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Introduction

I THE COUNTRY OF WORLD CITIZENS

According to Immanuel Kant, Germans are model cosmopolitans. In his
Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View of 1798 he writes that they
are hospitable toward foreigners, they easily recognize the merits of other
peoples, they are modest in their dealings with others, and they readily
learn foreign languages. Finally, “as cosmopolitans,” they are not passion-
ately bound to their fatherland (ApH 7:317-18). Germany “is the country
of world citizens” where strangers feel at home (R 15:590).

This description is remarkable not just for its evocation of an intel-
lectual world that was about to be swept away, in the early nineteenth
century, by a wave of nationalism. It also paints a picture of the cosmo-
politan that is quite different from the image of the rootless traveler often
associated with the term. The cosmopolitans Kant describes here do not
fit the stereotype of the individualistic citizens of nowhere, who relish
their unattached and unencumbered existence, are self-satisfied with their
self-styled identity, pick and choose cultural tidbits from many parts of
the world, and regard the more rooted mortals around them with unmis-
takable condescension.

Instead, on Kant’s view, cosmopolitanism is an attitude taken up in
acting: an attitude of recognition, respect, openness, interest, beneficence
and concern toward other human individuals, cultures, and peoples as
members of one global community. One need not travel at all to merit
the designation of being a citizen of the world. As his own biography
famously illustrated, Kant found the commitment to cosmopolitanism
perfectly compatible with spending one’s entire life in one’s home town.
He emphasized that Konigsberg, with its sea port, university, govern-
ment offices, and international commercial traffic low, which facilitated
contact with countries with different languages and cultures, was a per-
fect place “for broadening one’s knowledge of human beings as well as of



2 Introduction

the world ... also without traveling” (ApH 7:120—21n.). Whether or not
Kant’s cosmopolitanism might have benefited from a bit more travel, it
is important that, on his conception, the cosmopolitan is not rootless or
unattached. In fact, Kant even goes so far as to claim that cosmopolitans
ought to be good patriots.’

The uprooted variety of world citizenship stands in a tradition that
started with the Cynic philosopher Diogenes of Sinope, who is com-
monly regarded as the father of the term “cosmopolitan.” When he was
asked where he came from, he reportedly answered: “I am a citizen of
the world.™ With this answer, Diogenes seems to have meant that he did
not recognize any special ties to a particular city or state. Denying local
affiliations and obligations (more than affirming obligations to the larger
whole of humanity), Diogenes endorses a negative conception of world
citizenship. He defends a personal attitude of extreme individualism and
disregard for social conventions. Traveling with his knapsack, clothed in
rags, he is the perfect image of the unencumbered, ultra-mobile individ-
ual: “Withourt a city, without a home, without a country / A beggar and a
vagabond, living from day to day.”

Kant’s cosmopolitanism, by contrast, stands more in the tradition of
the Stoics, who developed a positive conception of world citizenship that
differed significantly from the Cynic view. For the Stoics, cosmopol-
itanism involved the affirmation of moral obligations toward humans
anywhere in the world because they all share in a common rational-
ity, regardless of their different political, religious, and other particu-
lar affiliations. The Stoic cosmopolitans held the view that all humans
live together “as it were in one state.” They conceived of this commu-
nity in moral terms, however, and although some Stoics lived during
the era of the Roman Empire, they did not advocate the establishment
of world-wide political institutions. They used world citizenship as a
metaphor for common membership in a single moral community.”
The Stoics regarded such moral world citizenship as compatible with

See Chapter 1.

Diogc‘nt‘s Laertius, Lives af Eminent P/ﬂil’ﬂwphc’ﬁ, 6:63, ed. and trans. Robert Drew Hicks
(Cﬂmbridgc: Harvard University Press, 1925).

lbid., 6:38, cited by Diogenes Laertius. Diogenes of Sinope is said to have declared that this state-
ment applied to himself.

On Kant and Stoic Cusmupolitanism, see Martha C. Nussbaum, “Kant and Stoic
Cosmopolitanism,” Jeurnal of Political Philosophy 5 (1997): 1-25.

Marcus Antoninus, The Meditations !;_'ftlﬂ’ Emperor Marcus Antoninus, ed. and trans. A. S. L.
Farquharson (Oxford: Clarendon, 1944), iv.4.

See Eric Brown, Stoic Cosmopolitanism (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming) for a discus-
sion of the different versions of Stoic cosmopulimnibm.
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The country of world citizens 3

political membership in (and special obligations toward) a particular
city or state.

Kant, too, defends a cosmopolitan moral theory, but he takes cosmo-
politanism in many other directions as well. In addition to the moral
aspect of cosmopolitanism as an attitude in acting, he also develops the
political, economic, and cultural dimensions of world citizenship and
elaborates the necessary global institutional arrangements for realizing a
genuine “‘cosmopolitan condition.”

Kant was by no means the only one to defend cosmopolitanism in his
time, however. In the last quarter of the eighteenth century, many other
authors in the German-speaking world developed philesophical defenses
of cosmopolitanism. This discussion started in the 1770s when Christoph
Martin Wieland, the editor of the influential journal Der Teutsche Merkur
and a towering intellectual figure in his day,” revived the ancient philo-
sophical concept of world citizenship. The term was already in use at the
time as a synonym for open-mindedness and as an antonym for parochial-
ism. Wieland, however, brushed up its older meaning from antiquity.” He
first portrayed Diogenes of Sinope in his 1770 Socrates Gone Mad: The
Dialogues of Diogenes of Sinope.” A few years later, in his successful series
The Abderites (1774—80), he introduced and defended a more Stoic-inspired
version of cosmopolitanism, which he elaborated in subsequent publica-
tions. In the years following Wieland’s texts, many other German authors
debated the moral, political, economic, and cultural aspects of cosmo-
politanism, as well as the possibility of realizing cosmopolitan ideals. In
1788, Wieland credits himself with having inspired widespread interest in
cosmopolitanism through his Abderites (GKO 15:207).

Although Kant has long been recognized as a major defender of
cosmopolitanism, this wider debate has gone largely neglected. Once
the nationalist perspective of the nineteenth century took hold, cosmo-
politanism was treated with hostility and contempt, and this debate
was largely forgotten or denounced. This neglect is regrettable, however,
because the German debate reveals a spectrum of possible positions in

7 Kant, in his discussion of genius in the Critique of Judgment, mentions Wieland next to Homer
(KdU s5:3009).

This is not to deny that there were important cosmopolitan elements in earlier writings. For dis-
cussions of Christian Wolff (1679-1754) and Emerich de Vattel (1714-67), see Francis Cheneval,
P/?il'uwpfjic in wt‘ftbz)irgerli:‘/zer szfrutung: Uber die Entste}mng und die pbilamphiﬂ'f]t'n Gruntﬁagﬁn
des supranationalen und kosmopolitischen Denkens der Moderne (Basel: Schwabe, 2002) and Georg
Cavallar, [mperﬁ'rt Cosmapalis (Aberys[wyth: University of Wales Press, 2011).

Socrates mainomenos, oder die Dialogen des Diogenes von Sinope. Later editions appeared under
the neutral title, Unpublished Work of Diogenes of Sinope (NachlafS des Diogenes von Sinope), 8:
220-314.



4 Introduction

cosmopolitan theory that is much broader than is generally recognized in
today’s debates.

