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This book aspires to challenge readers to think about a global sensibility of morality and justice. Most traditional texts in ethics and in social and political philosophy have a national perspective in mind. This is because the traditional natural unit of sovereignty is the state. International laws have been artifacts of bilateral and multilateral treaties that have largely focused upon trade, immigration, and aggression/war. Even the United Nations—a model for one kind of world government—reveals a statist sensibility, for it lacks the sovereignty or authority to enforce most of its dictums: Each state obeys according to its national interest. But these are legal issues that obscure the existence of fundamental natural rights that citizens around the world possess regardless of their ability to successfully make claims for particular goods.

However, the United Nations is much more than a first step toward world government. It creates an intellectual space in which the peoples of the world can think in global rather than merely national terms. It also facilitates discussions on health, business, the environment, and other concerns that touch many around the world. It is toward this new intellectual space that this book seeks to extend the reach of the traditional domain of ethics as well as social and political philosophy by including the international sphere. Sometimes this sort of perspective is called cosmopolitanism, understood in this book to refer to a different way to view a morally based system of justice: The natural unit is the world (instead of the state). This does not mean that the state becomes irrelevant, but merely that the horizons of moral applicability extend to people, as such—wherever they live.

Distributive justice is the focus of this book, just as it was in my earlier monograph, A Just Society. International distributive justice concerns the theory and mechanism of the way goods and services are parsed within the context of a society and within the context of the world. Various moral, political, and economic systems commend different formulae for the way these goods and services are handed out. In this book as well as in my earlier book there is an emphasis on a theoretical grounding via metaethical principles, normative ethical principles, and applied ethical principles. Metaethical principles refer to the theoretical foundations of ethics itself: “What primary principles are necessary to ground a  system of ethics?” Normative ethical principles are one level more concrete. They still deal with theoretical questions, but theoretical questions that are seen in the context of creating a system that can yield definitive decisions to crucial moral problems. Applied ethical principles are yet one more level concrete as they use the underlying perspectives of metaethics and normative ethics to take into account actual sorts of moral situations.

Together, these three levels of analysis are necessary for authentic confrontation with events and our own existence in the world: With this foundation, critical problem solving becomes possible.

In A Just Society, the metaethical level was expressed via the personal worldview imperative:
All people must develop a single comprehensive and internally coherent worldview that is good and that we strive to act out in our daily lives.



and the shared-community worldview imperative:
Each agent must contribute to a common body of knowledge that supports the creation of a shared community worldview (that is itself complete, coherent, and good) through which social institutions and their resulting policies might flourish within the constraints of the essential core commonly held values (ethics, aesthetics, and religion).





In this book the vision expands globally to include an extended-community worldview imperative:
Each agent must educate himself as much as he is able about the peoples of the world—their access to the basic goods of agency, their essential commonly held cultural values, and their governmental and institutional structures—in order that he might individually and collectively accept the duties that ensue from those peoples’ legitimate rights claims, and to act accordingly within what is aspirationally possible.





The application of the metaethical principles and normative principles is the principal substance of this book. In particular, this volume seeks to extend my analysis in A Just Society in several key ways:
• Metaethical principles: an exploration of the principles of the extended-community worldview imperative and how that influences personal behavior (Part One).

• Table of Embeddedness: the normative ethical theory is expressed via a table listing degrees of embeddedness, which is a hierarchical list of goods to which any agent would aspire in order to enable action in his quest to be good (Chapter 3).

• Normative principles: viewing the degrees of embeddedness in a wider global context that includes global justice, human rights, culture and religion, and the relationship between national and global justice (Part Two).

• Key areas of applied ethics: applied ethical principles are considered in the light of the global issues of poverty, public health, race, gender, sexual orientation, democracy, globalization, the environment, war and terrorism, and immigrants and refugees (Part Three).

• Exercises: chapter-ending Critical Applied Reasoning Exercises (CARE) help readers to the next step of assessing, evaluating, and making judgments about individual problems in the international arena.

• Directions for readers to personally get involved in advancing their considered positions in the real world through an appendix that suggests ways to put theory into practice.





For instructors who wish to supplement this presentation with further examples of global metaethics, normative ethics, applied ethics, and casuistry, there is an accompanying reader of original essays that was commissioned especially to accompany this book.


Acknowledgments: I thank the anonymous reviewers of an early draft of the manuscript for their comments and suggestions. I would also like to thank the authors of the companion reader (The Morality and Global Justice Reader) for supporting this two-book project. I gratefully acknowledge Sandra Beris, Erica Lawrence, Michelle Asakawa, and the entire Westview team for producing and promoting this book. Finally, I’d like to thank Karl Yambert, my editor at Westview. His careful reading of the manuscript and his suggestions have improved the book.






