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Introduction

Theories of justice and theories of democracy argeatly facing two broad challenges:
globalization, and national and cultural pluralishimese two challenges represent a revision of
traditional approaches in both fields. While thesrof justice —which until quite recently were
generally limited to domestic justice— have beem dhject of increasing interest on a global
scale, theories of democracy have questioned: d)ctincept ofdemoswhen the political
collectivity is plural in national and cultural tes, and 2) the access of tdemos(or the
different demo) to thecratos the present-day multilevel decision-making powdilsese two
revisions are interrelated in such a way as to nitakecessary to refine the existing values and
institutional practices of both liberal democraaesl in the international or global sphere

On the other hand;lobal Justicehas usually been understood to mean institutiandl social
justice (political and redistributive issues on bgl scale). In contrast, issues involving
different national and cultural identities, are albu marginal in reflections on global justice.
This occurs despite the fact that human rightsuchelpolitical sociabnd cultural rights. It is
possible that conclusions reached regarding paljtisocial and national/cultural issues in
relation to global justice will not be identicals ghere are clear differences between: 1) the
values and the kind of pluralism involved, 2) tlotoas and empirical cases involved, and 3) the
variable degree of difficulty in achieving normatiand institutional consensus for these issues

This chapter links a conception of global justioggral cosmopolitanismwith plurinational
democracies. After giving a brief description of nalocosmopolitanism (section 1), | go on to
analyse notions of cosmopolitanism and patriotisnKant’s work (section 2) and the political
significance that the notion of “unsocial sociapiliand the “Ideas of Pure Reason” of Kant's
first Critique have for cosmopolitanism (section Bjnally, | analyse the relationship between
cosmopolitanism and minority nations based on tieequing sections. | postulate the need for a
moral and institutional refinement of democracied aternational society that is better able to
accommodate national pluralism than has so far baehieved by traditional liberal
constitutionalism and cosmopolitanism (section 4)

1. Moral cosmopolitanism

Broadly speaking, cosmopolitanism is the idea #lahuman beings belong to the same moral
collectivity. This is primarily a normative concept that creates obligations towards the other
members of that collectivity, regardless of speatiaracteristics such as nationality, language,
religion, etc, that individuals may possess (meocamopolitanism). Secondly, cosmopolitanism
also refers to a more political idea, one that adies the creation of links between human
collectives through a “league or federation of edatand an “international system of justice”

''| have analysed elsewhere some of the moral astitutional shortcomingf traditional liberalism in
plurinational democracies. See Requejo 2005a, 2CHEN



(political and institutional cosmopolitanism). & well known that these general ideas on moral,
political and institutional cosmopolitanism usuadhe linked to Kant’'s work

More recently, T. Pogge has offered a specificiearsf moral cosmopolitanism, linking it with
three basic elementsdividualism (the fundamental moral reference are personsgratps,
families, tribes, etc.)universality (morality concerns all human beings in equal megsnot
only those of a specific ethnic group, nation,gieln, etc); andyenerality(the moral implication

5 L)Jznderstood to concern all individuals, not oatympatriots, members of the same religion,
etc

Criticisms of the positions of cosmopolitanism ¢enbroken down into criticisms of each one of
these componentsOne of the most established criticisms of momdneopolitanism is that
which questions its implicit anthropological rooBehind the most common versions of moral
cosmopolitanism one usually finds preconceived sdeaout human nature and a certain
intellectual tendency to approach moral questiomsenin monist than in pluralist terfhsSo,
cosmopolitism would be flawed in at least two ways.the one hand, because it does not match
the empirical motivations of moral behaviour: ibwid be a “moralist” position based on a
flawed conception of human beings. On the othedh&ecause its excessively abstract, and
therefore empirically impoverished, position. It wiad fail to satisfactorily include the specific
contextual elements with which human individualsl gnoups make “rational and reasonable”
decisions according to their specifi@lues identities and interests The defence of human
dignity and political liberty, for example, probgbtioes not have the same consequences in
different contexts (eg, in uninational societieke |Germany or Portugal or in plurinational
societies, like Belgium, Spain or Canada). | ththit the solution, however, is not to reject
moral cosmopolitanism, but to refine and adjustdatording to the contexts of its application.
Our main theoretical point of reference is here ticamwork.