In current moral and political philosophy,”® “cosmopolitanism” is most
often equated with the endorsement of the idea that a theory of global
justice should address the needs and interests of human individuals dir-
ectly — regard them as citizens of the world — rather than indirectly, via
their membership in different states. Since its origins with the Cynics and
Stoics, however, the term has had multiple meanings, and the spectrum
has since broadened much beyond the individualist renunciation of par-
ticular affiliations or the endorsement of a common bond with all ocher
humans. The range of meanings now includes, in addition to a position
on global justice, a particular view of modern identity, a political theory
about the proper relations among the states of the world, the view that
states should dissolve into a unified world state, and many other views
as well, as will become clear in this book. There is no common core of
these different positions that can be captured by a definition containing
more than the rather uninformative statement that philosophical cosmo-
politanism is the endorsement of some conception of world citizenship.
In Chapter 1, I show that even the presumption of the equal moral status
of all human beings — often regarded as the lowest common denomin-
ator of philosophical cosmopolitanisms — is not a necessary ingredient.
Cosmopolitanism employs the idea of world citizenship either literally,
in the context of some political theories, or as a structuring metaphor or
model, in other philosophical contexts, and this allows for a broad range
of positions. Furthermore, the meaning of the term also varies greatly
depending on the conception of citizenship involved.”

2 OVERVIEW OF THIS BOOK

The two-fold aim of this book, in the most general terms, is to provide a
comprehensive statement of Kant’s cosmopolitan theory and to situate it
in relation to other German cosmopolitan conceptions of his time.”” One

1o My focus is on the philosuphical debates. Qutside of philosophy, there is also an extensive litera-

ture on cusmupolimnism, cspcciaﬂy in areas such as history, literature, and the social sciences.

To mention just two examples from the latter: Ulrich Beck and Natan Sznaider, "Unpacking

Cosmopolitanism for the Social Sciences: A Research Agenda,” in Beck and Sznaider (eds.),

special issue Cosmopolitanism, British Journal of Seciology 57 (2006): 1-23; Steven Vertovec

and Robin Cohen (eds.), Conceiving Cosmopolitanism: Theory, Context, and Practice (Oxford

University Press, 2002).

[ return to the issue of defining cosmopolitanism in Chaprer 7.

* The term “German” here refers primarily to authors who wrote in German or who lived or were
born in G:rrn;m-language territory. A precise demarcation of this group is neither pussibl: nor



Overview of this book 5

reason for doing so is to draw attention to this wider spectrum of cosmo-
politan positions. Another reason is that despite Kant’s stature and his
reputation as a cosmopolitan thinker, there is no full-scale philosophical
study of the cosmopolitan aspects of his thought.

This book has a number of more specific Kant-related aims as well. As
[ argue in the chapters to follow, important aspects of Kant’s views have
been misunderstood. Each of the chapters of this book has at least one
interpretive thesis of its own, in addition to the contribution it makes to
achieving the book’s overall aim. Together, these different theses them-
selves exhibit a pattern. First, they show that Kant changed his cosmopol-
itan theory radically during the mid 1790s, much more radically than has
been recognized to date. Second, they show that Kant, in his later years,
defends a rich conception of cosmopolitanism that is much more coher-
ent than is usually thought.

[ have organized the material thematically, rather than chronologic-
ally or by author, in order to focus on the philosophical questions at
issue. Thus, each chapter of this book thematizes one aspect of Kant’s
cosmopolitanism in conjunction with selected arguments of some of his
contemporaries. In this way, I hope to showcase some (often largely for-
gotten) historical figures, while letting their arguments bring into relief
the specific features of Kant’s thought.

In the first chapter, I discuss the moral cosmopolitanism of Wieland
and Kant. I examine the relation between cosmopolitan commitments
and particular allegiances. The key question here is whether (and if so,
how) one’s membership in a cosmopolitan moral community can be rec-
onciled with special obligations stemming from particular relationships.
Opponents of cosmopolitanism tend to equate moral cosmopolitanism
with the Cynic variety and criticize it for not being able to account for
the value of special relationships. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, for example,
writes that cosmopolitans “boast that they love everyone [tout le monde,
which also means ‘the whole world’], in order to have the right to love no
one.”™ And the dictionary of the Académie Francaise defines a cosmo-
politan as “he who does not adopt a country,” adding, “a cosmopol-
itan is not a good citizen” (fourth edition, 1762). Similar criticisms are

desirable for the purposes of this study, given the complex political situation and the fact that
the linguistic community did not map onto a pulitical community. Indeed, some of the authors
here included would not identify themselves as Germans. This is most clearly the case for the
Prussian-born migrant “citizen of the world” Anacharsis Cloots; see Chapter 2.

* Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Du Contrat Social, Manuscrit de Geneve. In Oeuvres completes, eds.
Bernard Gagnebin and Marcel Raymond (Paris: Gallimard, 1964), 3:287. Cf. Emile ou de
lfdumtian, in Oeuvres complétﬁ, 3:21.
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form of cosmopolitanism that allows him to create more room, within
the parameters of morality and right, for cultural diversity. The debate
between Kant and Forster also highlights the differences between Kant’s
and Forster’s endorsements of cultural diversity.

In Chapter s, I discuss cosmopolitanism in relation to economic just-
ice and free trade. I start with a discussion of the views of a champion
of free-market cosmopolitanism, Dietrich Hermann Hegewisch. Kant’s
claim that international trade promotes peace is often read as an implicit
defense of the thesis that global trade should be “free” trade. A compari-
son between Hegewisch’s and Kant’s views on the issue, however, reveals
that this inference is not correct. Rather, Kant’s legal and political theory
(especially his republicanism, his theory of property, and his defense of
state-funded poverty relief) implies that trade should first of all be just,
and that it can be “free” trade only within the bounds of justice. Again,
Kant’s views change during the Critical period (i.e., during the period
from the publication of the Critigue of Pure Reason in 1781 until Kant’s
death). As late as the Critigue of Judgment, he highlighted the nega-
tive effects of trade, in particular what he saw as its debasing effect on a
people’s manner of thinking. A few years later, in Toward Perpetual Peace,
he foregrounds the productive role of trade in approaching a condition
of peace.

In the sixth chapter, I discuss Kant’s account of the feasibility of the
cosmopolitan ideal. Cosmopolitans are often criticized for being “unreal-
istic,” and Kant is no exception. For example, key figures in Romantic
cosmopolitanism, such as Novalis and Friedrich Schlegel, criticized Kant
for relying on enlightened self-interest as conducive to peace and for disre-
garding the importance of feelings. They developed an alternative cosmo-
politan ideal that revolved around the emotional and spiritual unity of
humankind. By contrasting their views with Kant’s, I show how Kant
conceived of the emergence of cosmopolitan attitudes and moral dis-
positions. Kant incorporated the natural affective dimensions of human
motivation into his cosmopolitan approach, as essential components of
his account of the practicability of the moral cosmopolitan ideal.

In this way, the first six chapters show that Kant’s philosophical cosmo-
politanism underwent a number of interrelated and radical transform-
ations in the mid 1790s. Furthermore, they show that, in its final form,
Kant’s cosmopolitan moral and political theory includes an account of the
fundamental importance of particular affiliations, by defending, among
other things, the importance of states, patriotism (of a specific kind), and
cultural diversity. Third, the wider eighteenth-century German discussion
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of Kant’s time reveals a spectrum of possible positions in cosmopolitan
theory that is much broader than is often recognized in debates carried
on under the banner of “cosmopolitanism” today.

