens of the earth into and towards the species, as

system held together by cosmopolitan bofids.

What we can find here is Kant's suggestion for the conscious corma@abf

individuals’ feelings toward other peoples. Just like he acknowlettigésruman nature

is ingrained with selfish desires, innate inclinations toward beiltakes for granted the

tendency to think ill of others as being inscribed in our nature. Nmless, these selfish

desires can be mitigated by another tendency to bring aboubdtite 4nd this already

gives what he calls “moral certainty,” - a certainty tisasufficient for us to do the duty

of working toward this goal. Kant's conception of a cosmopolitan dgles not require

that we, citizens of the world, love each other. For Kant, love is netassary condition

to respect different nations and different races. After adlinat)the cynics who ridiculed

that perpetual peace would only be possible within “a state gélsih Kant wrote

Kant, Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of Viewans. by Mary J. Gregor (The Hague:
Matinus Nijhoff, 1974), pp. 191-193, original emphases.
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confidently that even the problem of setting up a state can be soedyg “a nation of
devils” (Volk vom Teufelf>®

In other words, there is not a real contradiction between rh@ehrchy and
entering into civil polity with formal equalities within Kantfeamework. For Kant, one
needs not to be a morally good person in order to become a goauh.cibae to the
dualism between the moral and the political realm, Kant's theomaom is allowed to
remain in a limbo. As a consequence, Kant's political philosophy endsig@ficant
inequality and even discrimination within a civic union as long a@sidrantees formal
equality. Now one may be driven to enter a law-abiding polity ouhisf selfish
inclinations for fearing one’s annihilation in the brutish and mideratate of nature, it
seems to fall too short of a ‘good’ polity. For those who are com@enib combat and
eradicate the root of racism, a libela@bksez-fairgpolicy appears merely as an insufficient
and an incomplete remedy to the deep-seated vices. In short, atsugfyesa peaceful
public relationship with their recalcitrant racist attitudehivéld in privacy is no more
than a tepid gesture fomaodus vivendi

If Kant had to choose between his ethics and racism, | befiewsould have
chosen the demand of morality. Nevertheless, in his framewor&l héerarchy seems to
be perfectly compatible with the final end of humanity to acha&eesmopolitan union.
One may as well argue that the formal equality will benifcantly impeded by
substantial inequalities such as racist and sexist attitudesafter all, Kant is not to be
criticized as hypocritical for his stance on racism and higrvisoward a cosmopolitan
whole at the same time. Thus the painstaking attempt to resoudr&m his racism may
be in vain. Or we are equally entitled to apply Kant's ownatsitn of the German people
to himself: The German has “a certain mania” to renounce theigencf equality
among fellow citizens in favor of classifying them accordinghterarchy, and thus

“servile from mere pedantry>®

%5 Kant, Political Writings p.112.

%% The entire passage reads like this: “German’s negative sitiés itendency to imitate
others and his diffidence about his ability to be original (which is diametrically egpoghe
Englishman’s defiance). Still worse, he has a certain mania ddnaa which leads him to
renounce the principle that, e.g. fellow citizens should approach gqualittavor of
classifying them punctiliously according to degrees of precedence enadchy. This mania
makes him inexhaustible in [finding positions within] this schema ik &nd in inventing
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What becomes salient in Kant's all too easy reconciliationvdmt formal
equality and informal hatred is a deeper understanding of altedtynderiority. When
we dislike or thinking ill of someone, is it the same as thinkisg & them? Can | not
dislike someone precisely because | see them as an equal Gugesior competitof?’
Hegel’'sKampf um Anerkennurdpes capture these moments for the non-equals to come
to be equal in their encounter of each other. | admit thatfegthentails the moment of
taking the other as my enemy - as someone whom | take serensligh to see as
enemy. However, all too often alterity is connected to infeyior@therness gives
sufficient enough reason for disrespect, ignorance and even violence.

