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Review by Ronnie Yearwadod

1. I want to start with a declaration that writimgitself is a difficult process but too
often we may tend to forget that reading is alsdifficult process. In that you are
trying to read or understand through the commuaitthe writer -- and at the same
time trying to escape your own community -- whilengltaneously being trapped
inside your own community because it is what presiglou witha world of meanings,
categories and interests. If it seems that | angesting that we all end up in a mire of
(migunderstanding, which is really a continuous maneage of conflict -- politics --
may be it is because, we do. Conceivably this neefew of Critical Theory and
World Politics is as much a review of Linklater’s work, as iaisuggestion that our
community -- our meanings, categories, and intsrestlwaysbinds us. Community
hence provides a way for us to sae world. It is a byword for a specific way of
understanding the world around us, with potentalnhisuse, but without community
we could not make sense of our world. | deploy ¢hassertions in examining
Linklater’s central theme that by weaving univensalral principles into the State, we
can transcend the tension between man (universalahity) and citizenship
(community)*!

2. Our communities and the definitions which thaglge ‘occupy an epistemological
space that is prior to [our] thought}.In that way, ‘left unguarded... our categories
[communities] could collapse, amdir world would dissolve in chaos’, given that ‘all
social action flows through boundaries determineg [these] classification
schemes...®) Furthermore, we cannot escape our communitieshmvie set up to
understand the world because it is the basis friohwve make sense of the wolid.
It is the ability to include, and perhaps more imaotly, to exclude on which
understandings of the world are constructed. Fpaud it into context when he says
that, ‘It is always possible to bind quite largemers of people together in love,
provided thabthersare left out as targets for aggressiohit seems what it is to be
included in a community is always prefix for thether’, which is excluded.
Underlining that is the fact that every meaningegary and interest carries with it
uncertainty. Through community its members cangtm bear a particular agreed
understanding of the world around them, so as ¢ditete some form of order and
communicative exchange. It carries with it, an ilgbto give meaning to all things
and cover all eventualities of the past, presemt future. This makes claims to
universality marginal at best, aspirational at \eors
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3. Communities lock individuals into -- institutian(cultural, legal, social, economic
etc.) frameworks that define -- a way of thoughtl action as a community. In
leaving the state of nature man became locked anbommunity. This restricts his
individual ‘scope for satisfaction’ whereas prewsbu he would know ‘no such
restriction’® Freud writes that ‘the power of the community thets itself, in the
name of ‘right’, against the power of the indivitluahich is condemned as ‘brute
force’!”) The power of the individual is replaced by thattbé community as a
‘decisive step towards civilisatiof’. He argues that the next step towards this
civilisation is the assurance of a legal order Wwhionce established shall not be
violated again in favour of the individual’’Hence those ‘who qualify as members of
that community’ by ‘Partly forgoing the satisfaatiof their drives’ will not be a
victim of brute forcé” It is critical here that Freud links the beneéifshe order that

a community can bring with the fact that its menshiergo their individual drives to
be subjugated by that of the community. The poisit Linklater writes is that
individuals in leaving the state of nature granéedh other ‘determinate rights and
duties, the rights and duties of citized4.’The problem Linklater thinks is that the
state of nature continued between their respecpeditical associations, as
‘individuals were not parties to contracts withsders, there were free from specific
international moral responsibilities” Linklater, like Freud, argues that States
(communities) thus had binding ‘obligations to thosho had consented to their
establishment but not to other persdfi$' This is at the crux of the tension that
Linklater identifies as between man as a citizemm(munity) and a wider humanity of
civilisation.

4. It is a tension that Freud in him seminal pieCejlisation and Its Discontents
captures well when he writes that

Much of mankind’s struggle is taken up with th&tasfinding a suitable, that
is to say a happy accommodation, between the clairtiee individual and the
mass claims of civilisation. One of the problenfeaing the fate of mankind
is whether such an accommodation can be achievexdgh a particular
moulding of civilization or whether the conflictiiseconcilable!*”