In Chapter 7, I discuss the relevance of these results for current philo-
sophical discussions, such as debates over the compatibility of cosmopol-
itanism and patriotism, the philosophical justification of a plurality of
states, global economic justice, or the continuing impact of the history of
racism and colonialism in cosmopolitan political theory.

3 A FEW WORDS ON THE HISTORICAL
AND POLITICAL CONTEXT

In writing this book, I faced several diflicult decisions about what to
include. Providing a complete historical overview of the entire late eight-
eenth-century German debate about cosmopolitanism might have filled
in an important gap in the intellectual history of this period, but the
wealth of historical dertails would have crowded out discussion of the
philosophical arguments. Instead, | have chosen to focus in more detail
on Kant’s cosmopolitanism and the arguments of a select number of his
contemporaries. Much additional work on the history of this philosoph-
ical debate remains to be done.”®

Although my focus is not on the historical political and cultural con-
text of this debate, a few brief remarks on this context are in order. The
main texts discussed in this book were written during the last quarter of
the eighteenth century. The historical context of the increasing promin-
ence of cosmopolitanism during this time is complex, but an important
political circumstance was without doubt the fact that the “Holy Roman
Empire of the German Nation” was in a state of crisis. [t was a heteroge-
neous amalgam of more than 300 sovereign territories and close to 1,500
Ritterschaften, half-autonomous regions, and independent cities, with
entities varying from tiny units like Wieland’s native town, the free city
of Biberach with its 4,000 inhabitants, to large and powerful states like

® But see, for much excellent work in this larger area, Frederick C. Beiser, Enlightenment,
Revolution, and Romanticism: The Genesis of Modern German Political Thought 1790—1800
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992); Cavallar, Imperfect Cosmopolis; Cheneval,
Pbifampbif in wtl'tbﬂrgerfivber Bet[eurung; Sankar Muthu, Enligﬁrenmcnt Agramr Emp;"rt‘
(Princeton University Press, 2003); Thomas Schlereth, The Cosmopolitan Ideal in Enlightenment
]"/ﬂaugbt.‘ Its Form and Function in the Ideas aff"mnkt'fﬂ, Hume, and Voltaire, 1694—1790 (Universi[y
of Notre Dame Press, 1977). A very useful collection of texts is the edition by Anita and Walter
Dietze, eds., Ewiger Friede? Dokumente einer deutschen Diskussion um 1800 (Leipzig and Weimar:
Kiepenheuer, 1989).
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Austria and Prussia (and, further complicating matters, part of Prussia
fell outside the Holy Roman Empire). Moreover, the German linguistic
community and the political entity known as the Holy Roman Empire by
no means mapped onto each other.” The German-language intellectual
community extended beyond the borders of the Ho]y Roman Empire and
included not just the rest of Prussia, but also parts of Switzerland and
Denmark, and these territories also included other languages. This com-
plex situation provided ample occasion for debates about the pros and
cons of various kinds of (cosmo) political organization, especially in com-
parison with the situation in France and Great Britain.

Another important political factor is that many of the German-
speaking territories pursued active immigration policies on a massive
scale. Prussia, for example, admitted political and religious refugees by
the tens of thousands, as well as large numbers of people hoping to escape
poverty, and it complemented this policy with laws requiring toleration.

Finally, there was a lively debate about the merits of the Germanic cul-
tural heritage, which German intellectuals widely viewed as inferior to
French and British culture. Indeed, even the King of Prussia, Frederick
the Great, wrote a book — in French — arguing that German literature did
not amount to much.”” Many cosmopolitan authors saw a silver lining in
the absence of a strong German national culture, however, arguing that
it enabled them to appreciate the cultural achievements of others with-
out being blinded by nationalist bias. There was a steady stream of trans-
lations of “world literature” and a thirst, among the literate public, for
knowledge about the cultures of peoples outside Europe.

Over the course of the 1790s, more and more authors (including, as we
shall see, Kant) began to value cosmopolitanism itself as a specific part of
the “German character.” What was first seen as the absence of a German
character became cherished as its hallmark, which, in a striking dialectical
twist, re-emerged in the early nineteenth century as a basis for national-
ist claims to German superiority. But from then on, German philosoph-
ical cosmopolitanism started to wane, and the French conquests caused a
rapid ascent of German nationalism.

The debate about cosmopolitanism should not be seen merely in the
light of the German political and cultural situation at the time, of course.
For one thing, the idea of world citizenship has much older roots. As

7 Cf. Terry Pinkard’s instructive discussion of “Germany” in Terry Pinkard, German Philosophy
1760—1860: The Legacy of Idealism (Cambridge University Press, 2002), 1-15.

* Ludwig Geiger, ed., De la litterature Allemande (1780) von Friedrich dem Grossen (Berlin: Behr,
1902) (Urig. Berlin: Decker, 1780).
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mentioned above, the history of philosophical cosmopolitanism, with
its roots in Greek and Roman antiquity, resonates in the writings of the
authors discussed here. The same is true for the Christian ideal of a reli-
gious community comprising all humans. The ideal of a spiritual unity
of humankind was expressed both in theological doctrines and in the
practice of missionary organizations that fanned out across the globe,
and it was reflected in German conceptions of cosmopolitanism as well.
Conceptions of cosmopolitanism defended outside of the German linguis-
tic community had their influence as well, especially in France during the
early years after the revolution and the “Declaration of the Rights of Man
and Citizen.” For example, foreign authors (“all thinkers of the earth™)
were invited to comment or collaborate on the project of developing a
new constitution, and in 1791, Jews were admitted to French citizenship.
In 1792, a law was passed to grant citizenship to foreign authors support-
ive of the revolution in order that they could be elected as deputies to the
National Convention, and several foreigners were indeed elected, includ-
ing Joseph Priestley (who declined), Thomas Paine,” and Anacharsis
Cloots.>® Finally, in late eighteenth-century Germany, and throughout
Europe, there was much discussion of the activities of Europeans on other
continents. Reports about slavery, the slave trade, and other forms of
injustice provoked debate and activism on the part of some. Other authors
tocused on the question of how world-wide trade could be reformed so as
to increase the standard of living of humans everywhere on earth and
make trade conducive to world-wide peace.

Within this broader historical context, the specific situation in the
German-speaking world during the final quarter of the eighteenth cen-
tury made it particularly productive for the development of cosmopolitan
theories. The combination of the complicated political situation and the
self-conception among the literate public as being particularly open to
other cultures provided a singularly fertile ground for the defense of dif-
ferent conceptions of world citizenship.

The nineteenth-century rise of German nationalism has influenced the
study and the perception of the preceding cosmopolitan discussion. From
a nationalist perspective, there is little motivation to study the history
of German cosmopolitan theory, except a polemical one, as for example

¥ See, on Paine’s own cosmopolitanism, Thomas C. Walker, “The Forgotten Prophet: Tom Paine’s
Cosmopolitanism and International Relations,” fnternational Studies Quarterly 44 (2000):
51—72.