Probably what Kant fails to see is that the “ill dispositiowdrd others” may be
powerful enough to structure social and legal institutions. Pefraphid not see this
because he did not pay enough considerations to the difference beheesalfish
tendency amongst individuals and amongst groups. Public decisions and resource
allotments are shaped by widely pegged sentiments toward a @frpapple. What can
be considered as a personal prejudice at individual level may lead to strutistade in
society when applied to group®.Collectively justified selfishness is, as in a form of
ethnocentrism for an illustration, creates bleak social injusticd, leaves deep moral
wounds. A socially stigmatized group as inferior is often obstruitetiake a justice
claim as full members. As we commonly see in the minority gretips Jews in the pre-
world war Il Germany, the Hazaras in Afghanistan, - squeasecution is almost always
connected to and even justified by their moral degradation oidrifgr Quite contrary
to Kant’s expectation, social antipathy and repugnance do not sdese toffensive and
nocuous effect because they are curbed by law in public reaim.idasare ready
materials malleable for political mobilization.

Kant would have hoped that individuals in a sense learn to overcomeathe

sentiments through the universality of their reasoning.

titles (titles such akdlenandHochedlen Wohl- andHochwohl-andHochgeboreh And so

he is servile from mere pedantry.” KaAnthropology from a Pragmatic Point of Vigirans.

be/ Mary J. Gregor (The Hague: Matinus Nijhoff, 1974), p. 181.

27| am indebted to Professor Lorenzo Simpson for making me clarify on this question.

28| 'would like to thank Professor Lee Miller who brought up this poinhatRrovost Graduate
Students Lecture Series in spring 2011 where | had a chance to meseatlier version of this
chapter.
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For, the pure thought of duty and in general of the moral law, mixid wi
no foreign addition of empirical inducements, has by way of reasore al

an influence on the human heart so much more powerful than all other
incentives, which may be summoned from the empirical field, tlasbre

in the consciousness of its dignity, despises the latter and cdnatiya

become their master; (..5?

In a conflict between sentiment and obligation, Kant would radiclygest that we
obey the obligation. However, | would like to ask whether it is reasomaltihee case of
racism and other deep human feelings to expect people to break Heamptimary
motives.?®® Emotions severed from reasoning may appear accidental and thus
unprincipled, yet in many human affairs, principles are backed by deepest feelings.
Why would we ask to come to subdue one’s feelings that becameesatetl and
severed from reason without making any effort to instruct tHewed though the success
is not guaranteed in any sense, | shall suggest that wézasgiof the world must reflect
and refine our sentiments when encountering otherness. | hopéegrighat the concept
of cosmopolitan right describes the formal boundary where our prali@ciotions are
screened. | am suggesting that it would be unrealistic to expectadoption of

cosmopolitan responsibility without nurturing our emotions toward others.

6. Chapter Conclusion

Kant is best known for his formulations of universal moral law ¢egwaical

imperatives. Equally, his proposal for a league of nations to acperpetual peace has

29 Kant, Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals Practical Philosophytr. and ed. by Mary J.
Gregor (Cambridge University Press, 1996), p.64 (AK 4:411).

%0 |n a wonderful manner, Henry Shue makes a similar argument regaationalist sentiments. He
argues for ‘Rousseauian expansive soul’ to overcome parochial nigtiorzel opposed to ‘Kantian
deontology.” Henry ShueBasic Rights: Subsistence, Affluence, and U.S. Foreign Palesond
edition (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996 [1980]), ticplar, ch. 6 “Nationality and
Responsibility.”
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been the source of insight for contemporary cosmopolitan thinkers. HoweVighti of

the revival of Kant’'s cosmopolitanism, recent studies have illumin&tnt's lesser
known works which contain his remarks on racial hierarchy, white s@aernd pro-
slavery. The traditional attitudes among Kant scholars towardalsismn have been
dismissive silence - a sign that it is not of a great philosopkelae. However, as
Emmanuel Eze has argued powerfully, this attitude cannot be gdstifiymore in our
time. In this chapter, | have delineated three different groupsspbnse, namely, an
espousal of a break in Kant’'s work defended by Muthu and Kleinge&humciation of
Kant’'s universalistic ethics defended by Bernasconi and Miklglly, a compatibilist
view between Kant’'s racism and his universal ethics suggesteengrick. My goal has
to support the last position. | have argued that there is only icisatf evidence that
Kant dropped or renounced his racist prejudices in his later wovkrtheless, it does
not mean that his ethical position is thoroughly embedded in racisne extent that it

enervates his moral and political projectoto.
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CONCLUSION