PART ONE

GLOBAL METAETHICAL JUSTIFICATION

 PART ONE

 INTRODUCTION
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Part One consists of two chapters devoted to exploring certain foundational points—or metaethical principles—that support our inquiry into global morality and justice. There are many candidates for metaethical principles depending upon which moral standpoint one takes. Chapter 1 sets out two such positions: realism and antirealism. Realism accepts that there are real moral facts that exist in the world: The task of ethics is to discover what they are and how they are to be applied. Antirealism posits that ethics is to be discovered by language usage within a cultural context or created by the agreement of two or more parties.

Both realism and antirealism are expressed through several moral theories: realism by deontology and utilitarianism, and antirealism by noncognitivism and contractarianism. Two other moral theories—ethical intuitionism and virtue ethics—can also express either realist or antirealist worldview orientations, depending on the presuppositions underlying them.

Chapter 2 discusses the particular metaethical principles that I assume in my presentation: the personal worldview imperative, the shared-community worldview imperative, and the extended-community worldview imperative. The reader’s understanding of these three imperatives will assist him or her in the exposition of normative problems in Part Two.





 CHAPTER 1

 The Way People Think About Ethics and Social/Political Philosophy


Stop right now! No, I’m not telling you to stop reading the text, I’m exhorting you to put down all your preconceptions of what is right and wrong in the world and then to reconstruct them according to a logical plan that makes sense to you personally. Sounds intriguing, doesn’t it? What’s the catch? Simply this: that you’ll have to take on this project with total earnestness (sincerity) and use the best possible machinery to generate your result (authenticity). The price tag is steep, but the rewards are great. Are you ready?

Good. Let’s begin. What do we mean by ethics and social/political philosophy? Various answers are given to this question. Let’s start with a few fundamental worldview positions that you need to assume or accept before we can go forward.




Ethics 

I define ethics as the science of the right and wrong in human action. This is often called the naturalistic or realistic position. This means that the maxims of ethics—such as the prohibition against murder—are actually true in the world, based upon facts about who we are as humans existing as we do. If this is correct, then all people at all times are prohibited from committing murder (here defined as the taking of an innocent human life at will). This would apply around the world and across all time periods (from the origins of rational and feeling Homo sapiens).

Others define ethics in terms of satisfying cultural expectations that exist within distinct robust cultural milieus. For example, I was once told by Raja Nasr  (who used to be head of school at a college in Beirut) that in Lebanese culture, interpersonal loyalty is more important than doing one’s own work on tests. This was a real problem at the school because it led to widespread cheating—at least as “cheating” is defined by some people outside that culture. In contrast, the honor codes at several U.S. colleges require that if you know another student is cheating (even if it is your friend) you have to confront him or her with the demand, “If you don’t turn yourself in, I will.” Now, I am sure that this is an extreme example. But there are other such examples, among them concerning a woman’s place in society or the role of religion in political life. When ethics is about meeting social expectations, the resulting ethical maxims are a matter of agreed-upon conventions and not “real.” Those who hold this position are non-naturalists or antirealists.

How do you determine which side you support? Here are a few hints. If you practice one of the major religions of the world, then chances are the realist position is most appealing to you. This is because belief in a monotheistic God that is the source of Truth and Goodness would incline you to accept the real existence of ethical norms.

If you believe strongly in the social autonomy of various cultures and their right to make their own rules about everything, then antirealism will be most appealing to you. This is because you hold that assent and commendation are pivotal in ethical judgments. Viewed in this way, “assent” and “commendation” are attitudes that are not cognitively grounded. Instead they derive their action-guiding force from cultural expressions that are mutable across time and space.

As a test, ask yourself how you react when you read international news stories. Do you say that other cultures are sometimes wrong even when they are following their traditional customs? Or do you say, “I’m glad I don’t live there, but they have every right to do what they do.” What do you think of controversial groups around the world such as the Taliban, Hamas, or the Tamil Tigers? The answers to these questions should help you begin to formulate your thoughts on this.




 Theories of Ethics 


Theories of ethics may be parsed in various ways. I will follow the aforementioned realist and antirealist distinction to highlight six theories.