** On cosmopolitanism in several French Enlightenment authors, especially Denis Diderot and
the Marquis de Condorcet, see Muthu, Enlightenment Against Empire.
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in the works of Friedrich Meinecke and Edmund Pfleiderer.”” Moreover,
these authors tended to characterize eighteenth-century German cosmo-
politanism contemptuously as an escapist compensatory move. They
regarded it as an affliction of isolated intellectuals suffering from an infer-
jority complex, who attempted to present their weakness (that is, their
lack of a strong national culture) as a strength. This psychologizing inter-
pretation has outlasted its nationalist creators, and its traces can still be
found in the current literature.”* I doubt that Kant is best described as
an isolated intellectual with an inferiority complex. More importantly,
however, the arguments of Kant and other eighteenth-century German
cosmopolitans deserve to be taken seriously and not to be side-stepped on
the non-philosophical grounds of speculative armchair psychology.”

Friedrich Meinecke, Welthiirgertum wund Nationalstaat: Studien zur Genesis des deutschen
Nationalstaates (Munich: Oldenbourg, 19287, 1907°) (English: Cosmopolitanism and the National
State, trans. Robert B. Kimber (Princeton University Press, 1970)); Edmund Pfleiderer,
Kosmopolitismus und Patriotismus (Berlin: Habel, 1874).

* Sce, e.g., Irmtraut Sahmland, Christoph Martin Wieland und die deutsche Nation: Zwischen
Patriotismus, Kaxmopm’iti:mm und Griechentum (Tﬁbingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1990),
268-72.

Frederick C. Beiser has done much to disprove the older prejudices regarding eighteenth-
century German political theory, with his ground-breaking study, Enlightenment, Revolution,
and Remanticism. See also, more recently, but with a mostly literary focus: Andrea Albrecht,
]('o.rmopolztijmm: We[tbiﬂgen{zs/mrm in Literatur, [’hil’o:ophie und Publizistik um 1800 (Berlin:
Walter De Gruyter, 2005).
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Both Wieland and Kant stress the importance of patriotism, and both
face strong criticism regarding the relation between their cosmopolitan-
ism and their account of world citizens’ attitude toward their own state.
Wieland wrote a parody of the oak-leaf enthusiasts, but he is also the
author of a well-known essay in which he called for German patriot-
ism. Kant, father of the ideal of an international federation of states and
defender of a robust notion of human rights that transcends national bor-
ders, also wrote that cosmopolitans have a duty to be patriotic. Many of
their readers have found it impossible to reconcile these views.

In this chapter I argue that a better understanding of their notions of
cosmopolitanism and patriotism will enable us to see how both Wieland
and Kant succeed in reconciling the two. Cosmopolitanism and patriot-
ism are indeed compatible, and showing why this is so will give sharper
contours to the philosophical commitments entailed by their cosmopol-
itan positions.

2 MORAL COSMOPOLITANISM IN THE WORKS
OF WIELAND AND KANT

The main figure in 7he Abderites is Democritus of Abdera, whom Wieland
casts as a sage with a number of Stoic traits. Democritus returns to the city,
after having traveled around the world for several decades. He is a “citizen
of the world,” a “friend of humankind in the true sense,” who attempts
to do good wherever he goes, without regard for political affiliations.® In
contrast to Diogenes the Cynic, whose cosmopolitanism mainly consists
in the denial of local affiliations and obligations, Wieland’s Democritus
believes that he has a special duty toward his own city of origin. He
believes, for example, that he has a duty to let his fellow citizens share
in what he has learned during his absence. Due to their incurable stu-
pidity all his well-meaning attempts end in hilarious failure, prompting
the Abderites to clamp down on foreign travel; but Democritus is not
to blame.

In later work, Wieland further develops the theme of cosmopolitanism.
Time and again, he characterizes it as the impartial and unprejudiced
pursuit of the good. Thus, he writes:

The cosmopolitans carry the designation citizens of the world in the most authen-

tic and eminent sense. They regard a/l peoples on earth as just so many branches

¢ Abd 10:74—75. The main passages introducing cosmopolitanism are Abd 1.9, 10:56—60 and Abd
2.6, 10:110—13.
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of a singleﬁzmié/, and the universe as a state, in which [the cosmopolitans] are
citizens, together with innumerable other rational beings, in order to promote
the perfection of the whole, under general natural laws, while every [rational
being] is active, in its own specific way, on behalf of its own well-being. (GKO
15:212—13)

The orientation toward one’s own “well-being” (Wolistand) should be
understood in a Stoic, not a hedonistic sense. The well-being pursued by
the sages is their own moral perfection which benefits the entire cosmos
and its inhabitants.” They pursue the good, and in doing so their scope is
the entire world.

In the quoted passage, the cosmopolitans are said to “regard” the world
as a state; it is not literally a state, nor should it become one. Wieland’s
cosmopolitanism is not a call for world-wide political institutions. Rather,
the cosmopolitan community is an “invisible society” (GKO 15:207).
Cosmopolitanism is a moral ideal: world citizens have a duty to promote
the perfection of the entire human community. The world is regarded
as one community in the sense that individual cosmopolitans recognize
their common bond and their common duty across and independently
from particular political or national affiliations. When Democritus meets
a fellow sage from elsewhere, the two instantaneously sense a deep con-
nection (Abd 2.6, 10:110—13).

According to Wieland (and many Stoics), however, none of this implies
that all human beings (or all rational beings) are citizens of the world.
There are world citizens and there are mere world inhabitants, he states
(GKO 15:214). Only sages are world citizens in the full sense; the foolish
masses are not (GKO 15:210-11, 214). The second group has a lower status
as a matter of ability, not merely as a result of defective upbringing. But
the scope of the sages’ beneficence is the entire community of all rational
beings, including the world inhabitants. In this regard they act without
prejudice, without discriminating on the basis of nationality, religion,
race, or, to some degree, even gender. Wieland’s version of cosmopolitan-
ism is elitist, and already in his own age he was criticized for treating “the
masses” with contempt.” But it #s a kind of cosmopolitanism, because he
uses the metaphor of world citizenship to emphasize the bond that unites
all humans and the duty of world citizens toward all humans equally and
toward humanity as a whole.

" See also “Wohlstand” (under “Wohlfahrt”) in Johann Heinrich Zedler, Grosses vollstindiges
Universallexicon aller Wissenschafften und Kiinste, 68 vols. (Halle: Zedler, 1732-1754).

® Anon. (Johann Georg Schlosser), “Schreiben an Herrn Hofrat Wieland in Weimar iber die
Abderiten im deutschen Merkur,” Deutsches Musewn 1 (1776): 147—61.
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Kant objected to Wieland’s elitism and gave cosmopolitanism a more
egalitarian interpretation by attributing the status of world citizen to all
humans. After Rousseau “put him straight,” as Kant wrote in his own
copy of his Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime,
he dropped his earlier disdain for “the most common laborer” (R 20:44).
Kant designated all humans, qua rational beings, as fellow citizens of
a shared moral world. In the Critique of Pure Reason he speaks of the
idea of a “moral world,” in the context of his discussion of the highest
good, as the systematic union of rational beings under common laws
(KrV A808/B836). In the Groundwork, we find the notion of the “realm
of ends” (Reich der Zwecke) which also clearly expresses the polis meta-
phor and amounts to a moral cosmopolis (G 4:433—36). Kant describes
the realm of ends in similar terms as the first Critique’s moral world,
as a “systematic union of different rational beings through common
laws” (G 4:433), but he now adds the notion of collective self-legislation
(G 4:431-34). Itis the world that would be realized through moral action
if agents universally obeyed the Categorical Imperative (G 4:438).” In
Religion, Kant further introduces the idea of an “ethical common-
wealth” (ethisches Gemeinwesen) under moral laws (Rel 6:98). There are
subtle differences between these various ideas, but their common core
is that all rational beings are conceived (and should conceive of them-
selves) as fellow citizens in a moral community that transcends all other
communities, and that all are united into this community by common
laws. With this conception of oneself and others as fellow agents in a
shared moral world, moral agents move beyond regarding the moral law
merely as the principle for their own actions, because it is at the same
time regarded as the principle that constitutes a moral community, a
moral cosmopolis (see also Chapter 6).

