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Editor's Preface

IN HIS GREAT RIVERSIDE CHURCH SPEECH OF

April '967, Martin Luther King.jr., declared his reasons
for opposing the Vietnam War. The war was, he said, a

disaster for Black Americans, poisonous for the country,

and above all a nightmare "for victims ofour nation and

for those it calls enemy." Responding to moral demands

that lie "beyond the calling of race or nation or creed,"

King said that he had come to speak for these "enemies."

Speaking out was the "privilege and the burden of all of

us who deem ourselves bound by allegiances and loyal
ties which are broader and deeper than nationalism and

which go beyond our nation's self-defined goals and

positions."
In her essay "Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism"

which provoked the debate recorded in this book

Martha Nussbaum defends the moral position to which

King gave such powerful expression. According to this
cosmopolitan outlook, our highest allegiance must be to

the community of humankind, and the first principles of

our practical thought must respect the equal worth of all
members of that community. Cosmopolitanism is a con

troversial view,one tendency of moral thought opposed
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hiio!t"Of outlooks that resist its ideal ofworld citizenship in the name
sellsibiliti,,, and attachments rooted in group affiliation or na

tradition. The responses to Nussbaum's essay reflect these

once the complexity of these issues
and the importance oftheir resolution.

This book, then, presents competing philosophies-first princi

ples connected to conduct through complex links of historical cir

cumstance, social location, and individual judgment. But as King's
condemnation of the war demonstrates, those connections are no

less real for being indirect. The disagreement about cosmopoli

tanism is practical as well as theoretical, with important implications

for contemporary debate about protectionism, immigration, human

rights, foreign intervention, development assistance, and what we

should teach in our schools. In exploring the merits of cosmopoli

tanism as moral theory and personal conviction, Martha Nussbaum

and her respondentsjoin philosophical debate to public discussion,
enriching each.

NUSSBAUM'S LEAD ESSAY FIRST APPEARED IN BOSTON

Review (OctoberjNovember 1994), along with twenty-nine replies.
Eleven of those replies are included here, some substantially ex

panded, along with five additional contributions. The issues ad
dressed-about the place oflove of country in a morally decent life,

and the tensions between local emotional attachments and cosmo

politan moral principles-took on new and compelling urgency af

ter the horrible slaughter of innocents on September II. Nussbaum's
response to those awful events, provided in a new introduction to

the book, reminds us that moral thought is most important when the
dangers we face are greatest.

Martha C. Nussbaum

Introduction:
Cosmopolitan Emotions?

IN THE AFTERMATH OF SEPTEMBER i i , WE HAVE

all experienced strong .emotions for our country: fear,

()utrage, g!!~f, astonishment. Our media portray the dis

aster as a tragedy that has happened to our nation, and

that is how we very naturally see it. So too the ensuing
war: it is called "America's New War," and most news re

ports focus on the meaning of events for us and our na

tion. We think these events are important because they

concern us. Not just human lives, but American lives. In

one way, the crisis has expanded our imaginations. We

find ourselves feeling sympathy for many people who did
not even cross our minds before: New York firefighters,

that gay rugby player who helped bring down the fourth

plane, bereaved families of so many national and ethnic
origins. vVe even sometimes notice with a new attention

the lives ofArab-Americans among us, or feela sympathy
with a Sikh taxi driver who complains about customers

who tell him to go home to "his country," even though he

came to the United States as a political refugee from per
secution in the Punjab. Sometimes our compassion even

crosses that biggest line of all, the national boundary.

Events have led many Americans to sympathize with the

---_ ..-----
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and girls of Afghanistan, for example, in a way that many

[endinlsts had been trying to get people to do for a long time, without

All too often, however, OUf imaginations remain oriented to the

local; indeed, this orientation is implicit in the unusual level ofour

alarm. The world has come to a stop-in a way that it never has for

Americans, when disaster befalls human beings in other places.

Floods, earthquakes, cyclones-and the daily deaths of thousands

from preventable malnutrition and disease-none of these typically

makes the American world come to a standstill, none elicits a

tremendous outpouring ofgrief and compassion. The plight of in

nocent civilians in the current war evokes a similarly uneven and
flickering response.