Realist Theories 


Utilitarianism is a theory that suggests that an action is morally right when the consequences of that action produce more total utility for the group than any other alternative action. Sometimes this has been shortened to the slogan, “The greatest good for the greatest number.” This emphasis upon calculating quantitatively  the general population’s projected consequential utility among competing alternatives appeals to many of the same principles that underlie democracy and capitalism (which is why this theory has always been very popular in the United States and other Western capitalistic democracies). Because the measurement device is natural (people’s expected pleasures as outcomes of some decision or policy), it is a realist theory. The normative (or value claim) connection with aggregate happiness and the good is a factual claim. It is factual because happiness or pleasure (or at least self-assessments of the same) can be measured using social science techniques of statistical sampling. Utilitarianism’s advocates point to the definite outcomes it can produce by an external and transparent mechanism (the statistical sampling). Critics cite the fact that the interests of minorities may be overridden.


Deontology is a moral theory that emphasizes one’s duty to do a particular action just because the action, itself, is inherently right and not through any other sorts of calculations—such as the consequences of the action. Because of this nonconsequentialist bent, deontology is often contrasted with utilitarianism. In contradistinction to utilitarianism, deontology will recommend an action based upon principle. “Principle” is justified through an understanding of the structure of action, the nature of reason, and the operation of the will. Because its measures deal with the nature of human reason or the externalist measures of the possibility of human agency, the theory is realist. The result is a moral command to act that does not justify itself by calculating consequences. Advocates of deontology like the emphasis upon acting on principle or duty alone. One’s duty is usually discovered via careful rational analysis of the nature of reason or human action. Critics cite the fact that there is too much emphasis on reason and not enough on emotion and our social selves situated in the world.

To help you understand the differences between deontology and utilitarianism, consider the following case study.


Case: Murder in Northern Ireland

You are a constable of a small, remote rural town in Northern Ireland. The town consists of Irish Catholics (20 percent minority) and Irish Protestants (80 percent majority). All 1,000 Catholics live in one section of town, which sits on a peninsula that juts into the river just east of the main section of town.

One morning a young Protestant girl is found raped and murdered next to the town green. By general consensus it is concluded that a Catholic must have committed the crime. The Protestants form a citizens committee that makes the following demand upon the constable: “We believe you to be a Catholic sympathizer. Therefore, we do not think you will press fast enough for this killer to be brought to justice. We know a Catholic did the crime. We have therefore sealed off the Catholic section of town. No one can go in or out. If you do not hand over the criminal by sundown, we will torch the entire Catholic section of town, killing all 1,000 people. Don’t try to call for help. We have disabled all communication devices.”

The constable worked hard all day in an effort to find out who committed the crime. It was now one hour before sundown, and he had no leads in identifying the criminal. He didn’t know what to do. His deputy said, “Why don’t we just pick a random Catholic and tell them he did it? At least we’d be saving 999 lives.”

“But then I’d be responsible for killing an innocent man,” replied the constable.

“Better one innocent dies and 999 be saved. After all, there’s no way the two of us can stop the mob. You have to give them a scapegoat.”



There are several key issues in this case: (1) Would the constable be guilty of murder if he randomly chose an innocent scapegoat? If so, would either utilitarianism or deontology ever allow such an outcome? And (2), isn’t killing 1,000 people a worse outcome than killing merely one? What would utilitarianism and deontology say about this?


Swing Theories 

This case leads us to consider “swing theories,” which may be either realist or antirealist, depending on the presumed source of the ethical suppositions.


Ethical intuitionism can be described as a theory of justification about the immediate grasping of self-evident ethical truths. Ethical intuitionism can operate on the level of general principles or on the level of daily decision-making. In this latter mode many of us have experienced a form of ethical intuitionism through the teaching of timeless adages such as “Look before you leap” and “Faint heart never won fair maiden.” The truth of these sayings is justified through intuition.  Many adages or maxims contradict each other (such as the two above), so that the ability to apply these maxims properly is also understood through intuition. When the source of the intuition is either God or Truth itself as independently existing, then the theory is realist—the idea being that everyone who has a proper understanding of God or Truth will have the same revelation. When the source of the intuition is the person herself, living as a biological being in a social environment, then the theory is antirealist because many different people in different social environments will have varying intuitions, and none can take precedence over another.