According to Kant, this moral community is a community of equals.
This means not only that all moral persons are the potential ebject of
cosmopolitan activity, but also that they are all equally cosmopolitan sué-
Jjects, which is to say that all are fellow citizens and ought to treat each

? Barbara Herman discusses the realm of ends as a cosmopolitan ideal but argues that it is not an
ideal that Kant believed ought to be realized, but just a way of thinking (61), or “just another
way of representing the moral law” (66). Barbara Herman, Moral Literacy (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2007). Already in the Critique ufpm"z' Reason, however, Kant writes
that the moral world is an ideal that ought to be realized as much as possible (KrV A 808/B836).
On his defense of the dury to promote the realization of a moral world, see my “What Do the
Virtuous Hope For? Re-Reading Kant’s Doctrine of the Highest Good,” in Proceedings of the
Eighth International Kant Congress, Memphis 1995, ed. Hoke Robinson, (Milwaukee: Marquette
University Press, 1995), vol. 1.1, 91-112.
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other as such. This is a clear contrast with Wieland’s distinction between
the sages and the foolish masses.

It should be added straightaway, however, that Kant does not always
follow his own egalitarian theory in practice. There is some irony in the
fact that Wieland, despite his inegalitarian bent, is more critical of sexism
and racism than Kant. Wieland’s distinction between world inhabitants
and world citizens does not map onto a distinction between, say, different
sexes, races, or peoples. Wieland regards women as intellectually equal
to men and argues that the enlightenment of women ought not to fall
behind that of men (VAD 23:75). Moreover, in The Abderites, he criticizes
the racially biased aesthetics of his contemporaries through the figure of
Gulleru, Democritus’ beautiful black friend, although he stops short of
casting her as a fellow sage (Abd 1.4-1.6, 10:34—48). Kant, by contrast,
defends a hierarchical account of human “races” until the 1790s and never
gives up his view that women are naturally inferior to men. I shall discuss
Kant’s views on race in more detail in Chapter 4, arguing that Kant’s
pronouncements are inconsistent with the main principles of his own
moral egalitarianism. Despite Kant’s inconsistencies, however, it remains
important to recognize the theoretical difference between the elitist and
egalitarian conceptions of cosmopolitanism.

Related to the difference between Wieland’s elitist and Kant’s egalitar-
ian theory is a difference in their views on determining how one ought to
act. In accordance with his understanding of the special wisdom of sages,
Wieland does not conceive of morality as providing a blueprint for action
or a set of principles readily available to anyone. Rather, morality requires
discerning what is rational and in accordance with nature in the Stoic
sense (GKO 15:212—-13), which is an ability given only to a few. Accordingly,
Wieland is quite general in his description of what is morally required of
the cosmopolitan. He mentions virtues such as prudence, steadfastness,
frankness, and persistence, and he claims that reason commands “moder-
ation in all things” (GKO 15:219). On his view, the hard question of what
exactly those virtues require in practice is not one that can be answered,
however. Nor does it need answering. Sages know the answer of their own
accord, and the rest of humanity is too foolish to understand it.

Kant’s theoretical egalitarianism, by contrast, is bound up with the
view that all rational beings have insight into the basic principle of mor-
ality, namely, the Categorical Imperative. All ordinary human beings
are able to discern right from wrong, and their understanding of what
is morally demanded is fundamentally correct, even if it may lack pre-
cision and clarity. In fact, on Kant’s view, if there is confusion on this
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count, it is more likely to be caused by philosophers than by the common
people. Kant, then, rejects the moral paternalism implicit in Wieland’s
cosmopolitanism, according to which the sages discern what is best for
the “world inhabitants” and benefit them accordingly. Kant, too, regards
promoting the well-being of others as a duty. But instead of doing so in
accordance with one’s own view of the good, one should respect others as
moral agents in their own right. This entails that one let oneself be guided
by their ends, provided these ends are morally defensible (e.g., one should
not help another commit a crime), and one should take care that one not
help others in a way that is humiliating or paternalistic (e.g., MdS 6:388,

448, 453)-

3 THE ALLEGED INCOMPATIBILITY OF
COSMOPOLITANISM AND PATRIOTISM

Despite their different ways of elaborating the moral cosmopolitan ideal,
Kant and Wieland agree that rootless vagabondism is not part of it. As
mentioned in the Introduction, Kant believes that one could be a world
citizen in the full sense of the term and never leave one’s home town
(cf. ApH 7:120-21n.). Moreover, he agrees with Wieland that world citi-
zenship is compatible with loyalty and special duties toward particular
groups, such as one’s own state or one’s own family. Kant even goes so far
as to say that patriotism is a cosmopolitan duty.

This combination of cosmopolitanism and patriotism usually goes
unnoticed in the literature and, when it is observed, it is often interpreted
as inconsistency. Many critics claim that cosmopolitanism is not able to
do justice to the special personal ties between people and to the specia]
obligations that are connected with these relationships. Cosmopolitanism,
so their assumption goes, requires an attitude according to which we treat
our own circle (family, friends, fellow citizens, etc.) no differently than
strangers elsewhere in the world. If all humans, as moral persons, belong
to a moral community that transcends national boundaries, compatriots
and foreigners ought to be treated alike (at least as far as morality is con-
cerned). On this assumption, it is then further claimed that cosmopolit-
anism condemns one to acting as a citizen of nowhere. The cosmopolitan
ought to promote justice in general, everywhere and anywhere, without
being allowed to act as a citizen of a particular country, let alone as a pat-
riot — or so it is argued. This alleged result is often thought to constitute a
reductio ad absurdum of cosmopolitanism, or in any event a strong reason
against it.
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to one’s own national community (taken as a linguistic and/or cultural
community).”" In the process, the older republican meaning receded
from view, so much so that current readers may have trouble recognizing
eighteenth-century conceptions of patriotism as “genuine” forms of patri-
otism because they feel that there is something missing which they regard
as essential to ir.

As is the case with cosmopolitanism, there is little value in quarrelling
over the question whether the older or the newer conception represents
the “real meaning” of patriotism. Words often accrue new meanings
over time, and the best way to deal with that very common phenom-
enon is to distinguish between the different meanings when relevant.
In this case, it means distinguishing the currently dominant national-
ist understanding of patriotism from other versions of patriotism with
older ancestry.