In what appears as an echo, if not a direct chéngelof Freud’'s observation,
Linklater writes that the ‘chapters in this coliect are united by a particular interest
in the ties that bind together the members of alitcommunities and simultaneously
separate them from the remainder of the human'faté. is at this point that | wish
to advance that in this review | take concern itk Linklater’'s work addresses and
seeks to resolve this tension, between the indalids part of community rooted in
the institutional mechanism of the State, as tandaof the universal humanity of
civilisation. It is what Linklater calls the tensid®etween man and citiz&fl. That is,
the tension between the ‘duties that individualsehto one another as citizens of
separate states and the obligations they havel totlar persons as members of
humanity’*”) He argues that this conflict between ‘citizenshipd humanity is
fundamental to the experience of the modern swtstem™® and is ‘predicated on
the assumption that the individual’'s moral obligat are not exhausted by duties to
the state but must allow scope for at least sonsenopolitan responsibilities*? In
focusing on this central theme, which Linklatesfies out particularly in Chapters 1 -
3, I make two connected arguments. Perhaps notdwdy Linklater not appreciate
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that there is no necessity to transcend the ternmiooverlay the Westphalian State
with a universal cosmopolitan community. But pacbtias the craft of managing the
conflict of competing communities makes the idea tafnscending somewhat
impossible. Especially given that our community ooty binds us as Linklater (and
also Freud) would agree, but those fences alsoigeoa basis from which we
communicate and understand the ‘ott&'On these presumptions, the fences need
not be seen as a prison but as boundaries in éfieofipolitics as to how the ‘other’ is
defined as to those who are members of a commuihgt does not affect the
obligations that man can have towards a wider hutpéut a realisation that those
obligations emanate from the narrow community ohraa citizenship. In other words,
the humanity Linklater wants may be possible ohtptigh community.

5. If we want a post-Westphalian cosmopolitan Stdtere universal moral principles
are put into the State, as Linklater seems to stgfeen the community that allows
us to understand everything outside of that comtgu(tihe world around us) would
have to disappear. But in doing so, we then wiléhao basis as to understand, unless
we create ‘new’ communities -- meanings, categaiesinterests -- which means we
end up where we began. Communities do not seernsappkar or have universalising
moral tenants simply added onto them, because contigsicreate specific points of
contact or ways of making sense of the world arausidschmitt says it well,

As long as a state exists, there will thus alway$nbthe world more than just
one state. A world state which embraces the egtowbe and all of humanity
cannot exist. The political world is a pluriverset a universe... The political
entity cannot by its very nature be universal ia #ense of embracing all of
humanity and the entire worldf!

In order to create the post-nationalist concepmtitifenship, and to destroy the tension
between man (community) and citizen (universal huitgaithat Linklater wants, we
probably have to create an ‘other’ that is not hantut in creating that other than is
not human we are probably destroying the very mfeahat humanity means, which
Is to include everyone, and not have the ‘othes.SEhmitt says

Humanity as such and as a whole has no enemiegydhe belongs to

humanity... ‘Humanity’ thus becomes an asymmetrioahter-concept. If he

discriminates within humanity and thereby denies dhality of being human
to a disturber or destroyer, then the negativelyugd person becomes an
unperson, and his life is no longer of the highedte: it becomes worthless
and must be destroyed. Concepts such as ‘humary’bins contain the

possibility of the deepest inequality and becoreeethy asymmetricai”

6. Therefore, when Linklater ponders about theufad of the international
community to respond to the genocide in Rwandancewably it is because they
have been denied humanity and so have become somr And perhaps there is no
real international community as such, but for demion of States that decide when to
collectively act and when to disband. The aspimtior individual universal
obligations to humanity may actually be counterduative to protect individuals
when they need it most, because claims of humandyitably and consequently
create the ‘other’ in the form of the unpersonfdet, any claim of community
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whether at the level of the State or as a univeasplration, carries the seed of the
other, which can be excluded or denied by that camiy. It makes me somewhat
sceptical of the use and deployment of the idehuofianity because if violations of
that humanity happen, in a way it happens becawsare able to somehow define
some people as having less humanity. Because ewargnunity will carry with it, the
‘other’, in essence there can be no universal hitsnatiowever, Linklater argues
that,

Scepticism about the motivational power of commomadnity is weakened
significantly if at least some human beings inedéht historical eras have
thought it was right to help a stranger..., if othé@/e endorsed their course
of action, and if they have sanctioned the failir@escue. Distrust of the ties
of humanity is dented if certain basic forms ofdanity with the suffering led

at least some moral a?ents to assist others moréess automatically in

different historical eras”

Scepticism is not dented. For even if we accepklaier’s view that some strangers
in the ‘name’ of humanity will offer some form ofi@matic help to alleviate human
suffering, some will not because that sufferinghoway resonates or is understood
within or as part of their community. Such occuoesare perhaps as likely to occur,
with equal measure, as to those of the Good Samé&fit | can make the opposite
argument to Linklater in that ‘it does [not] seemegosterous to speculate that
complete strangers have [not] been compelled tdwadhe ties of humanity in very
different times and placeg.‘r’] In fact it can seem very real that strangers, giobb
outside of the most disastrous of circumstances moayeel compelled or only feel a
marginal allegiance with the suffering of a comntyeutside their own.