And worse: our sense that the "us" is all that matters can easily flip
over into a demonizing ofan imagined "them," a group ofoutsiders

who are imagined as enemies of the invulnerability and the pride of

the all-important "us." Compassion for our fellow Americans can all

too easily slide over into an attitude that wants America to come out

on top, defeating or subordinating other peoples or nations. Anger

at the terrorists themselves is perfectly appropriate; so is the attempt

to bring them tojustice. But "us-them" thinking doesn't always stay

focused on the original issue; it too easily becomes a general call for

American supremacy, the humiliation of"the other."

One vivid example of this slide took place at a baseball game I

went to at Chicago's Comiskey Park, the first game played there after

September II-and a game against the Yankees, so there was a

heightened awareness of the situation of New York and its people.

Things began well, with a moving ceremony commemorating the

firefighters who had lost their lives, and honoring local firefighters

who had gone to New York afterward to help out. There was even a

lot of cheering when the Yankees took the field, a highly unusual

transcendence of'local attachments. But as the game went on and the

beer flowed, one heard, increasingly, the chant "U-S-A, U-S-A," a
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chant left over from the Olympic hockey match in which the United

States defeated Russia. This chant seemed to express a wish for

America to defeat, abase, hurniliate its enemies. Indeed, it soon be

came a general way ofexpressing the desire to crush one's enemies,

whoever they were. When the umpire made a bad call that went

against the White Sox, the same gronp in the stands tnrned to him,

chanting (,(,U-S-A." In other words, anyone who crosses us is evil and
shonld be crnshed. It's not surprising that Stoic philosopher and

Roman emperor Marclls Aurelius, trying to educate himself to have

an equal respect for all hnman beings, reports that his first lesson

was "not to be a fan ofthe Greens or Blues at the races, or the light

armed or heavy-armed gladiators at the Circus."

Compassion is an emotion rooted, probably, in our biological
heritage. (Although biologists once portrayed animal behavior as

eg?~~,~i~, primatologists bynow recognize the existence of~~~,~is~ic

~-~~ti~n in apes, and it may well exist in other species as ~ell.rBlit
this history does not mean that compassion is devoid of thought. In

• fact, as Aristotle argued long ago, human compassion standardly re

quires three thoughts: that a serious bad thing has happened to

someone else; that this had event was not (or not entirely) the per

son's own fault; and that we ourselves are vulnerable in similar ways.

Thus compassion forms a psychological link between our own self

interest and the reality of another person's good or ill. For that rea

son it is a morally valuable emotion-when it gets things right. Of

ten however the thoughts involved in the emotion, and therefore, , ..

the emotion itself, go astray, failing to link people at a distance to

one's own current possibilities and vulnerabilities. (Rousseau said

that kings don't feel compassion for their subjects because they

count on never being human, subject to the vicissitudes of life.)

Sometimes, too, compassion goes wrong by getting the seriousness

of the bad event wrong: sometimes, for example, wejust don't take

very seriously the hunger and illness of people who are distant from

us. These errors are likely to be built into the nature of compassion
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rlevelons in childhood and then adulthood: we form intense at

i~¢bir<ents to the local first, and only gradually learn to have com

""SSllon for people who are outside OUf own immediate circle. For
Americans, that expansion ofmoral concern stops at the na

tional boundary.
Most of us are brought up to believe that all human beings have

equal worth. At least the world's major religions and most secular

philosophies tell us so. But our emotions don't believe it. We mourn

for those we know, not for those we don't know. And most of us feel

deep emotions about America, emotions we don't feel about India,

or Russia, or Rwanda. In and of itself, this narrowness of OUf cmo

tionallives is probably acceptable and maybe even good. We need to

build outward from meanings we understand, or else our moral life

would be empty of urgency. Aristotle long ago said, plausibly, that

the citizens in Plato's ideal city, asked to care for all citizens equally,

would actually care for none, since care is learned in small groups

with their more intense attachments. Ifwe want our life with others

to contain strong passions-forjustice in a world of injustice, for aid

in a world where many go without what they need-we would do

well to begin, at least, with our familiar strong emotions toward fam
ily,city, and country.