Whether the currently dominant understanding of the word is a reason
to avoid using it in its older meaning, or whether the older meaning is
worth retrieving exactly in order to show that the emphasis on the spe-
cial connection between citizens and their own countries is not unique to
nationalisms is a question I do not pursue here. What is important for the
purposes of this book is that on Wieland’s and Kant’s understanding of
the term, it can be used to capture the special allegiance of world citizens
toward their own particular country.

4 WIELAND'S DEFENSE OF COSMOPOLITANISM
AND PATRIOTISM

Wieland contends that the principles and convictions of world citizens
justify their benevolent attitude toward the political community of which
they are members. In other words: on his view it is possible to defend,
on the basis of cosmopolitan principles, a certain benevolence toward
one’s own socio-political group. But, he adds immediately, the cosmo-
politan principles also determine the proper limits of this beneficence.”
For although world citizens wish the best for their own country, they also
wish the best for all others, and that means that they are not allowed
to promote the well-being, the reputation, and the expansion of their
own country by undue preferential treatment of their own state or by

oppressing others (GKO 15:217-18).

* Hugh Cunningham, “The Language of Patriotism, 1750-1914,” History Workshop 12 (1981): 8—33.
5 See also Abd 1.12, 10:75.
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What Wieland claims here is that world citizens know that they can-
not help #// humans but that they ought to do good somewhere. Given
this situation, one is allowed to benefit one’s own group under certain
conditions. Suppose, for the sake of argument, there are ten countries
with people in need, and one’s own country is one of them. It is not
wrong, in that case, to help people in one of those other countries,
because the cosmopolitan wishes the best for all humans. But it may
be best to work in one’s own country, for example when this is the only
place where one can be effective. And when one directs one’s beneficence
toward one’s compatriots, this is not unjust toward other people else-
where, as long as one does not oppress them or give undue preferential
treatment to one’s own group (as when, for example, one’s own group
does not really need help).

But how does Wieland get from this position to the defense of patri-
otism? After all, if one’s beneficent action is directed toward one’s own
country because this is the most eflicient, the focus on one’s own country
would be accidental, as it were. One’s help would not be motivated by
“love of country” and so would not quality as patriotic.

In order to understand Wieland’s position correctly, it is important
to see, first of all, that there are two kinds of patriotism that he rejects.
As we saw at the beginning of this chapter, he rejects nationalist patri-
otism, particularly the nationalism that extols the German people as a
cultural unity with a shared Germanic heritage, because he regards this
as both empirically fictitious and dogmatic. Second, he also rejects mili-
tant republican patriotism. He condemns the so-called “Roman” form of
patriotism, by which he means the attitude of “republican enthusiasts”
such as Brutus and Cassius (who killed Caesar after he had been given the
title of “dictator in perpetuity”) and Milton (who defended the decapi-
tation of Charles I) (GKO 15:219). In keeping with his elitism and his
contempt for “the foolish masses,” Wieland defends political paternalism
and believes that most people do not have the necessary abilities to qual-
ify for political participation. Hence he strongly rejects republicanism in
general,’” and abhors still more the political murder of kings in the name
of the people. But his rejection of nationalist and militant republican pat-
riotism does not imply that he rejects @// forms, and he does in fact defend
a third form.

' Earlier in his life Wieland had been a defender of republicanism, but he became disillusioned
with it during the 1760s, when he learned of Bern'’s expulsion of Rousseau and served as scribe
of the chancellery in the small free town of Biberach. See Beiser, Enfightenment, Revolution, and
Romanticism, 345.
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Wieland describes the form of patriotism that he defends as the “love
of the present constitution of the commonwealth” (Licbe der gegenwirti-
gen Verfassung des gemeinen Wesens) and the honest attempt to contribute
to the maintenance and perfection thereof (PB 15:279—80, cf. Patr 15:592).
He claims that this patriotic love naturally emerges in the good state:
“Patriotism is the natural product of the contentment of the people with
its situation, a contentment which is based on the justice of the laws and
the reliability of their enforcement” (Patr 15:593). It is the love for a polit-
ical system and the attempt to maintain and perfect it. This love natur-
ally emerges in just states, because wealth is distributed more equally in
a just state, the people enjoy certain rights and liberties, and they recog-
nize and value the security provided by the just state (Patr 15:590). This
love of one’s country is not accidental, but tied to the specific qualities
of its political system. People are generally happier in a just state than
in an unjust state, and when they realize the positive role played by the
state, Wieland claims, they will come to love it. The patriotism which he
defends is therefore tied to the quality of the political system. It is not tied
to a national or cultural group. It is in fact a version of what has come to
be termed “constitutional patriotism,” in the phrase of Dolf Sternberger
and Jiirgen Habermas'” (though their criterion for deciding which consti-
tutions deserve such patriotism is radically different from Wieland’s).

Wieland contends that the Germans have good reasons to be patriotic
in this sense, given the loose and pluralistic political system of the Holy
Roman Empire. Most rulers have a relatively good system of legislation,
he writes, and most also make an effort to promote the well-being of the
population. If one does not like one’s own ruler or political system, it is
not too difficult to move to a different jurisdiction. There is less social
inequality in Germany than elsewhere in Europe, and the average stand-
ard of living is not too bad: Germany knows the “golden mean” (VHC
23:390). In short, the Germans have a number of reasons to be patriotic,
precisely because they do not live in a centralized state like France.

Wieland’s empirical claims may well be overstated,” and it is easy to
disagree with his political ideal of the paternalistic monarch, but that is
not my concern here. What /s important in the present context is that this
kind of constitutional patriotism, the love of a political system and the
attempt to maintain and perfect it, is compatible with cosmopolitanism.

7 Jiirgen Habermas, “Ci[izenship and National Iden[ity," in Between Facts and Norms, Jiirgen
Habermas, trans. William Rehg (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996), 4915155 Dolf Sternberger,
Verfassungspatriotismus (Frankfure: Insel, 1990).

# See Sahmland, C}'Jri:roph Martin Wieland, 195—200.
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As long as the justice of the laws is determined in terms of cosmopolitan
standards, and as long as one’s patriotism does not come at the expense
of others, constitutional patriotism can go hand in hand with cosmopol-
itanism. Assuming a cosmopolimn ideal of justice, there is no problcm
with loving one’s own just country for being just. One can also come to
love countries other than one’s own for their justice, although this love is
likely to be less strong. When this happens, such love is not called patri-
otism but something else, for instance graecophilia or francophilia. But
when it concerns one’s own country, such love can rightly be called “pat-
riotic” love. The standard criticism of Wieland — that he contradicts him-
self by defending both cosmopolitanism and patriotism — thus misses the
central point of his endorsement of patriotism.

This diagnosis is confirmed if we look at the textual support adduced
for the claim that Wieland contradicts himself. Frederick Beiser cites
Wieland as saying that cosmopolitan principles exclude the sentiment
known as “love of the fatherland,” and adds that “Wieland’s attitude
toward the German nation was much more complex, and much more
favorable, than his cosmopolitanism would allow.™ The passage about
“love of the fatherland” which Beiser quotes, however, actually expresses
a different view. The “passion” that Wieland calls “incompatible with
cosmopolitan principles” is not “love of the fatherland” in general, but,
more narrowly, “what was called love of the fatherland by the proud citi-
zens of that city that believed it was founded in order to rule the world,”
namely Rome (GKO 15:217). In other words, what Wieland here calls
incompatible with cosmopolitanism is the “republican enthusiast” variety
of patriotism (GKO 15:217, 219), not patriotism in general. He distances
himself from forms of patriotism that aim to ground the “prosperity,
fame, or size of one’s country on intentional preferential treatment and on
oppression of other states” (GKO 15:218). Certainly, militant and imperi-
alist patriotism runs counter to cosmopolitanism. But this does not imply
that all forms of patriotism do.

