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Critical Theory and World Poalitics:
Citizenship, Sovereignty and Humanity
by Andrew Linklater

Review by Stephanie L. Talbut

Andrew Linklater'sCritical Theory and World Politics: Citizenship, &weignty and
Humanity provides an excellent deconstruction of the ioeaniversal morality and
global citizenship. The work is both timely and esgary. Ad.inklater states, “The
problem of community, citizenship and harm desdovéave a central place in the
critical theory of international relationd.What is impressive about Linklater's work
Is its committed, honest and substantive respamsieet critics of universal morality,
particularly with respect to the failure of theamational community to respond to
human rights violations, such as the Rwandan gdeddespite thisCritical Theory
and World Politicsis open to criticism. Linklater’s work fails fulljo consider the
possibility that global citizenship and universabnadity may act, with harmful
conseugnces, as vehicles for the domination ofdMpolitics by a powerful minority.
My critical focus, in this review, will lie in thepplication of the theory of Carl
Schmitt, and his own reading of Kant, to the cdrdoacepts of Linklater's work.

The first issue with Linklater's work is that he ynaunintentionally, be
committed to a form of cultural imperialism becaa$¢he means by which universal
morality is developed. This is despite a rigorotismapt by Linklater to separate his
theorising from the negative connotations assodiafiéh cultural imperialism and the
hierarchical effect it can have on order. Indeeataphrasing Schmitt, Rasch argues
that“Order, no matter how structured, comes with aerldierarchical order brings
with it a domination/subordination structuring miple.” For individuals to accept a
global conception of morality and citizenship reqai a consensus that what is
stipulated corresponds to conceptions of the ‘fumel@al good’. More importantly,
this ‘fundamental good’ must represent more tha@aréiculation of the whims of the
powerful. Hedley Bull, whom Linklater cites repediie throughout his work,
embraces the Marxist belief that morality is moymbolic of the interests of the few
Great Powers than the common interests of all Smye® Linklater consistently
underestimates the ability of the Great Powersioreing their own idea of morality
by virtue of the insistence that their values aeednly universal onés.
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Considering global conceptions of both morality aftiézenship immediately
creates questions of what exists beyond the spacwhich they are applied.
Linklater’s definition of citizenship is a comprefsve and informative starting point:

At the most fundamental level, citizenship referstfof all to the
primary legal rights that all persons have as membé a particular
state. In the second place, citizenship refers he tights of
participation in the political life of the commuyias a whole. In the
third place, citizenship refers no only to rightst io fundamental
duties as well.

Clearly, Linklater sees citizenship as a recipraeddtionship between individuals on
a global level. To consider global citizenship ie tward the individual
responsibilities, duties and rights to others algsiheir own state. However, this
acquires a somewhat pernicious tone when we cansidélater's assertion that
citizenship “entails a willingness to place constision self-interest because of duties
to promote a more general goddrideed, a remarkable leap of faith is required to
believe that this ‘general good’ is genuinely umsz and not merely an aspect of
domination from self-serving great powers.

The development of universal morality and globatizenship is best
articulated through Linklater's extremely interagti account of Norbert Elias’s
‘civilising process’. He defines this as “the preseby which modern European
societies have been pacified over approximatelyldsefive centuries, and in which
emotional identification between the members othesaciety has increasedThis
‘civilising process’ bears striking similarities the highly significant work of the
English School theorist Gerrit GongGhe Standard of Civilisation(1984) Gong
defines the standard of civilisation as “an expoes®f the assumptions, tacit and
explicit, used to distinguish those that belon@ fmarticular society from those that do
not.”® Gong highlights the potential problems faced atest not deemed as within
the ‘standard’: their “progress towards ‘civilizestatus was necessary and possible
for the less ‘civilized' to achievequt complete and perfect equality was”hbfMy
emphasis). This indicating that, within most glolstuctures of morality and
citizenship, equality is hard for some to attain.

The writings of Carl Schmitt offer a more pessimishsight into Linklater’s
propositions-? Indeed, Rasch suggests that once a concephlikeanity’ has been
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made the defining factor of a global morality otiz@nship;“humanity’ has to be
opposed to its other, and, simply, that other cabrdhuman Any actor that rebels
or disagrees with the factors which constitute globitizenship is in danger of
removing themselves from the conception of citibgmsConsequently, they would
lose any claim to equality with those around thé&®.Schmitt argues “The concepts
of “humanity” and “civilisation” that defined theystem as a whole were exclusively
Eurocentric...Non-European space was considered teither uncivilised to half-
civilised, leaderless, even empt}*"This suggests that a universal conception of
humanity, morality or citizenship constitutes a gemous identity for the outsider.
“After all, only an unregenerate barbarian could fa recognize the irrefutable
benefits of the liberal order”

Despite such opportunities for the constructionnaquality within a global
conception of morality and citizenship the notidneguality is vital to Linklater’s
work. In an encouraging and thought-provoking asialy Linklater suggests that
citizenship initially

Involves moral responsibilities to ensure that oshenjoy the benefits of
belonging to the same moral community; second,idba that citizenship
gives force to basic rights to freedom and securiyd third, the contention
that citizenship embodies the right to participgt¢he public spheré®

Schmitt’s arguments can be utilised to support ploimt. He argued that when actors
of equal status have hostilities, they do sdwstus Hostisor Just Enemy’ Schmitt
identified battles in this context as being duedsateen equal partiés However, this
encourages the scholar again to consider the posfithe outsider or the, seemingly
inevitably, unequal actor. If those within glob&izenship and universal morality can
find “the right balance between the universal ahd particular™® then peaceful
modus vivendcan exist. However, if an actor is conceived mmte of difference and

non-membership, then Campbell’s words seem apg@iapaind highly potent:

The mere existence of an alternative mode of befrey,presence of which
exemplifies that different identities are possible thus de-naturalises the
claim of a particular authority to be the true idéyp, is sometimes enough to
produce the understanding of a thré4t.
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Like Linklater, Schmitt draws on Kant’s theorisiagpout the relationships between
states and individuals within an international ord&chmitt analyses Kant's
conception of thélostis Injustusdescribing the unjust enemy as one “whose puyblicl
expressed will (whether by word or deedyeals a maxinby which...any condition
of peace among nations would be impossible antkads a state of nature would be
perpetuated? Schmitt develops this ided,citing Kant's belief that “the ‘unjust
enemy’ is especially dangerous, because the lamddsanits’ for anyone threatened
by him.”?®* An actor outside the global conception of moralias portrayed by
Linklater, is always in danger of being conceivadHastis Injustus Consequently,
Kant argues that, “when the freedom of the peopldhreatened by the unjust
enemy’s words or actherebythey ‘are called upon to unite against such midooh
in order to deprive the state of its power to daitthreaten peace]?* Members of a
universal morality or a global citizenship can dtatvthey deem necessary to
eradicate this threat. The possibility of such urely and the potentially heinous
consequences of it undermine Linklater's claimst thauniversal morality would
ultimately encourage peaceful relations and noteimaist domination. Instead, a
Schmittian analysis suggests it would bring pedaefations for some and complete
discrimination against others. Consequently, thisgs the scholar back to concerns
that a conception of universal morality or globdizenship can be a tool for
imperialist domination, especially if it can vansfuithose it perceives as different.
These challenges to Linklater's accounts of glab@atenship and universal
morality point to a single and critical meta-prahntethe implicit assumption that
global morality is a force for good. Although conte about the imperialism of a
global morality are not new, the inclusion of thgight of Schmitt’s thoughts on the
matter raises new points of reference for the sufdghe ideas found in Linklater’s
highly important and interesting work.
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