In this dissertation, | presented, analyzed and defended a tygepajach to
global ethics. The particular approach that | chose is Kantianopmsitanism. Both
parts of this term need clarification. First, by “cosmopolganiil refer to legal, political
and moral justifications to ensure basic rights of human beingsdtegs of their state
membership and to inculcate corresponding responsibilities acrdss bstaers and
citizenship. By “Kantian” | mean a particular line of reasgnivhose main commitments
are attributed to the Prussian thinker, Immanuel Kant. Throughoutsberdition, | use
the term “Kantian” as opposed to “Hegelian” as a way to sgmtetwo distinctive ways
of looking at inter-state or inter-national relations. Thus “Karitiar “Hegelian”
cosmopolitanism does not mean that all the aspects of these nawdethaped or
influenced by Kant and Hegel themselves. They are the prominentrghinke provided
groundings for the distinctive ideals. What their proponents claim uhdaerame of the
same aegis, therefore, may greatly differ from one anothemr\ardfrom these original
thinkers. These concerns account for the historical character bfsthevo chapters of
the dissertation.

| sought to identify the foundations of Kant’'s cosmopolitanism in the first ehapt
From 1760s through 1790s Kant published an array of works daliedensschriftent
writings on peace. In “Toward Perpetual Peace,” the most fapieas among these
works, he made a proposal to end all wars and to enter into a pegloballsociety. He
envisions the legal conditions of perpetual peace as a rather mdseeration of states
with a democratic constitution in which individuals are grantedairerights even in
foreign lands. However, Kant's formulation of the cosmopolitan righta aight of a
visitor, is a very minimal concept, and thus falls short of the eéapen of many who are
drawn to the discourse of cosmopolitanism in our world.

Against this background, Hegel's critique of Kant is very importantmy
purposes. Hegel clearly argues in Blalosophy of Righthat any emergence of political
organization beyond the state is unthinkable and even undesirable. In Chapter T
examined three aspects of Hegel’s theory, namely, the commamiteotion of self, the
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rationality of the modern state, and the realistic account of Megel’s critiques shed
light to something that cannot be seen through a Kantian lens. D#spitifference
between these two great thinkers, however, some contemporarlyddegkars argue that
Hegel can also accommodate a theory of peace, not only a theeay.dt is to say that
a logical offshoot of the struggle for recognition described ifPhenomenology of Spirit
points toward ‘radical cosmopolitanism’ aiming at transcending dtaundaries and
embracing the globally underrepresented and disadvantaged. Neverthndgker a
political nor a cultural interpretation of Hegel's “homogenousestat “universal sprit”
provides a safeguard against pervasive global injustice. Thab isay, Hegelian
cosmopolitanism thus construed fails to answer the genuine etbicaras in our time
which motivate us to be, or to want to be, world citizens. Insteadygesti that Hegel's
account of poverty and colonialization supports the view that despgel Hanself the
modern state bears an internal limit as the embodiment of reason and freedom.
The historical discussion on Kant and Hegel thus far points to malitepns that
| dealt with in the final three chapters. In rough strokesgbest that a conception of
cosmopolitan justice rooted in Kantian moral principles ought to resosee of the
central Kantian concepts of persons and societies, such as theidualigrstanding of
the self in the world of noumena and phenomena, and the enlightenmentandiegsof
history, and the severing of reason from emotion. | take these #nee¢he main
challenges to contemporary Kantian global ethicists. Aftetred role Hegel plays in this
dissertation may be a foil to my argument because we needveaynef relating an idea
of human flourishing to moral duty, that is, a way of tying Kant and Aristotle tagethe
Now Chapter Three examines various claims of contemporary Kantia
cosmopolitanism who commonly take economic and political empowermeémisgrin
order to realize Kant's normative commitment. At the end df @ntury, John Rawls
drew a sharp distinction between domestic and global justice uhdebanner of
“realistic utopianism.” | agree with the central tenets @i’ conception of justice
which takes material basis seriously for citizens’ exeroispolitical and civil rights.
Rawls’ two-tiered commitment, however, holds that global economiqualiy is
permissible as long as other countries have a decent postrcature. Although this

position seems to grant autonomy to different peoples, | think tlsahd longer morally
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justifiable at the face of the claims that the globally vulblkeranake upon us. Moreover,
a cosmopolitan vision seems inevitable in order to correct fornpsoddund domestic
injustice. | concur with Beitz and Pogge in that the egalitas@nmitment is rightly to
be extended beyond state boundaries. Despite its adequate orientaticvetak
discourse of cosmopolitan justice is limited on several frontst, Firfocuses on the
distribution of wealth without paying due considerations for rectfyhe present fabric
of global market. Second, the cosmopolitan distributive justice has rieggacted the
demand of cosmopolitan citizenship in the face of refugees anghasglekers. In many
cases, the claims of “material redistribution” are mistakeits analysis of the moral
implication of equality. Based on these promises and limitatioesugiht for a hybrid
model in order to balance between its strength in assigningnén@ obligations of the
agents and its weakness in addressing the needs of the vulnerable.