On Wieland’s account, it follows that if one’s patria is unjust internally
or in its outward relations, it will not engender constitutional patriot-
ism. This form of patriotism emerges only as the result of good govern-
ment. World citizens who happen to live in a bad and unjust state will of
course attempt to promote reforms, but they do so without being inspired
by patriotism. And should their attempts to reform their own political
community lead to nothing, they may turn toward other endeavors. In

0 Beiser, Enlightenment, Revolution, and Romanticism, 352.
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Wieland’s narrative, this is exactly what Democritus does after all his
efforts in Abdera have failed. He moves away and devotes himself to more
fruitful projects.

5 KANT ON COSMOPOLITAN PATRIOTISM

Kant, too, defends both patriotism and cosmopolitanism. There are
even a number of striking passages in which Kant claims that cosmo-
politans ought to act patriotically. In the Reflexionen on Anthropology,
he speaks of a “national delusion” (Nationalwabn) that one’s own nation
is inherently superior to others. Kant claims that this delusion should be
“eradicated” and replaced by “patriotism and cosmopolitism” (R 15:591).
In the Metaphysics of Morals Vigilantius — lectures Kant probably gave
in 1793—-94 — he curiously speaks of “world patriotism and local patri-
otism,” and says that “both are required of the cosmopolitan™ (MdS Vig
27.2:673-74). In “On the Common Saying,” he advocates both a “cosmo-
politan constitution” (GTP 8:307-13) and a “patriotic way of thinking”
(G'TP 8:291). Similarly, he defends a cosmopolitan ideal in the Metaphysics
of Morals while also advocating a “patriotic” regime (MdS 6:317).

On the basis of these quotations, Kant’s views on patriotism may sound
profoundly contradictory, and this may explain why they are almost com-
pletely ignored in the literature.” Indeed, most political theorists take it to
be a defining problem of Kantian theory that it leaves no theoretical space
for special duties toward one’s own state. Several authors have objected
that there may well be a Kantian justification for states in general and for
the duty to promote justice in general, but that this does not (and cannot)
show that T have a duty of special allegiance toward the particular state
that is mine. John Simmons has argued that Kantian arguments for a
duty toward one’s particular state are missing an essential component. He
formulates the objection in this way:

[E]ven ifyou had perfectly general duties to promote justice and happiness, say,
and consequently duties to support just or happiness-producing states, these
duties would require of you that you support all such states, providing you with
no necessary reason to show any special favouritism or unique allegiance to

* Two texts mention the topic: cf. Manfred Riedel, “Menschenrechtsuniversalismus und
Patriotismus: Kants politisches Vermichtnis an unsere Zeit,” in Politik und Ethik, ed. Kurt
Buycrtz, (Stuttgan: Reclam, 1996), 331—61; and chrg Cavallar, Kant and the I"}cury and Practice
of International Right (Cardiff: University of Wales Press: 1999), 132—4s5. Riedel provides an
instructive overview of the relevant passages in Kant’s work. Cavallar discusses Riedel’s essay
and shows some parallels between Kant’s discussion of patriotism and the current debate about
“constitutional patriotism.”
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therefore be a system according to which the freedom of each can coexist
with the freedom of all others. In the absence of a just legal system with
coercive authority, no one can be secure against violence by others (MdS
6:312). This is not because people in the state of nature are necessarily
hostile toward each other. Kant explicitly claims that the requirement to
establish a just state also holds when we assume that people in the state of
nature are “good-natured and justice-loving” (guzartic und rechtsliebend,
MdS 6:312). Thus, the argument does not hinge on particular anthropo-
logical claims about human psychological propensities or on a claim
regarding the empirical circumstances in which human beings find them-
selves. Rather, the problem is that in the state of nature, freedom cannot
be protected and right cannot be instituted. Hence, people ought to join
those with whom they interact, submit to common public laws and law
enforcement, and thus form a state in accordance with the requirements
of right (MdS 6:236-37, 255—57, 264—66, 311-13; MdS Vig 27.2:528).

It is important to note that Kant’s view here is neither that people
should choose to live in a just state because it is in their interest to do
so, not that the people’s free consent is what gives the state its normative
authority. Rather, his view is that every human being has a fundamen-
tal (“innate”) right to freedom, and that this right requires the coercive
power of a state which justly enforces the laws that lay down how far that
freedom extends. It might of course also be the case that people find it to
be in their interest to form a just state, and it might empirically be the
case that people also consent to membership in such a state. But neither
the beneficial role of the state nor the consent of the people subjecting
themselves to its laws is the foundation for the legitimacy of the just state
or the requirement to establish it.”

On Kant’s view, the just state is a republic, in which the citizens are free
and equal co-legislators. All “active” citizens have the right to vote, but
their legislative activity is to take place via their representatives: “Any true
republic is and can be nothing other than a representative system of the
people, in order to protect its rights in its name, by all the citizens united
and acting through their delegates (deputies)” (MdS 6:341, cf. 6:319, 322).
Moreover, a republic should separate the legislative, executive, and judi-
cial functions of government (MdS 6:315-17).

This is important to the question of patriotism because such a concep-
tion of the state implies that citizens have certain duties toward it that they

* See also Arthur Ripstein, Force and Freedom: Kant's Legal and Political Philosophy (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2009).



30 Kant and Wieland: cosmopolitanism and patriotism

do not have toward other states. Why this is so is best brought out by
contrasting the republic with a despotic state. Conceptually speaking, a
despotic state is possible even when its subjects try to retreat into their own
private projects as much as they can and make it their principle to disregard
their own state. These subjects are not an integral part of the workings of
the state. They may be necessary to provide the state with wealth (through
taxation), but if the state has independent resources, such as mines, it may
in principle function even without any involvement on their part.

By contrast, Kant defines citizens in a republic as “members of ... a
society who are united for giving law” (MdS 6:314). The description of
the active citizen as a free and equal, co-legislating member of the state
implies that a republic can exist only when its citizens support and are
involved in its core institutions. Citizens ought not to treat the state as a
mere instrument for their own benefit; given that the state is conceived as
the united body of the citizens, this would come down to treating their
fellow citizens as mere means. This explains Kant’s comment, in “On the
Common Saying,” that it is one of the characteristics of the patriotic atti-
tude that one regards oneself as prohibited from subjecting the common-
wealth to one’s arbitrary personal purposes and using it at one’s discretion
(G'TP 8:291).

Instead, citizens should acknowledge that they stand in a unique rela-
tion to their own republic. For if all citizens of a republic decide to focus
exclusively on their private affairs and to withdraw from public affairs as a
matter of principle, the republic as res publica becomes impossible. This is
because a system of se/fFgovernment is conceptually impossible if all citi-
zens adopt the maxim not to pay any special attention to their own state.
The problem here does not occur at the level of empirical consequences,
as it is an empirically open question whether citizens will ever in fact dis-
perse their attention in this way, and republics might de facto function
even without the commitment and active involvement of all of their citi-
zens. Rather, the problem is that such a maxim, when universally adopted
by citizens who strive to promote republican states for the sake of justice,
leads to a contradiction at a fundamental level. Such citizens would make
it their principle to promote just republics for the sake of justice, while at
the same time refusing, as a matter of principle, to do what is necessary
for just republics to exist.