But concern should not stop with these local attachments. Amer

icans are unfortunately prone to such emotional narrowness. So are

all people, but the power and geographical size ofAmerica have long

contributed to its particularly strong isolationist roots. When at least

some others were finding ways to rescue the Jews during the Holo

caust, America's inactivity and (general) lack ofconcern was culpa

ble, especially in proportion to American power. It took Pearl Har

bor to get us even to come to the aid ofour allies. When genocide was

afoot in Rwanda, our own sense ofself-sufficiency and invulnerabil

ity stopped us from imagining the Rwandans as people who might

be us; we were therefore culpably inactive toward them. So too in the

present situation. Sometimes we see a very laudable recognition of
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the interconnectedness of all peoples, and of the fact that we must

join forces with people in all nations to defeat terrorists and bring

them to justice. At other times, however, we see simplifying slogans

("America Fights Back") that portray the situation in terms of a good

"us" crusading against an evil '"them"-failing to acknowledge, for

example, that people in all nations have strong reasons to oppose

terrorism, and that the fight has many active allies.

Such simplistic thinking is morally wrong, because it encourages

us to ignore the impact of our actions on innocent civilians, and to

focus too little on the all-important project of humanitarian relief. It

is also counterproductive. We now understand, or ought to, that if

we had thought more about support for the educational and human

itarian infrastructure of Pakistan, for example, funding good local

nongovernmental organizations there the way several European na

tions typically do in India, young people of that nation might possi

bly have been educated in a climate of respect for religious plural

ism, the equality of women, and other values that we nghtly pnze,

instead ofhaving fundamentalist madrasas as their only educational

alternative. Our policy in South Asia has showed for many years a

gross failure of imagination and sympathy; we basically thought in

terms of cold war values, ignoring the real lives of people to whose

prospects our actions could make a great difference. Such crude

thinking is morally obtuse; it is also badly calculated to advance any

good cause we wish to advance, in a world where all human lives are

increasingly interdependent.
Compassion beg,-ins with the local. But if our moral natures and

our emotional natures are to live in any sort ofharmony we must find

devices through which to extend our strong emotions and our abil

ity to imagine the situation of others to the world ofhuman life as a

whole. Since compassion contains thought, it can be educated. We

can take this disaster as occasion for narrowing our focus, distrust

ing the rest of the world, and feeling solidarity with Arneric~ns

alone. Or we can take it as an occasion for expansion ofour ethical
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;sqlrhelhlng about the vuluerability all humau beings share, about
it is like for distant others to lose those they love to a disaster

of their own making, whether it is hunger or flood or ethnic

cleansing.
There are hopeful signs in the present situation, particularly in at

tempts to educate the American public about Islam, about the histo
ries of Afghanistan and Pakistan, and about the situation and atti
tudes ofArab-Americans in this country. But we need to make these

educational efforts consistent and systematic, not just fear-moti

vated responses to an immediate crisis.

Our media and our systems of educatiou have long given us far

too little information about lives outside our borders, stunting OUf

moral imaginations. The situation of America's women and its
racial, ethnic, and sexual minorities has to some extent worked its

way into curricula, at various levels, and into OUf popular media. We

have done less well with parts of the world that are unfamiliar. This

is not surprising, because such teaching requires a lot ofinvestment

in new curricular initiatives, and such television programming re

quires a certain temporary inattention to the competition for ratings.

But we now know that we live in a complex, interconnected world,

and we know our own ignorance. As Socrates said, this is at least the

beginning of progress. At this time of national crisis we can renew
our commitment to the equal worth ofhumanity, demanding media,

and schools, that nourish and expand our imaginations by present
ing non-American lives as deep, rich, and emotion-worthy. "Thus
from our weakness," said Rousseau of such an education, "our frag

ile happiness is born." Or, at least, it might be born.

I



Patriotism
Martha C. Nussbaum

and Cosmopolitanism

When anyone asked him where he came from, he said,

"J am a citizen ofthe world."