2. Cosmopolitanism, patriotism and nationalism. A evision of Kant

Kant's work is commonly used as a reference point theoretical discussions on
cosmopolitanism, patriotism and nationalism. HowgMeam not sure that these constant
references to Kant's work are always accompaniedabyacceptable degree of analytical
precision. On the one hand, many authors who ctairbe cosmopolitan defend a version of
“civic patriotism”, although often without justifigg the compatibility between these two
positions. On the other hand, it is worth mentignthe general defence that cosmopolitan
authors make of liberal “national patriotism” (amés juxtaposed with and not very well
distinguished conceptually from civic patriotismaypecially when some aspect of their “national
identity” is threatened

Generally speaking, it is possible to say thatehatron to cosmopolitanism and patriotism,
Kant’'s work postulates:

1) akind of moral cosmopolitanism (in the termeviously mentioned)

2) a moderate type of political cosmopolitanismnkéd to the “league of nations”,
constitutional law and “hospitality” between natsoand with respect to “foreigners”. As is
well known, it is a form of cosmopolitanism whicloes not include a coercive power

2 Pogge 1994: 90
% | do not develop this point here. See Caney 20b&p. 3-5
4 See J. Tully 1994, Taylor 1992, Parekh 2000, chaRequejo 2005a, chap 1



(whether it be executive, legislative or judicidyt simply the voluntary adoption of supra-
state organisations and their rules.

3) an explicit line of reasoning on the compatililbetween moral cosmopolitanism and
republican-stylecivic patriotism Both positions generate different duties, butythee two
normative ensembles that are harmonious or conipatib

4) aline of reasoning in favour of a formradtional patriotismbased on belonging to a specific
national group founded on a common ancestry, oa@/s customs, etc, and on a set of
specific collective values

The last two aspects mentioned point out the ds&onsabout moral cosmopolitanism and its
compatibility with two basic types of patriotismiwvic and national- in plurinational contexts

Civic patriotism Kant’s civic patriotismis related to thestate patriotismand thecitizen’s
patriotismof the republican tradition. The basic values raeeliberty, equalityres publicaand
self-government - echoes of classical thought. T form of patriotism that generates duties
that would like to believe they are compatible withe duties associated with moral
cosmopolitanism. Here Kant must confront a seridifficulty. Kant appears to believe he has
overcome the possible incompatibility between dytrmeainly by pointing out that both kind of
duties in fact lead us towards the same cosmopatitgective: to get ever closer to “perpetual
peace®. However, Kant's approach raises a number of éuestabout whether this
compatibility is as harmonious as Kant would wistoibe (not to mention that Kant thinks in an
institutional liberal republic). The following are a number of criticgliestions on this issue:
which of the two duties is more important whenpmactice, resources are scarce?; why should
the state, the republican “polity”, be consideredjuestioningly as a collectivity characterized
by solidarity and, moreover, one that takes premegl®ver all the other collectivities?; are their,
more consensual or more coercive, historical foilenaprocesses morally relevant for the
legitimacy of states?; does this alleged civiciptim — today we would say this “constitutional
patriotism” — which ignores linguistic, culturaliskorical, etc. characteristics, which are present
in all states, really exist?It would seem that attempting to base the sdtiglaf a polity on the
“interaction” that exists between its citizens igficult to defend in moral terms, as this
interaction may itself be based on previous coergi@actised on particular collectives (wars of
annexation, mass deportations, exterminations efiBp peoples, etc.). In other words, coercion
may have preceded interaction (European histdiyllief examples of this kind)