Thus, because the republican system of political self-legislation is the
only kind of state that is fully in accordance with the requirements of
morality and right, according to Kant, and because republics require
the involvement of their citizens for self-legislation to be possible in the
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first place, the maxim to renounce one’s special bond with the repub-
lic in which one is a citizen cannot be willed as a universal law. From a
Kantian perspective this maxim is shown to be wrong. As a result, there
is a duty to be concerned with the political life of one’s own republic (or
democracy, in today’s understanding of the term). Therefore, one ought
to adopt the maxim to fulfill one’s role as citizen. This means, in answer
to Simmons’ charge, that one does have a special allegiance and special
obligations to the state of which one is a citizen.

The key point is that because a just state is a republic (in Kant’s sense),
the normative requirement to establish just states implies a duty, albeit
perhaps minimal, on the part of citizens toward their particular just state.
This duty is not based on consent or received benefits but flows from the
special role citizens play in a republic. This is a role that they can play orly
for the republic in which they are citizens. Therefore, one could usefully
distinguish this form of patriotism from other versions by calling it “civic
patriotism.”

This argument supports a negative (perfect) duty not to pay no spe-
cial attention to the civic affairs in one’s own state as a matter of prin-
ciple, and it supports an equivalent positive (imperfect) duty to adopt the
maxim to have some special concern for the state in which one is citi-
zen. The argument thus gives rise to a positive duty to be concerned, for
the sake of justice, with at least the following: (1) the preservation of the
republican state in which one is a citizen, (2) its flourishing insofar (and
only insofar) as a certain degree of flourishing is necessary for the state to
secure justice (bankrupt states cannot enforce their own laws), and (3) the
functioning of the state as a republic and the improvement of its institu-
tions where necessary (including such preconditions for effective political
participation as a good educational system). All this, and perhaps more,
is necessary to maintain a just state, and to maintain and improve an
imperfectly just one.

Which activities civic patriotism requires of one will depend on the
situation and on one’s abilities. Regarding oneself as a “member” of the
commonwealth may lead to a broad range of activities on its behalf, in
addition to the obvious activity of voting, such as participating in public
debate about laws and policies or promoting enlightened education. We
are here dealing with what in Kantian parlance is called an imperfect
duty, which means that no precise list can be given of what exactly needs
to be done under what circumstances.

This shows that Kant can indeed consistently defend the view that citi-
zens have special duties toward the just state of which they are citizens,
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duties they do not have toward other states or their members. Ruling
out any special status of and unique allegiance to one’s own just republic
would come down to requiring a world in which one were not allowed to
form just republics at all. Given the crucial role of the republic in Kant’s
theory of right, the impossibility of a republic would imply the impossi-
bility of right itself.

Importantly, the argument above does not yield a blanket justification
for directing one’s moral and political efforts entirely toward one’s com-
patriots while disregarding the needs of others. Citizens ought to adopt
the maxim to promote the functioning and improvement of the republic
as an institution of justice. This is not originally a duty to support one’s
compatriots but, rather, a duty to promote the institutionalization of just-
ice. If and when one’s compatriots receive certain benefits as a result, this
is not simply because they are one’s compatriots but rather because they
are members of the just republic that needs the involvement of its citizens
in order to function and improve as an institution of justice.

Of course, the duty of civic patriotism does not prohibit one from
trying to promote just states elsewhere. Because (on Kant’s account) an
imperfect duty is the duty to adopt a certain maxim and not a duty to do
a certain act, and because one has a number of different maxims, it is even
possible that one adopts the maxim to pay special attention to one’s own
republic, as a citizen, and that one still ends up working for justice else-
where in the world, say, under the maxim to help others in need. In the
case of imperfect duties, it is not wrong not to act on a maxim on some
occasions, provided one’s failure to act on the maxim does not stem from
a failure to adopt it (MdS 6:390). Thus, it is not wrong not to act on one’s
maxim of patriotism in favor of some cosmopolitan end, and vice versa,
provided one has indeed adopted both maxims. People have many differ-
ent duties, and it is a matter of moral judgment to decide, given the many
duties one acknowledges, the circumstances, and one’s abilities, what one
is to do in a particular situation. Determining what ought to be done
in specific situations cannot be calculated in abstracto. Claiming that we
have a patriotic duty toward our own republic, therefore, does not imply
that we should always give priority to one’s duties as a citizen over one’s
other duties. For example, most people would acknowledge that someone
who is on her way to the polls, five minutes before closing time, and who
comes across a severely wounded person in an otherwise empty street who
clearly needs help, ought not to let that person die in order to make it to
the polling station in time. It is important, though, that one not rezounce
one’s special role as citizen as a matter of principle.
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Furthermore, there is no inherent and necessary conflict between pat-
riotic and cosmopolitan duties. It is not difficult to think of situations in
which the two are compatible, or even of situations in which both can be
fulfilled at the same time. For cxamplc, in promoting the justice of one’s
own republic one should strive to make it more just in its dealings with
other states. Kant regards patriotism and cosmopolitanism as leading in
the same direction, and this makes it even desirable, from the perspective
of one’s own republic, that people elsewhere adopt the maxim of civic
patriotism in their countries. Republics are by nature more peaceful than
tyrannies, Kant argues, because citizens would have a vote as to whether
or not the state will start a war, and having to shoulder the burdens of
war themselves, they are less likely to vote for war (ZeF 8:351). Tending
toward peace, republics are more likely to promote the cosmopolitan goal
of perpetual peace, which in turn enhances the stability of the republics
themselves. In short, Kant’s view is that the more cosmopolitan patriots
of the right sort there are in the world, the more people there are who
support republican forms of government, and the more this will promote
the cause of freedom, right, and world-wide peace.

Conversely, Kant holds that opposing the patriotic good to the cosmo-
politan good involves a misunderstanding of the former and is self-
destructive in the long run. He gives the example of the Greeks, who in
his view

CXPIESSCC{ no benevoleﬂce towards fDreignerS, ﬂﬂd Who instead labeled foreigners
as enemies: This was a prominent source of the decline of their state, because
this produced ... hostility, jealousy, and a tendency to oppose the interest of for-
cign states. (MdS Vig 27.2:674)

A just republic and its citizens will naturally conduct themselves in a way
that is peaceful and just toward non-citizens internally and toward other
states and non-citizens in their external relations. In other words, when-
ever cosmopolitans work on behalf of freedom and justice within their
own countries, they do so in a way that is compatible with promoting
justice elsewhere, too. They do not try to improve the standard of living
in their own state by exploiting others elsewhere. Instead, on Kant’s view,
they aim to achieve justice both at home and abroad.

Some theorists attach importance to patriotic responsibilities being
non-derivative and fundamental, rather than being justified indirectly
from cosmopolitan premises. Samuel Scheffler, for example, claims that if
special responsibilities are justified indirectly, this “drastically demotels]
such responsibilities in status and significance,” and that the only account