The Chapter Four examines the role of the idea of development irogoksian
thought. For cosmopolitan economic projects, theories of development bayrefizant
place. Nevertheless, the idea of development or progress is aaaniing concept. For
one, Kant's subscription to the idea of historical progress, desymstecritique of
colonialism, breeds a dilemma between Kant's commitment to rare¢rsalism and
his explanation of hierarchical societal development. We cae #atations of the same
logic in Mill's defense of liberalism and Marx’s analysissufcialism in the subsequent
century. Despite their distinctive justifications, the idea of gment time and again
betrays a double-sidedness of the thinkers who deny full-blown autonomensyag
“backward” civilizations. Moreover, despite the altruistic comneittn to civilize
“barbarian” societies, the linear understanding of historyoalloften justifies violence
and injustice towards the vulnerable others. In th& eéntury, therefore, “post-
development” thinkers sought to have done with the idea of development. Baisicol
and poststructuralist thinkers argue that the idea of progresd basé/estern models
breeds more domination and exploitation than it actually promisesireg and it is
readily used as political cover for imperialism. Thus, the antitiotihis is thoroughly
cleansing our mind of the idea of development, rather than trgingnadify it by
piecemeal revisions. However, for cosmopolitanism conceived as aal ethet political

project, | claimed that the logic of development cannot be sipattigoned. The post-
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development arguments raise adequate concerns and critiquesyyevbanot provided
any practical alternative in the face of extreme globakinje. Instead, | have proposed a
threshold concept of development in order to avoid the danger of fallingterine
temptation to sacrifice individuals’ political rights in orderadvance “assumed” social
development.

In the last Chapter, | revisited the problem of race in Kamd, doing so,
suggested the need to redress the Kantian dichotomy between redsemaion. Kant
is, as we discussed earlier, best known for his formulations of universal moeaidaws
proposal for a league of nations to achieve perpetual peace; hovesest, studies have
illuminated Kant’'s lesser known works which contain his remarksaeralr hierarchy,
white supremacy and pro-slavery. The traditional attitudes amongsd€holars toward
his racism have been dismissive silence - a sign that it i®fnatgreat philosophical
value. Yet, it seems to me this attitude cannot be justified argyin our time. | have
delineated three different groups of response to this dichotomy, naanedgpousal of a
break in Kant's work defended by Muthu and Kleingeld; a renunciatioiaoit's
universalistic ethics defended by Bernasconi and Mills; finallygompatibilist view
suggested by Hendrick. My goal has to support the last position. | igwedahat there
is only insufficient evidence that Kant dropped or renounced hist rarejudices in his
later work; nevertheless, it does not mean that his ethicatiqggoss thoroughly
embedded in racism to the extent that it enervates his moral atcapproject entirely.
Rather, the real issue lies in his neglect on the power ofi@ns in morality. Revisiting
recent debates on Kant’s racism invites us to think that a cositaopasponsibility not
only points to the need to ensure formal rights of global others, $mtta urgency to
nurture our emotions toward these others.

In conclusion, | suggest that an adequate appropriation of Kant's costaopol
rights ought to be modified to accommodate Hegelian insights in toraerdorse global
efforts to economically and politically empower vulnerable glob@eans in our time.
My current research points to the direction of my future researdevelop a workable
conception of a hybrid model that | suggested earlier. Also thaimérg problem is how
to escape the hackneyed temptation that these great thirdefelaprey to: how can we

enable intercultural comparison without falling into the linear undedshg of history.
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Another problem has to do with the problem of alterity, that is, hawweanurture our
emotion toward the others. After all, Kant named his vision for paaca pious hope,

that is, something that we wish for, and yet that we cannot but believe. So is mine.
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