National patriotism Basically, Kant observes the psychological diffig of attempting to be
linked only to cosmopolitan duties and postulatagjaction of this position. Using a line of
reasoning reminiscent of Hume, Kant posits the neeéxercise the duties based on some
empirical focus which supposes an emotive implcatin our moral actions. The lack of
emotive implications in this nucleus would be aistable for moral action. From here on, Kant
simply identifies the group of co-nationals as thmpirical focus, which also generates duties
compatible with those linked to moral cosmopolisani But, as Kleingeld points out, neither the
assimilation of co-nationals as members of thetyolnor the identification between the
reference empirical focus and the national coNgégtiseem justified here. Other alternative
empirical foci can be usédHere, Kant's argument fails to meet his usual digh analytical

® P. Kleingeld posits a third type of patriotism Kant's work, “trait-based patriotism” (Kleingeld @8: 305).
Despite the analytical plausibility of her argunsertbelieve that the main types of patriotism ianKare the other
two (civic and national). The third type is linkémlthe second and can be subsumed within it. | awilt here this
third type of patriotism

® For a criticism of th&speranto-concepif “constitutional patriotism”, see Requejo 20096:1000

" On this point, | concur with P. Kleingeld’s anal/§2001: 311-314)



standards. Nevertheless, it points towards a prdaen concretion and emotivity are common
ingredients of moral motivation

In the case of plurinational societies, we alwaiysl fseveral at least partially competitive,
nation-building processes. This is reflected in diféerent political positions that emerge when
one attempts to establish the constitutional retimgnof plurinationality itself, the level of the
self-governments, how to regulate the use of malitsymbols, how the international relations of
the state and minority nations should be regulatédh historical reconstruction most faithfully
reflects past reality in school curricula, etc.dlibve that any “monist” moral conception is
bound to fail here -as is any pluralist conceptighich attempts to establish a complete
arrangement for values and falt practical cases. In fact, values related to ergdipprocesses
of nation-building are agonistic — they competehwaach other — making it impossible to
establish “rational” hierarchies ofggnericnature among them

The conclusion is that, despite the fact that i “civic” version of patriotism Kant finds it
easier to argue in favour of the compatibility beéw this version and moral cosmopolitanism,
this line of reasoning is not without its difficids. It creates conceptual, empirical and
institutional difficulties. Civic patriotism doeohappear to pass the test of institutional practic
(like the majority of “republican” notions when tieeare different boundaries for the republic
and for the nations). Moreover, it is a concept gpants hegemony to national majorities in
detriment to minorities, and which therefore actsaalegitimizing tool for thestatus quoof
states, wherever the boundaries between them maydveever, Kant's work makes it possible
to incorporate and enrich moral cosmopolitanisrmffoundations that are more “agonistic” and
better adapted to thempirical world (and more sensitive to the rights of minonttions than
the usual versions of moral cosmopolitanism). Weeamtering a theoretical context in which it is
advisable to introduce the perspective of Berlim&ue pluralismand Taylor’'s politics of
recognition into the rules of cosmopoliti€nBoth reflect the “deep diversity” of national
pluralism. In order to do so, it is useful to irduwe into the discussion: 1) an analytical
perspective associated with the Kantian concepum$ocial sociability” of human beings, put
forward inldea for a Universal History from a Cosmopolitaniftoof View and 2) an analytical
approach of theltleas of Pure Reastindeveloped in th@ranscendental Dialectiosf the first
Critique especially when this use is related to the fornsadmopolitanism postulated in Kant’s
“historical writings”. The section that follows dissses these two Kantian approaches from the
perspective of national minority rights

3. The concept ofunsocial sociability and theldeas of Pure Reason as elements of the moral
and institutional refinement of cosmopolitanism inplurinational democracies