Virtue ethics is also sometimes called agent-based or character ethics. It takes the viewpoint that in living your life you should try to cultivate excellence in all that you do and all that others do. These excellences or virtues are both moral and nonmoral. Through conscious training, for example, an athlete can achieve excellence in a sport (a nonmoral example). In the same way, a person can achieve moral excellence as well. The way these habits are developed and the sort of community that nurtures them are all under the umbrella of virtue ethics. When the source of these community values is Truth or God, the theory is realist. When the source is the random creation of a culture based on geography or other accidental features, the theory is antirealist. Proponents of the theory cite the real effect that cultures have in influencing our behavior. We are social animals, and this theory often ties itself with communitarianism (a theory that puts community interests on par with individual interests—called weak communitarianism—or a theory that puts community interest above those of the individual—called strong communitarianism). Detractors often point to the fact that virtue ethics does not give specific directives on particular actions. For example, a good action is said to be one that a person of character would make. To detractors this sounds like begging the question.

To assist you in assessing the worldview claims made by these two normative theories, consider the following case.


Case: Loyalty Versus Honesty in the NYPD

You have been the partner of Sarah Silverman for fifteen years. Sarah is a good cop who occasionally lets her emotions get the better of her. On one case in January the two of you drove the cruiser to an incident in the East Village in Manhattan. A man was beating up a woman in their apartment. You had been called by neighbors who feared for her safety. Sarah went  overboard in her reaction (according to Police Regulations). She took the offensive and used her Taser to take down the male without warning him to stop or identifying herself as a policewoman. The electric charge disabled the man, who has filed suit against the New York Police Department. You know in your gut that Sarah “lost it” during the domestic dispute.

You also know that Sarah would be judged to be wrong in what she did according to the professional standards set out in the Police Regulations, which delineate the professional requirements of being a police officer. You have been called in by the district attorney to give a deposition, wherein you must swear under the penalty of perjury that what you say is the truth. If you tell the truth, Sarah will be fired and will lose the fifteen years she has accrued toward her pension (which kicks in at twenty years). If you lie, then you will have allowed a case of police brutality to go unresolved.

Your intuition tells you that even though Sarah lost control of her emotions, somehow what she did was proper (though a bit excessive) given the particulars of this circumstance (after all, the male was severely beating the woman—who happened to be his wife). And Sarah would not have been able to wrestle the wife-beating lout to the ground. What choice did she have except the Taser or her service revolver?

What you have to figure out is whether to think about this quandary via virtue ethics (measuring the relative weights of loyalty and honesty) or using ethical intuitionism. Would it make a difference if there really were a correct answer; that is, if the objects of ethical inquiry really existed?




Antirealist Theories 


Ethical noncognitivism is a theory that suggests that the descriptive analysis of language and culture tells us all we need to know about developing an appropriate attitude in ethical situations. Ethical propositions are neither true nor false but can be analyzed via linguistic/media devices to tell us what action-guiding meanings are hidden there. An example of a linguistic/media device can be found in the depiction of young African American males who have been accused of a crime. In a study of the local news in Chicago, black criminals were disproportionally portrayed as scowling in mug shots or in video clips walking with handcuffs led by white police officers.1 The same study found that African American criminals were shown in very negative images 2.4 times more often than their European-descent criminal counterparts. This shows how social attitudes with  embedded racist messages are passed on via the media. The same is true in print journalism. Examine the words your local newspapers used to describe “terrorist suspects,” Muslims, Jews, Palestinians, and so on. If you compile a list of what you find, it will likely be composed of words with negative connotations.

We all live in particular and diverse societies. Discerning what each society commends and admonishes is the task for any person living in a society. Individually, we strive to fit in and follow the particular social program described by our language, media, and culture. Because these imperatives are relative to the values of the society or social group being queried, the maxims generated hold no natural truth-value and as such are antirealist. Advocates of this theory point to its methodological similarity to deeply felt worldview inclinations of linguistics, sociology, and anthropology. If one is an admirer of these disciplines as seminal directions of thought, then ethical noncognitivism looks pretty good. Detractors point to corrupt societies and the inability of ethical noncognitivism to criticize these from within (because the social milieu is accepted at face value).


Ethical contractarians assert that freely made personal assent gives credence to ethical and social philosophical principles. These advocates point to the advantage of the participants being content with a given outcome. The assumption is that within a context of competing personal interests in a free and fair interchange of values, those principles that are intersubjectively agreed upon are sufficient for creating a moral “ought.” This “ought” comes from the contract and extends from two people to a social group. Others universalize this, by thought experiments, to anyone entering such contracts. Because the theory does not assert that the basis of the contract is a proposition that has natural existence as such, the theory is antirealist. Proponents of ethical contractarianism tout its connection to notions of personal autonomy that most people support. Detractors cite the fact that the theory rests upon the supposition that the keeping of contracts is a good thing, but why is this so? Doesn’t the theory presuppose a metamoral theory validating the primacy of contracts? If not, then the question remains, “What is it about making a contract with another that creates normative value?”