Diogenes Laertius, Life ofDiogenes the Cynic

In Rabindranath Tagore's novel The Home and the World, the
young wife Bimala, entranced by the patriotic rhetoric of her hus
band's friend Sandip, becomes an eager devotee of the Swadeshi
movement, which has organized a boycott of foreign goods. The
slogan of the movement is Bande Mataram (Hail Motherland). Bi
mala complains that her husband, the cosmopolitan Hindu land
lord Nikhil, is cool in his devotion to the cause:

And yet it was not that my husband refused to support Si.lJll:deshi, or

was in any way against the Cause. Only he had not been able whole

heartedlyto accept the spirit of Bande Mataram.
HI am willing," he said, "to serve my country; but my worship I re

serve for ~gJ:1~_"Yhich is far greater than my country. To worship my

country as a god is to bring a curse upon it."

Americans have frequently supported the principle of Bande
Mataram, giving the fact of being American a special salience in
moral and political deliberation, and pride in a specifically Ameri
can identity and a specifically American citizenship a special



tion rather than considering ties of obligation and commitment
1 , . "

that join America to the rest of the world. As WIth Rorty s pI,ece,

the primary contrast drawn in the project was between a pol:tlcs
based on ethnic and racial and religious difference and a politics
based on a shared national identity. What we share as both rational
and mutually dependent human beings was simply not on the

agenda. ,
One might wonder, however, how far the politics of nationalism

really is from the politics of difference. The Home and the World

(better known, perhaps, in Satyajit Ray's haunting film of the ~ame

title) is a tragic story of the defeat of a reasonable and principled
lit . m by the forces of nationalism and ethnocentrism,cosmopo 1 ams

I believ~ that Tagorc s~es deeply ~hel1 h~~bserves th~t, at bottom,
'I'.' d·' ethnocentric par.t.icularism•.are not alien to one an-natrona Ism an '.. ../ _ / ;....., .

other, bout akin:-that to give support to nationalist sentiments sub-
ts ultimately even the values that hold a nation together, beverts, .. 1

cause it substitutes a colorful idol for the substantive umve~sa

values ofj'-!~tic~ and right. Once someone has said, I am an Indian
first a citizen of the world second, once he or she has made that
morally questionable move of self-definition by a morally Irrele

vant characteristic, then what, indeed, will stop that person from

saying as Tagore's characters so quickly learn to say,I am a Hmdu
first and an Indian second, or I am an upper-caste landlord first,
and'a Hindu second? Only the cosmopolitan stance of the land

lord Nikhil-so boringly flat in the eyes of his young WIfe B:mala
and his passionate nationalist friend Sandip-has the promIse of
transcending these divisions, because only this stance asks us to

give our first allegiance to what is morally good-~d that which,

being good, I can commend as such to all huma~ bemgs. .
Proponents of nationalism in politics and In education fre

quently make a weak concession to cosmopolitanism. They may

argue, for example, that although nations should '~ general base
education and political deliberation on shared national values, a
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among the motivations to political action. I believe, as do
and his character Nikhil, that this emphasis on patriotic

is both morally dangerous and, ultimately, subversive of
some ofthe worthy goals patriotism sets out to serve-for example,
the goal of national unity in devotion to worthy moral ideals ofjus

tice and equality. These goals, I shall argue, would be better served
by an ideal that is in any case more adequate to our situation in the
contemporary world, namely the very old ideal of the cosmopoli
tan, the person whose allegiance is to the worldwide community of
human beings.

My articulation of these issues is motivated, in part, by my expe
rience working on international quality-of-life issues in an institute

for development economics connected with the United Nations. It
is also motivated by the renewal of appeals to the nation, and na
tional pride, in some recent discussions ofAmerican character and

American education. In a well-known op-ed piece in the .New York

Times (13 February 1994), philosopher Richard Rorty '-!Eg~~,
Americans, especially the American left, not to di~9~in patriotism
as a value, and indeed to give central importance to "the emotion

of national pride" and "a sense of shared national identity." Rorty
argues that we cannot even criticize ourselves well unless we also
"rejoice" in OUf American identity and define ourselves funda

mentally in terms of that identity. Rorty seems to hold that the pri
mary alternative to a politics based on patriotism and national
identity is what he calls a "politics ofdifference," one based on in

ternal divisions among America's ethnic, racial, religious, and
other subgroups. He nowhere considers the possibility of a more
international basis for political emotion and concern.