3.1 The “unsocial sociability” of mankind

One of the main attractions of Kant for currentijocdl theory — especially for theories of justice
and theories of democracy in a globalized world thiat he is an author who is by no means
lacking in realism. We are not faced with a “mastliwork in the utopian sense, one that is
disconnected from reality. Neither are we in thespnce of someone who shrinks from dealing
radically with the components of the behaviourrafividuals and human collectives. The world
is characterized by conflict and evolution in a ioear fashion. Kant would not have been
surprised by Darwin’s theory of evolution. | bekethat, at times, some of Kant's devotees do
not fully appreciate this theoretical approach fram author they venerate. Fortunately, with

8 Berlin 1998, Taylor 1992



Kant we are a long way from any “angelic” conceptiof mankind and societies. Kant’s
cosmopolitanism has less in common with Roussea thith the tragic authors (from
Aeschylus to Shakespeare). In other words, we al@ng way from an ingenuous kind of
rationalism and moralism

This is reflected in the title of the small papaéea for a Universal History from a Cosmopolitan
Point of View(1784) and in its very first phrase: “Whatever cgpt we may have, on a
metaphysical plane, of free will, its phenomenahifestations, human actions, are determined,
like other natural phenomena, by the general lawWwsgature”. History is neither linear nor moves
towards a pre-established objective. No harmonsmggety is waiting for us in the future. This is
not the horizon of the “cosmopolitan society” tKaint postulates

One of the key concepts establisheddea for ...is the notion of “unsocial sociability” which
characterizes mankind. Today we would say thagdnetic “hardware” with which we are born
is characterized by an internal antagonism in aatdral dispositions” to be in society, put
another way, to be i@any societythat transmits a set of specific cultural “softe/ato us.
Conflict, rivalry, competition for resources ana fiower are ingredients of social relations. And
it is all beyond our will. At times, human beingestte harmony, but our nature desires
something else. And in this dual human condition“sifpportive egoists” are the roots of
progress. But they are tragic roots

Without action there is no tragedy, Aristotle sdtds like the board on which the game of our
political and moral decisions is played. And thenlam condition is contradictory, among other
reasons because the values with which we attempirder the world morally are often
irreconcilable. Love, justice, liberty, duty ordridship are desirable values, but they cannot be
synthesized in a harmonious way. Viewed in isofatltey lead to dogmatism.

In this way, the tragedies show what moral andtipali theories usually keep quiet about: our
instrumental reason is strong, our morality fragieactical actions are never decided in a totally
rational way. But Creon, Antigone, Orestes, Brutdenry IV or King Lear cannot but act,
despite the fact that their questions have a numbpossible rational and moral responses. The
“agonistic” nature of morality and politics beconfé®gic” not only because any action that we
embark upon involves some kind of loss, but alstabse we will not be able to avoid the fact
that any action we take will have negative effeattatever it is that we decide to do. Human
morality reflects an insurmountable pluralism ofues, linked to ourunsocial sociability This

is one of Kant’'s most penetrating and fruitful cepts for the political sphere which allows us to
better define cosmopolitan society. Progress tosvarcbsmopolitan sociefytowards a society
that “applies law universally”, is slow and plaguleg setbacks. In fact, this progress may be
seen as: 1) progress towards a form of politicheralism in the international sphere
(international rule of law), and 2) progress toveliberal democracies which are more refined
morally and institutionally. Both aspects requinreecto understand: a) thagalue pluralism
constitutes an insurmountable framework when ghrtegonistic values and identities which
should find their own accommodation among themseb@me into conflict; and b) that it is
morally desirable to go deeper intopalitics of recognitionof deep diversities (among them
those that reflect the national pluralism in sonwditips) as an ingredient of the moral and
institutional refinement of liberal democraciesha beginning of the Zicentury®

® The performance of tragedies, as Aristotle saw)vigys accompanied by understanding the charaatet$y the
fear that the action arouses in the audience. Spalaee situated this plurality of motives withis bharacters. We
are morally trapped inside ourselves, and outsidee is nothing else