7. Linklater may respond to this assertion with tleegument that the
interconnectedness of our economic relations mehas we have become more
‘exposed to greater pressures to detach [ourselngg]the immediate needs of [our]
particular ways of live in order to reflect on thessible fate of the entire species
[humanity].”* Yet there is something | also find sceptical abibig, that in order to
detach ourselves, we would have to somehow leavemumunity and yet it is that
community which is the basis for providing us witieaning of the thing we wish to
reflect upon. So how do we leave our community? @aomties allow us to
understand and make sense of the world that suttsous If we cannot that means we
exist in differing and competing communities. hatta world of conflict? | think so.
Is that a world where like Linklater would hold ththe logic of conflict and
competition cannot be regarded as unalter&ld?would tend to agree but | also
think in that statement Linklater may be misplacdihg idea of conflict in his attempt
to resolve the tension between the obligations ehnmand citizens by weaving
‘universal moral principles into the affairs of ®=“? Linklater argues that ‘The
distinction between men and citizens created arortapt problem for international
political theory: the problem of how to reconcileetactual diversity and division of
political communities with the newly discovered ibgin the universality of human
nature.”” Linklater seems to be of the view that there carabmoral community’
more inclusive than the state, which we can def@mdhe basis of ‘collective self-
determination'*” This logically leads Linklater to argue that ‘itapbe contended
that only within an international political assd@a, which aims at maximising
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human freedom, can the species express its unigpabdities while recapturing
morally integrated lives>"

8. The idea of an international political assooiatto me is akin to the story of the
Wizard of OzOne is gestured to a yellow brick road, with ampéune and a band of

friends (your community) in the hope of finding aagical wizard that can solve
problems. However, you discover that not only sr¢éhno magic, but that the wizard
is merely a human in all his fragilities frantigaplulling levers, sometimes if not most
of the time, unsure of the effects. The analogyhef Wizard of Oz goes further
because those seeking the Wizard realised thatihéyvhat they were looking for all

along. Possibly we do not need to go beyond thée Stacreate an international
political association into which to pour or ratherexercise moral obligations towards
humanity. The reason being that our communitieyvigeothe basis from which we

access and understand the world outside that comyniihe solution is not to solve

the tension between man and citizen, as Linklatguess, but to make use of that
tension as the craft of politics.

9. Let us suppose that man owes no moral or angr atbligations to universal
humanity because as | argued earlier, it can offtenpolitical code for actually
denying some people their very humanity. Now, anftip side, let us suppose we do
owe those obligations, the tension between an itid@F's obligations to humanity
and those as a citizen to his community may endeipg somewhat artificial. The
reason being that if our communities provide ushwiteaning, then we are bound to
them, so we cannot escape them, hard as we trg. nad making an argument that
communities are self-containé&d or presume that rival communities are
incommensurable. Rather, Linklater misses a chaoceake use of the fact that
communities are bounded and as he righty notesydmubeings learn how the social
bond that unites them in one community simultangowdivided them from
outsiders @ | think this is where Linklater and | differ bec@uwhere he tends to see
the bounded or closed nature of communities aoblgm, part of what creates the
tension between man and citizen that needs bestivies, | see that closure as a way
of how communities learn. | take that to mean that we do not need to create meta
or universal moral principles to ensure that ingdingdls also have regard for their
fellow citizens as part of humanity. What we needlt is create common mediating
principles between communities. The point is thatome mediating principle may
work for all communities. These principles wouldoal different communities to
enter, at least conceptually, other communitieg Bbunded nature of the community
becomes a platform from which it can engage, basedome mediating principle,
with another community who would also be usingnailsir mediating principle.

10. My final point is that communities can subjwegtte will of the individual to that
of the community. So why do we not simply extrap@ldie community of the State to
that of the world? This goes back to the problendenhtified in concepts such as
universal humanity that inherently carry the pasteilof the other. Possibly the better
way of securing humanity is not with a broad agmreal universal project but
through the State. Maybe instead of beating upidba of community, it is time to
revisit the idea of community as a means to wik&ldraft of politics for human good
(whatever that good is decided to be). Conceivéidybest we do is manage conflict
between communities, finding mediating principefasis on which one community
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will use its bounded or closed nature to try toesscthe world outside itself, and vice
versa. Taking small steps along the yellow brickdrodiscovering that there is no
grand universal solution, and frantically pullingora levers in the hope that
something useful comes out on the other side.i#f i so, then the job of critical
theory is not as Linklater seems to envisage, daraithe reconstruction of the state
as a bounded community and the introduction of -pasibnalist conceptions of
citizenship®* but something perhaps much more modest. Thattislus figure out
which lever to pull, all the while pretending thats a smooth seamless operation of
Wizardly magic.
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