This is no isolated case. Rorty's piece responds to and defends

Sheldon Hackney's recent call for a "national conversation" to dis
cuss American identity. I As a participant in its early phase, I was

made vividly aware that the project, as initially conceived; pro
posed an inward-looking task, bounded by the borders of the na-

Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism 5
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.(;dfuIuitm"nt to basic human rights should be part of any national
education system, and that this commitment will in a sense hold

nations together," This seems to be a fair comment '. on pracn-
cal reality; and the emphasis on human rights ' t inl

. . IS eer ai y neces-
sary for a world In which nations interact all th ti (Ie ime on terms et
us hope) ofjustice and mutual respect.

But is it sufficient? As students here grow up, is it sufficient for
them to learn that they are above all citizens of the United States
butthat they ought to respect the basic human rights ofcitizens of
India, BohVIa, Nigeria, and Norway? Or should they-as I think

'~ addition to gIVIng special attention to the history and current
situanon oftheir own nation, learn a good deal more than they fre
quently do about the rest of the world in which they II'v ab t
I di d Boli e, ou
n ra an olivia and Nigeria and Norway and their histories
pr~blems, and comparative successes? Should they learn only tha:
citizens ofIndia have equal basic human rights, or should they also

~ear~ ab~ut the problems ofhunger and pollution in India, and the
ImphcatIOns of these problems for the larger issues ofglobal hun
ger and global ecology? Most important, should they be taught
that they are, above all, citizens of the United States, or should

they mste~d be taught that they are, above all, citizens ofa world of
human beIngs, and that, while they happen to be situated in the
Umted State.s, they have to share this world with the citizens of
other countnesPI suggest four arguments for the second concept

ofeducation, ,whIch I call c~srnopolitan education. But first I .intro

d~c~ a hIsto,:cal digression, which traces cosmopolitanism to its
ongIns, ~n.d In the process recover some excellent arguments that
have traditIOnally supported it.

When Diogenes the Cynic replied, "I am a citizen of the world"
he, ~eant, apparently, that he refused to be defined by his local

ongms and group memberships, so central to the self-image of the
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conventional Greek male; instead, he defined himself in terms of
more universal aspirations and COQ~~!ns. The Stoics, who fol

lowed his lead, further developed his image of the kosmou polites

(world citizen) arguing that each of us dwells, in effect, in two com
munities-the local community of our birth, and the community
of human argument and aspiration that "is truly great and truly
~ommon, in which we look neither to this corner nor to thai, but

measure the boundaries of our nation by the sun" (Seneca, De
Otio). It is this community that is, fundamentally, the source of our
moral obligations. With respect to the most basic moral values,
such as justice, "We should regard all human beings as our fellow

citizens and neighbors" (Plutarch, On the Fortunes ofAlexander).

We should regard our deliberations as, first and foremost, deliber
ations about human problems ofpeople in particular concrete situ
ations, not problems growing out ofa national identity that is alto

gether unlike that of others. Diogenes knew that the invitation to
think as a world citizen was, in a sense, an invitation to be an exile

from the cOIIl~()~~()rp~~~~g~,~~,IIl and its easy sentiments, to see our
own ways of life from the point of view ofjustice and the good.
The accident of where one is born is just that, an accident; any hu

man being might have been born in any nation. Recognizing this,
his Stoic successors held, we should not allow differences of na
tionality or class or ethnic membership or even gender to erect

barriers between us and our fellow human beings. We should rec
ognize humanity wherever it occurs, and give its fundamental

ingredients, reason and moral capacity, our first allegiance and
respect.;

This clearly did not mean that the $toiss were proposing the ab
olition oflocal and national forms ofpolitical organization and the
creation of a world state. Their point was even more radical: that

we should give our first allegiance to no mere form of governmeut,
no temporal power, but to the moral community made up by the

humanity of all human beings. The idea of the world citizen is



The Stoics stress that to be a citizen of the world one does not

need to give up local identifications, which can be a source of great
richness in life.»They suggest that we think of ourselves not as de
void oflocal affiliations, but as surrounded by a series of concen
tric circles .•The first one encircles the self, the next takes in the im
mediate family, then follows the extended family, then, in order,

neighbors or local groups, fellow city-dwellers, and fellow coun
trymen-and we can easily add to this list groupings based on eth
nic, linguistic, historical, professional, gender, or sexual identities.