19| think that Kantian cosmopolitism is more fruitfthan remaining in the Rousseauian perspective of
“constitutional patriotisms”, “communities of digjoe” or the renewed faith in “deliberative politick this sense,
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3.2 The “Ideas of Reason” and cosmopolitanism

Another aspect of Kant's work that has receivedyJdtle attention is that relating to the
potential of the first Critique for political theporAnd, more specifically, that which is linked
with the role of thddeas of Pure Reasotleveloped in the “Transcendental Dialectics”. As i
well known, unlike the “Transcendental Analyticsihere scientific knowledge based on the
conjunction between theoretical categories and ecapiinformation predominates, thieason

of the “Transcendental Dialectics” offers laeas We can define these ideas, although we are
unable to obtain “knowledge” from them becauseedhsra lack of empirical experience at this
epistemological levél. The Ideas function as a framework for ordering experience and
activity because they give us a global vision efworld. In this way, we humans know a lot less
than we think. The problems posed by Kant's Reasomot be resolved unequivocally, nor
rejected®. Thus, “metaphysics” is here understood as a diipn™. Ideas provide points of
reference for our experience. They are not arlyitnraventions, but constructions based on the
same nature as human redéommong these Ideas are those ofa@mopolitan societgnd
perpetual peace

Today we know that language and thought is whatt rdstinguishes us as a species, but is
probably not what most defines us as individuals & characteristic of this strange primate, the
product of evolution, who calls himsedapiensbut whom it continues to be relatively easy to
deceive and who is adept at deceiving hinfaeHow? For example, when the use of the Ideas
goes beyond its functions. Something that can happsgte easily. For Kant, humans make
correct and incorrect use of the Ideas of Reaste. dorrect uses are those which limit the
function of the Ideas to r@gulativeuse, while incorrect uses establisbomstitutiveuse of them.

In other words, a use which attempts to obtain aotWedge” from them which they are
epistemologically forbidden to provide. This in@uot use has disastrous consequences in the
practical sphere (moral and politicdl)In this sensecosmopolitan societis aregulative ldea
which protects againstonstitutiveuses of Reason that result in the desire to attaiabsolute
order.

One of Kant's most decisive contributions is to éa@een that theonstitutiveuse of the Ideas —
those which attempt to take human reason beyonlihittss — cannot be eradicated. This is a
“metaphysical impulse” of human reason related wviishagonistic underpinnings. One must
accept the inevitable existence of this impulse andeavour to combat its excesses, the
tendency to overstep rational linfitdoth in theory — for which it is necessary to héneedom

of criticism and enlightened education — and ircppca — for which one needs rights diikral
institutions (not “republican”)

| believe that Kant's work is more politically ftéil if it is understood as a key point within théontaigne-
Shakespeare-Hobbes-Hume-Berlin-Taylor line of reampthan in that of Rousseau-Kant-Marx-Habermas

1 First Critique, B 395, Kant's note; Reason ord@&$71), regulates (B 672) and plans (B 814, B 78Qjoes not
work only “at dusk”, after knowledge, but precediggegulates it and directs it (B 708). The philpker is the
legislator of Reason, not its creator” (B 867). &lénere is a kind of “Kantian revenge”: Kant coshy to Hegel
and Marx that “precisely because you show “reas@mén you criticise me, you have to return to me”

12 A VII. In Idea for ..Kant clearly states: “men do not move, like ansnddy pure instinct, nor, like rational
citizens of the world, according to a pre-arrangégh. It does not seem to be possible to consaugistory of
mankind according to a plan”2paragraph)

¥ A XI. See also B 295

' A669; B697

!> Requejo 2005a, Final remark

® The Spanish painter Francisco de Goya (1746-1828pntemporary of Kant, expressed the same idéhein
painting “The Dreams of Reason engender Monsters”