In order to assist readers in thinking about ethical noncognitivism and contractarianism, I present the following case.


Case: A Contract in the Black Forest2

Wolf Sullowald, a former butcher, was watching a television program in southwest Germany about changing social attitudes on suicide. The television reporter said that most European Union countries would join the  Netherlands soon in legalizing euthanasia due to social attitudes changing about the right of people to take their own lives, at will. It was then that Wolf concocted his plan. Having always wanted to make use of his technology expertise on the Internet to do something different, he decided to solicit someone to kill himself during a live Internet feed, after which Wolf would butcher, cook, and consume the body. The entire episode would surely attract a wide audience. Wolf posted his request on Friedhoff’s Space, a free Internet site (similar to Craig’s List) that posts a variety of requests and opportunities. Within two weeks, an Austrian named Trieste e-mailed that he was interested. The two drew up a contract and had it witnessed by their friends in front of a Web camera. Two months later the terms of the contract were read on camera by two people (a friend of Wolf and a friend of Trieste). Then Trieste killed himself on camera, and Wolf proceeded to butcher Trieste and prepare his body according to a famous recipe. Wolf then ate Trieste and ended the Internet event with these words: “This event could only happen under the new social sentiment about the right of all people to commit suicide and the freedom of all people to make contracts that govern their lives. How great it is to live in these times.”



Which is the dominant theory in this case—social attitudes (ethical noncognitivism) or ethical contractarianism? Which has the stronger claim on ruling conduct? Can they work together? What do you think of these sorts of approaches?

For the purposes of this text, we will assume these six theories to be exhaustive of philosophically based theories of ethics or morality.3 In our discussions in subsequent chapters you should be prepared to apply these terms to situations and compare the sorts of outcomes that different theories would promote.




 Social/Political Philosophy 

A second key set of concepts necessary to explore global ethics is one’s disposition and action response concerning those that are different from one’s own worldview and the shared community worldview in which one lives.

Social/political philosophy is an amalgam of concerns that raises the level of ethical focus from the individual level to that of the group. In social philosophy, customs within existing communities are examined to see whether they might be  normatively commended or not (according to some extension of a theory of ethics and understanding of the role of culture). To commend is to give one’s positive approval to some action or state of affairs. Norms are standards by which we give our assent or dissent. They can be based on realist or antirealist criteria. In political philosophy, the creation of governing institutions and the justifications for their operation are the points of concern. As we enter into our discussion of the international sphere, three key question areas will be introduced: confronting the “other,” the nature of states and institutions, and the legitimacy of political change.


Confronting the “Other” 

I believe that in the context of global ethics there are three stances that can be assumed when confronted with those different from one’s self (that is, states and regions of the world in which the values and way of life differ from one’s own). It is important here to distinguish between a judgment of whether the other culture is different due to nonmoral differences (such as eating with the right hand only or wearing a head scarf) and moral differences (such as female genital mutilation). For the purposes of this section, let us assume that the “other” is differentiated only by nonmoral differences. These are the most common, dealing with racial/ethnic issues, dress, and general behaviors that depict a community’s way of life. “Different” (in this way) is often troubling to many individuals. Thus, it often provokes some sort of action response.

The first sort of response is competition. When a country or region differs from your own, one response is to compete with it in order to become the more powerful. This is the response of kraterism (rule of the strongest). In cases like this, one country or region will seek to overcome the other and to try to change the other so that it is less “other.” A prime example of this is the European colonization of much of the world during the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries. Because of Europeans’ superior war technology, they could go where they liked (for the most part), plunder other countries, and change many of their customs and, thus, their culture. The idea behind the competitive response to otherness is that: (a) the other is different, (b) the difference is not pleasing to the more powerful country,4 and (c) the more powerful country responds by finding ways to change the weaker country with all tools at its disposal, including armed regime change.