Outside all these circles is the largest one, humanity as a whole.

Our task as citizens of the world will be to "draw the circles some
how toward the center" (Stoic philosopher Hierocles, ist-znd cs),
making all human heings more like our fellow city-dwellers, and

so on. We need not give up our special affections and identifica
tions, whether ethnic or gender-based or religious. We need not
think of them as superficial, and we may think of our identity as
constituted partly by them. We may and should devote special at
tention to them in education. But we should also work to make all

human beings part ofour community of dialogue and concern,

base our political deliberations on that interlocking commonality,

and give the circle that defines our humanity special attention and
respect.

In educational terms, this means that students in the United

States, for example, may continue to regard themselves as defined

partly by their particular loves-their families, their religious, eth
nic, or racial communities, or even their country. But they must

also, and centrally, learn to recognize humanity wherever they en
counter it, undeterred by traits that are strange to them, and be ea

ger to understand humanity in all its strange guises. They mu~t

learn enough about the different to recognize common alms, aspI
rations, and values, and enough about these common ends to see

how variously they are instantiated in the many cultures and their
histories. Stoic writers insist that the vivid imagining of the differ-

m--8~~;;:;:;;;'I:: ~C:. NUS S B A U M

this way the ancestor and the source of Kant's idea of the "king
dom of ends," and has a similar function in inspiring and regulat
ing moral and political conduct. One should always behave so as

to treat with equal respect the dignity of reason and moral choice

in every human being. It is this concept that also inspires Tagore's
novel, as the cosmopolitan landlord struggles to stem the tide of

nationalism and factionalism by appeals to universal moral norms.
Many of the speeches of the character Nikhil were drawn from Ta
gore's own cosmopolitan political writings.

Stoics who hold that good civic education is education for
,,:orld citizenship recommend this attitude on thr~~ grounds.
FIrst, they hold that the study of humanity as it is realized in the

whole world is valuable for self-knowledge: We see ourselves more

clearly when we see our ways in relation to those of other reason
able people.

Second, they argue, as does Tagore, that we will be better able
to solve Our problems if we face them in this way. No theme is

deeper in Stoicism than the damage done by factiOnand local alle

giance~ to the political life of a group. Political d~liberation, they
argue, IS sabotaged again and again by partisan loyalties, whether
to one's team at the Circus or to one's nation. Only by making our

fundamental allegiance to the world community ofjustice and rea
son do we avoid these dangers.

. Finally, they insist that the stance of the kosmou politesis intrin
sically valuable, for it recognizes in people what is especially fun

damental. about them, most worthy of respect and acknowledg_
ment: their aspiration, tojustice and goodness and their capacities
for reasoning in this connection. These qualities may be less color

ful than local or national traditions and identities-it is On this
basis that the young wife in Tagore's novel spurns them in favor of
qualities in the nationalist orator Sandip that she later comes to

see as superficial-but they are, the Stoics argue, both lasting and
deep.

Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism 9



present day and offer four arguments for making world citizen
ship, rather than democratic or national citizenship, the focus for
civic education.

III

1. Through cosmopolitan education, We learn more
aboutourselves.

One of the greatest barriers to rational deliberation in politics is
the unexamined feeling that one's own preferences and ways are
neutral and natural. An education that takes national boundaries
as morally salient too often reinforces this kind of irrationality, by
lending to what is an accident of history a false air of moral weight
and glory. By looking at ourselves through the lens ofthe other, we
come to see what in OUf practices is local and nonesscnnal, what is

more broadly or deeply shared. Our nation is appaUingly ignorant
of most of the rest of the world. I think this means that it is also, in
many crucial ways, ignorant of itself.