B 421



Kant's Ideas of Reason are not invented probt&rtisnagined communities” are not “invented”
communities. Kant puts forward a complex philosophiversion, expressed in modern
language, of the aim to protect against the twonnpactical dangers detected in classical
Greece: anarchy and tyranny. For Kant, the thezaietiorrelate of anarchy is scepticism and the
correlate of tyranny (or despotism) is dogmatisrasi@opolitanism represents an achievement
for the human race, in other words, an objectivenfiankind (First Critique) which encourages
the species’ progress towardsrpetual peacen the empirical world (Historical Writings). In
this way, cosmopolitanism (and civic patriotism)ulbact, for example, as a restriction on the
fanaticism (Schwarmerei) and obsession (Wahn) obmal patriotism (whether this is exercised
by the majority or by a minority). However, it whle better to defend moral cosmopolitanism, as
Kant perceives it, while at the same time acceptegradical pluralism of a set of national (not
civic) and predictably to some extent competitiariptisms, which are searching for mutual
accommodation both in the sphere of democraciesraachationally

4. Moral cosmopolitanism and minority rights in plurinational democracies. Refining
justice and institutions on a global and domesticcale

It is obvious that both state and non-state “natisms” have provoked practices that fail to
respect the propositions of moral cosmopolitani®me only needs to take a look at the history
of the 2" century to find examples where nationalist posiichave been used to justify
totalitarian practices and the extermination ofgdes, such as Nazism, Stalinism, Maoism, the
events that occurred in the former Yugoslavia, etowever, nationalism is not intrinsically
alien to cosmopolitan tenets. In fact, the conceptation” and “citizen” originate from the
same historical experiences in the American anadfreevolutions of the 8Bcentury. Both
concepts were and continue to be linked to a laxgent to states (to existing states, to demands
for the creation of new states and to reform axgsbnes). Moral cosmopolitanism has its own
roots deep in this modern and enlightened traditbart we know that “progress” has also its
darker side. This darker side sometimes reveaddf iteecause the gap which always exists
between what the theories say and what empiricditutions do (the liberal language of the
“free and equal men” has contrasted with exclustmsed on gender, class, religion, ethnicity,
etc, of empirical societies which called themselMesral). It is as much of a mistake to believe
that liberalism and cosmopolitanism are all swestrend “light”, as it is to believe that moral
“principles” should be insensitive to context. bct, today we know that despite the fact that a
plurinational liberal democracy may respect thelcpolitical and social rights of its citizens,
the latter are not usually treated equitably inamatl and cultural terms.

In this contexts, moral cosmopolitanism has sometinfunctioned as a “conservative”
philosophy, that is to say, as a way of legitimigihe status quo of the national and cultural
characteristics dominant in contemporary sociefi&ss happens when cosmopolitanism turns a
blind eye to, or, in other words, when it failsqoestion or challenge examples of domination
exercised by human groups over others regardingnatand cultural issues. This situation
means that cosmopolitanism is sometimes associatgmactice with a lack of respect for
individual dignityand a deficient treatment of the kindsuoiversal equalityandgeneralitythat
supporters of moral cosmopolitanism defend

Therefore, the three elements of moral cosmopaditanmentioned above — individualism,
universal equality and generality — demand speai#éntion whennational pluralism is
introduced into the “fact of pluralism” of some ¢emporary societies:

8B 386



1) Individualism National pluralism introduces an anthropologicaimative dimension which
affects people because, precisely, they are “ttimatie units of concern ... rather than, say,
family, tribes, ethnic, cultural or religious commiies, nations or states” (Pogge). This
means recognising people as moral subjects, withgnoring them or deciding their
characteristics for them

2) Universal equality This second element indicates that the individoalmentioned above
refers “to every living being equally — not merédysome sub-set, such as men, aristocrats,
Aryans, whites ...”. In our case, this would meafarging the list of “men, aristocrats ...” to
include persons with a “hegemonic national identityheir own state”. This is precisely the
dimension of political liberty which is marginal@er ignored in the traditional theories of
political liberalism and cosmopolitanism