The second sort of response to otherness is toleration, one advocated by John Rawls.5 Toleration begins in much the same way as competition: (a) the other is different, (b) the difference is not pleasing to the more powerful—but tolerant—country, but (c) the more powerful country allows the other country to continue as it has, despite grave reservations. Behind this tolerance is a disposition toward  largesse on the part of the more powerful country to allow unpleasing behavior within a certain range in the name of global cooperation. Though Rawls is avidly not utilitarian, this move smacks of such.6 Thus, within the international realm some liberal nations (meaning republics that recognize democracy and liberty and that respect the plight of the poor) will put up with at least some hierarchical nations in the spirit of toleration—but this has limits when one confronts burdened and benevolent absolutist societies. In those cases, assistance is required so that they become liberal societies. Certain “rogue” or “outlaw” societies may exceed the limits of toleration and may be targeted for regime change.7


The third sort of response is acceptance. When one accepts the “other,” the following dynamic occurs: (a) the other is different, (b) the difference is not pleasing to the more powerful country, and so (c) the more powerful country parses its displeasure into two categories—(i) aesthetic issues, such as the choices a country makes in culture and religion, and (ii) ethical lapses, such as human rights abuses and genocide. Displeasure over aesthetic issues will require more than toleration. Rather, the more powerful country will strive toward accepting the other while also seeking to effect more or less gradual change in the other that will bring it into the extended shared-community worldview as a legitimate member.

In the cases of ethical lapses, some sort of action response is necessary. Whether this action response is violent or nonviolent will depend upon the sort of violation and possibility of various reactions to it. My approach will be that violence is the very last resort that should be undertaken. But this does not mean that nations should wait and do nothing. Various nonviolent approaches have been effective in international change, such as the embargo of South Africa to end apartheid.


The Nature of States and Institutions 

States and institutions are social constructions founded on some mix of social justice and common agreement based upon cultural constructions. If we are to consider the propriety of how nations ought to behave, it is important that we have some idea about just what a nation is. Various people have written about this issue, often referring back to the seventeenth-century social contract philosophers John Locke and Thomas Hobbes and their two competing theories, statism and cosmopolitanism.8


The statist theory has two forms—the strong and the weak. In the strong-statist theory, one’s state represents the highest form of community membership that one enjoys: citizen of a state. This membership can be described via a social contract (generally implicit) that says that your state has nurtured you and given you various sorts of advantages. In return the state expects virtually blind loyalty:  my country right or wrong. Socrates seems to accept this in his famous argument from the Crito (pp. 49-51)9 on civil disobedience:1. Man ought never act unjustly—Assertion [A]/ 49a4

2. To repay injustice with injustice is unjust—1 [inference from premise #1]/ b10

3. To repay injustice with injustice ought not be done—1, 2/ b10

4. [To do harm is the same thing as doing evil]10—A

5. To do evil is unjust—A/ c2

6. To repay evil with evil is unjust—5/ c4-5

7. To repay evil with evil ought not to be done—1, 3, 6/ c10

8. [Suffering is an evil and/or an injustice]—A

9. Suffering does not permit us to do evil or to act unjustly—3, 7, 8/ c11

10. A man must carry out just agreements—A/ e5

11. A state to survive requires that laws have force and apply in all cases—A/ 50b 3

12. Individual exceptions to the laws mean that the laws do not apply in all cases—Fact [F]/ b5

13. Individual exceptions to the laws undermine and harm the state—11, 12/ b5

14. Each individual makes an agreement with the state to abide by its judgments—A/ c4

15. This agreement is a just mutual transaction with give and take—A/ d-e

16. To retaliate against the state is to harm the state—F/ 51a

17. To retaliate against the state is to do evil to the state—4, 16

18. To do evil to the state even when the state does evil to you ought not to be done—7, 9, 17/ 51a2

19. Retaliating against the state should not be done—17, 18/ a3-6

20. To seek individual exceptions to the law should not be done—4, 13, 18

21. To not abide by the judgments of the state is to break a just agreement—14, 15/ c6-f5a7

22. Man ought not fail to abide by the judgments of the state—14, 15, 21

23. Man has an obligation to abide by the judgments of the state and not to seek individual exceptions to the law—20-22/53a8-e3



In this text, Socrates seems to be taking the strong-statist view that an individual in State X takes on special obligations because of that membership.11 This would seem to imply favoring the state over other states and favoring citizens of  your state over citizens of other states. This is a rather partisan view of the world. The state takes on a strong legal and legitimating role for all the communities in that state.

The weak-statist view drops the partisan view of personal allegiance in all events. In its stead it merely sets out a legalistic model in which the state has a legitimate legalistic role in the affairs of the world. Legitimate states possess sovereignty over some given area of land and may act in the interests of its citizens within that region. Implicit within this approach is the idea that there is a standard of legitimacy that involves some interactive connection between the citizens, their respective micro and macro communities, and the government that is formally the state’s voice to the world. If this interaction does not exist, then the state is not legitimate and should not be recognized by other sovereign states.