To give just one example of this: Ifwe want to understand our
own history and our choices about child-rearing and the structure
of the family, we are helped immeasurably by looking around the
world to see in what configurations families exist, and through
what strategies children are in fact being cared for. (This would in
clude a study of the history of the family, both in our own and
other traditions.) Such a study can show us, for example, that the
two-parent nuclear family, in which the mother is the primary
homemaker and the father the primary breadwinner is by no
means a pervasive style of child-rearing in today's world. The ex
tended family, clusters of families, the viUage, women's associa
tions-all these groups, and others, in various places in the world
have major child-rearing responsibilities. Seeing this, we can be
gin to ask questions-for example, about how much childabu~e
there is in a family that involves grandparents and other relatives rn
child-rearing, as compared with the relatively isolated Western-
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essential task of education, and that it requires, in turn,
master-y ofmany facts about the different. Marcus Aurelius gives

nnuseu the following advice, which might be caUed the basis for
cosmopolitan education: ':Accustom yourself not to be inattentive

to what another person says, and as far as possible enter into that
person's mind" (VI. 53). "Generally," he adds, "one must first

learn many things before one can judge another's action with un
derstanding."

A favored exercise in this process of world thinking is to con
ceive of the entire world of human beings as a single body, its many
people as so many limbs. Referring to the fact that it takes only
changmg a smgle letter in Greek to convert the word "limb"
(melos) into the word "p~rt" (meros), Marcus says: "If, changing
the word, you call yourself merely a [detached] part rather than a
limb, you do not yet love your fellow men from the heart, nor de
rive complete joy from doing good; you will do it merely as a duty,

not as doing good to yourself" (VII. IS). It is important to recall
that, as emperor, he gave himself that advice in Connection with
daily duties that required coming to grips with the cnltures of

remote and, initially, strange civilizations, such as Parthia and
Sarmatia.

I would like to see education adopt this cosmopolitan Stoic

stance. ThS.?:s~~!.~.~?~Sl~?u19, ?{~?~.,:~e,bS abused-if, for ex
ample, it was taken to deny the fundam;ntal importance of the
separateness of people and of fundamental personal liberties. Sto

ics were not always sufficientlyattentive to these values and to their
political salience; in that sense, their thought is not always a good

basis for a scheme of democratic deliberation and education. But
as the image is primarily intended_as a reminder of the interde
pendence of all human beings and communities_it has fundamen_
tal significance. There is clearly a huge amount to be said about

how such ideas might be realized in curricula at many levels. In
stead ofbeginning that more concrete task, however, I focus on the
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I t given the present costs of pollution controls and the present
eas , I di
economic situation of developing nations, without ecologica 1-

ter? If we take Kantian morality at all seriously, as we should, wesas . .
need to educate our children to be troubled by this fact. Otherwise

are educating a nation of moral hypocrites who talk the lan-we ,
goage of universalizahility but whose universe has a self-serving,
narrow scope.

This point may appear to presuppose universalism, rather than
being an argoment in its favor. But here one may note that the :al
ues on which Americans may mostjustly pride themselves are, in a

deep sense, Stoic values: respect for human dignity and the oppor
tunity for each person to pursue happiness. Ifwe really do behe:e
that all human beings are created equal and endowed WIth certam
inalienable rights, we are morally required to think about what that

conception requires us to do with and for the rest of the world.,

O again that does not mean that one may not permissibly
nee , li ' lik

give one's own sphere a special degree o~ concern. Po tics, 1 e

child care, will be poorly done if each thinks herself equally re-

ibl for all rather than giving the immediate surroundmgssponSI e 10 , . .

special attention and care. To give one's.own ~p~e~e special care IS

justifiable in universalist terms, and I think this IS Its most c,ompel

ling justification. To take one example, we do not really thI~k o~r

own children are morally more important than other people s chil-

d n though almost all of us who have children would gIve
ren, eve h 'I'

our own children far more love and care than we give ~t ers. t IS

good for children, on the whole, that things work this way, ~nd
that is why our special care is good, rather than selfish. Education

may and should reflect those special concerns-fo~ example, m ,a
iven nation, spending more time on that nation's history and poli