3) Generality of applicationThis condition would require the inclusion of miity national
identities in the cosmopolitan rules of juridicacognition and guarantee. All national
minorities — and not only the largest ones in &estashould be the object of normative and
institutional protection on a global scale

Political power has often become despotic due éostlime tendency of human reason to “go
beyond its limits”. Political liberalism succesdjutarried out the task of regulating a series of
rights and putting limits on the exercise of polli power. Thus, it is not a question of

establishing a relativist or “multicultural” alteative to liberally-based moral cosmopolitanism,
but to refine it intellectually and morally so thiéd characteristics of individualism, universal

equality and generality can find better practicgbression in nationally diverse societies (in the
intellectual and moral sense of the term “betteMy proposal for the case of plurinational

societies is a form of cosmopolitanism that:

1) at theanalytical and normative level, is a kind of cosmopolitanism that is mucloren
sensitive, both in itsonceptsand in the interpretation of italues to empirical information
that has crucial moral and political relevance ifatividuals who are part of minorities. A
kind of cosmopolitanism that displays the will toptimize” national diversity morally and
politically (without uncritically sanctioning theimsple reality of existing states in the
international sphere). Both conditions would eneger greater respect for the individual
dignity of individuals themselves, and development of thdividual and collective
dimensions which are usually excluded from the eslofliberty, equalityand pluralism
established in the political and constitutionalgbices of present-day democracies

2) at theinstitutional level, is a kind of cosmopolitanism that recogeiznd guarantees the
“pluralism of values and identities” of these stieie as well as establishing recognition,
juridical guarantees and wide-ranging self-govemméor national minorities in its
constitutional rules (recognition of the pluraliey demoiexisting in the polity; collective
rights and liberties, a division of powers througonsocional and/or federal rules
establishing constitutional asymmetries when deaqalgc, historical or cultural conditions
require it, or even with clear rules for secession)

There is no guarantee, as Kant knew, that “manlwildprogress constantly towards a better

future”. Conflicts are inherent to human colledi®s. The important thing is to have institutions

capable of settling conflicts between legitimatéues, interests and identities. In this field, we

humans have invented nothing better than the alsasfferights and institutional practices that

have their origins in the political liberalism ofoatern times. Although this is not the subject of
this chapter, | am personally sceptical, for bdikotretical and practical reasons, about the
advisability of establishing institutions of “gldbdemocracy”. Having said that, | believe that

moral and political “progress” for the 2Xentury should consist in setting up institutiafs

9



“political liberalism”, in other words, institutianto guarantee rights and the rule of law on a
global justice scale. These global rights and rglesuld take into account the national and
cultural rights of national minorities (charters rights which include the option to appeal to
international courts, which would have the capamtympose sanctions on offenders). This is a
indispensable requirement to ensure that we pregi@sards the kind of democracies and
international relations that are more in tune it cosmopolitan idesl

In short, | advocate the establishment of a kindmaral cosmopolitanism which is more
attentive to thenormativeandempirical pluralism of contemporary societies in a worldahich
globalization is transforming economic, politicahdacultural relations. It is a question, in
theoretical terms, of putting, so to speak, Beagiimd Taylor inside Kant; and, in practical terms,
of establishing: 1) constitutions based on resfigchational minorities and which put them on
an equal footing with the majorities, and 2) inaronal institutions based on a global rule of
law (charters of rights, courts, etc) to which thézens of minority groups can have recourse
when they believe that their rights have been t@olaThis should be a kind of cosmopolitanism
that is firmly rooted in theaunsocial sociabilityof mankind, in what moves people to act in
empirical contexts (values, but also bonds andtities), and understood, not as a “utopian
ideal”, but as a regulative function of one of tdeas of Kantian Reason. In this way, a global
cosmopolitanism that includes the moral and inttital perspective of plurinational societies
will gradually enlarge the themes and the scopthisf “society which applies the rule of law
universally” of which Kant was speaking over twattgies ago
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