The alternative view to statist theory is often termed cosmopolitanism. It holds that nations and their ensuing national interests are morally irrelevant in determining or executing obligations to the people of the world. In this context it will refer to the position that, contrary to weak statism, all national designations (be they national boundaries or any ensuing duties therein) are conventional and do not imply any real moral obligations at all. We are all equal. What passes as a state is merely a conventional parsing based upon past wars and conquests. It has no real moral character and should be ignored when evaluating global ethical “oughts.” States and international organizations are legitimate when they recognize this dynamic and illegitimate when they do not.

The choice among these positions is critical for anyone engaging in global ethics. Further argumentation from my own point of view will be set out in Chapter 6.


The Legitimacy of Political Change 

The final question in this chapter affects one’s standpoint on the other questions. It seeks to understand how political change happens and which instances are to be morally approved and which are to be morally disapproved.

For our purposes here let us define political change as either (1) the substantial change of an existing government and its resulting policies, or (2) the creation of an entirely new government that starts all over again to solve the issues of governing a country. Both can occur either peacefully or via force. Is the mode of political change important? Does peaceful change possess an advantaged position? If so, then how much is it worth? For example, the thirteen American colonies (that later became the United States) and Canada were ruled by the same colonial power, Britain. They both objected to certain colonial policies. However, the American colonies decided to revolt and won independence through the barrel of  the gun12 whereas the Canadians chose a peaceful route but had to wait until 1867 for their independence—eighty-three years later. Is peace worth eighty-four years? This is a question that readers should ask themselves.

Then there is the tension between (1) and (2) via gradual change and radical change. Are some regimes so ill-suited to representing the communities within a region that they cannot be modified but must start anew? What principles justify this? May other countries intervene to help the change move forward? Why or why not? Does it matter if the country in question is engaged in internal outrages against its own citizens, such as massacres or forced relocation? What about its behavior to its neighboring states? These many questions are covered in more detail in Chapters 6 and 14.




 Key Terms 

ethics, theories of ethics, social/political philosophy, confronting the “other,” statism, cosmopolitanism, authenticity, sincerity




 Critical Applied Reasoning Exercise 

Select one of the rich countries in the world and write down the name of the country on a piece of paper. Next, select a poor country in the world that is currently in a severe crisis and write down the name of that country on a piece of paper. Now, write a 1.5-page policy-position paper on what the response of the rich country to the poor country should be, given the conditions in both countries today. Be sure to back up your suggestions by using appropriate distinctions raised in Chapter 1.




Notes 


1   R. M. Entman, “Modern Racism and the Images of Blacks in Local Television News,” Critical Studies in Mass Communication 7 (1990): 332-345.


2   This case is very loosely based on the Armin Meiwes case in Germany that occurred in March 2001.


3   For the purposes of this book the words ethics and morality will be taken to be exact synonyms.


4   The reason that the focus is upon the more powerful country is that only the more powerful country has a response that would effect change to another country that did not see a need to change itself.


5   John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971): 211-220.


6   Under my examination of the personal worldview imperative under completeness understood as the affective good will, this sort of inequality is not allowed (see Chapter 2).


7   John Rawls, The Law of Peoples (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999): parts 2-3.


8   For more here, see David Luban, “Just War and Human Rights,” Philosophy and Public Affairs 9, 2 (1980): 160-181; and Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars (New York: Basic Books, 1977).


9   Page numbers refer to the Greek text edited by John Burnet, Platonis Opera (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1900); the translations are my own.


10   Bracketed premises denote suppressed premises or enthymemes that are necessary to generate a tight inference but are not found in the text itself.


11   Please be aware that Plutarch cites a saying of Socrates that he is not a citizen of Athens or a Greek but rather is a citizen of the world.


12   It should be noted that Mao Tse-Tung in his red book declared that political independence could only be achieved via the barrel of a gun; see Quotations from Mao Tse-Tung (Peking: Foreign Language Press, 1966), “Problems of War and Strategy” II: 225.





CHAPTER 2


The Personal, Shared-Community, and Extended-Community Worldview Imperatives



One’s personal worldview constitutes the sum total of one’s factual and normative understandings about the world. Each of us is enjoined to take ownership of our worldview via sincere and authentic questioning. Sincere questioning will be understood to be a commitment by each individual to utilize his or her highest capacities in this search—no half-hearted investigations allowed! This is serious business. In addition to sincerity, we all need some sort of process that will effectively focus and structure these foundational investigations. I call this process authenticity. Before we can authentically answer the questions posed in Chapter 1, it is necessary to introduce some theoretical devices that will provide a structure for the overall normative exercise.




 The Personal Worldview Imperative 

An imperative is a command. These metaethical principles are presented as fundamental requirements for all Homo sapiens. These commands require personal reflection about one’s own conception of what is good as well as how one should fit into geographical and international communities. The structure of the command mode means that these exercises are not optional. We all are enjoined to  enter into this sort of reflection in order to be sincere and authentic people living on earth.

The first of these theoretical devices is the personal worldview imperative: 
All people must develop a single comprehensive and internally coherent worldview that is good and that we strive to act out in our daily lives.





One’s personal worldview is a very basic concept containing all that he or she holds as good, true, and beautiful about existence in the world. There are four parts to the personal worldview imperative: completeness, coherence, connection to a theory of ethics, and practicality. Let’s briefly look at each in turn.

First is completeness. Completeness refers to the ability of a theory or ethical system to handle all cases put before it and to determine an answer based upon the system’s recommendations. This is functionally achieved via the good will. The good will is a mechanism by which we decide how to act in the world, and it provides completeness to everyone who develops one. There are two senses of the good will. The first is the rational good will, which means that each agent will develop an understanding about what reason requires of us as we go about our business in the world. Completeness means that reason (governed by the personal worldview and its operational ethical standpoint) should always be able to come up with an answer to a difficult life decision. In the case of ethics, the rational good will requires engaging in a rationally based philosophical ethics and abiding by what reason demands. Often this plays out practically in examining and justifying various moral maxims—such as maxim alpha: “One has a moral responsibility to follow through on one’s commitments, ceteris paribus (all other things being equal).” This maxim is about promise-making. One could imagine someone, call him Luke, going through the process of sincerely and authentically trying to define and justify moral maxims via reason and a chosen ethical theory. Imagine that Luke has accepted maxim alpha. Imagine also that Luke has asked Jennifer out to a big social event at his college. Jennifer accepted, but then one week before the event, Monique (a student whom Luke greatly prefers to Jennifer but never approached because Luke had thought she was out of his league) calls up Luke and asks him to the school event. Luke had made a prior promise to Jennifer. But Luke really would prefer going with Monique. What should Luke do? The rational good will (as Luke, himself, had developed it via maxim alpha) says that Luke should carry through with his promise to Jennifer since there is no conflicting moral issue that would invoke the ceteris paribus clause in the maxim. For Luke to act otherwise would be an instance of denying completeness based upon the rational good will. Luke should keep his promise to Jennifer.

Another sort of good will is the affective good will. We are more than just rational machines. We have an affective nature, too. Our feelings are important, but just as was the case with reason, some guidelines are in order. For ethics we begin with sympathy. Sympathy will be taken to be the emotional connection that one forms with other humans. This emotional connection must be one in which the parties are considered to be on a level basis. The sort of emotional connection I am talking about is open and between equals. It is not that of a superior “feeling sorry” for an inferior. Those who engage in interactive human sympathy that is open and level will respond to another with care. Care is an action-guiding response that gives moral motivation to acting properly. Together sympathy, openness, and care constitute love.

In the above case on promise-making, Luke wouldn’t be concerned with making and justifying moral maxims such as maxim alpha. Instead, he would be developing his capacity to connect sympathetically with other people. If Luke sympathetically connected with Jennifer, his caring response would guide him toward maintaining his promise to Jennifer because to do otherwise would sever the sympathetic connection. Luke would not be acting like a loving person if he were to do otherwise. Likewise, he would respond to Monique’s offer by acknowledging how happy it made him and how he would very much enjoy seeing her in the future in another venue. This sort of affective good will comes from one-on-one personal connections that elicit caring responses. The affective good will is every bit as comprehensive as the rational good will.

When confronted with any novel situation one should utilize the two dimensions of the good will to generate a response. Because these two orientations act differently it is possible that they may contradict each other. When this is the case, I would allot the tiebreaker to reason. Others demur.1 Each reader should take care to think about his or her own response to such an occurrence.

A second part of the personal worldview imperative is coherence. People should have coherent worldviews. This also has two varieties: deductive and inductive. Deductive coherence speaks to our not having overt contradictions in our worldview. An example of an overt contradiction in one’s worldview would be for Sasha to tell her friend Sharad that she has no prejudice against Muslims and yet in another context she tells anti-Muslim jokes. The coherence provision of the personal worldview imperative says that you shouldn’t change who you are and what you stand for depending upon the context in which you happen to be.

Inductive coherence is different. It is about adopting different life strategies that work against each other. In inductive logic this is called a sure-loss contract.2
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