~cs. But my argument does entail the ~dea that we should n~t co~
fine our thinking to our {j'Nn sphere; that in making ,choIces in

both political and economic matters we should :uost senously co:
sider the right of other human beings to life, liberty, and the pu -

nuclear family; or about how the different structures of child
care support women's work." If we do not undertake this kind of
educational project, we risk assuming that the options familiar to
us are the only ones there are, and that they are somehow "nor
mal" and "natural" for all humans. Much the same can be said
about conceptions of gender and sexuality, about conceptions of
work and its division, about schemes ofproperty holding, or about
the treatment ofchildren and the aged.

2. We makehea,dwaXfolving problems that require
inten:atio,!al coop~ration.

The air does not obey national boundaries. This simple fact can
be, for children, the beginning of the recognition that, like it or
not, We live in a world in which the destinies of nations are closely
intertwined with respect to basic goods and survival itself. The

pollution of third-world nations that are attempting to attain our
high standard ofliving will, in some cases, end up in our air. No

matter what account of these matters we will finally adopt, any in
telligent deliberation about e2~1{)~-as, also, about the food sup

ply and population-requires global pla
l1ning,

gl~~al knowledge,
and th~ ~~c{)gl1iti{jl1{)fashar~(1future. . '. ....y.

To co~du~t ihiss~rtofglob;l dialogue, we need knowledge not
only of the geography and ecology of other nations-something
that would already entail much revision in our curricula-but also
a great deal about their people, so that in talking with them we may

be capable of respecting their traditions and commitments. Cos
mopolitan education would supply the background necessary for
this type of deliberation.

3, We recognize moral obligations to the rest ofthe world that
are real and that otherwise would go unrecognized.

What are Americans to make of the fact that the high living stan

dard we enjoy is one that very likely cannot be universalized, at
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J:l~PPV)~'~S, and that we should work to acquire the knowl
enable us to deliberate well about those rights. I

believe this sort of thinking will have large-scale economic and po
consequences.

4, We make a consistent and coherent argument based on
distinctions we are prepared to defend.

In Richard Rorty's and Sheldon Hackney's eloquent appeals to
shared values, there is something that makes me very uneasy. They

seem to argue effectively when they insist on the centrality to dem
ocratic deliberation ofcertain values that bind all citizens together.
But why should these values, which instruct us to join hands

across boundaries of ethnicity, dass, gender, and race, lose steam
when they get to the borders of the nation? By conceding that a

morally arbitrary boundary such as the boundary of the nation has
a deep and formative role in our deliberations, we seem to deprive

ourselves ofany principled way ofpersuading citizens they should
in fact join hands across these other barriers.

For one thing, the very same groups exist both outside and in
side. Why should we think ofpeople from China as our fellows the

minute they dwell in a certain place, namely the United States, but
not when they dwell in a certain other place, namely China? What
is it about the national boundary that magically converts people to

ward whom we are both incurious and indifferent into people to

whom we have duties ofmutual respect? I think, in short, that we
undercut the very case for multicultural respect within a nation by
failing to make central to education a broader world respect. Rich

ard Rorty's patriotism may be a way of bringing all Americans to
gether; but patriotism is very close to jingoism, and I'm afraid I

don't see in Rorty's argument any proposal for coping with this
very obvious danger.

Furthermore, the defense of shared national values in both
Rorty and Hackney, as I understand it, requires appealing to cer-
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tain basic features of human personhood that obviously also tran
scend national boundaries. So if we fail to educate children to

cross those boundaries in their minds and imaginations, we are
tacitly giving them the message that we don't really mean what we
say. We say that respect should be accorded to humanity as .such,
but we really mean that Americans as such are worthy ofspecial re

spect. And that, I think, is a story that Americans have told for far
too long.

IV

Becoming a citizen of the world is often a lonely business. It is, as

D ' aid a.ki..'n.d of exile-from the comfort of local truths,lOgenes s 1 " . . . . .

from the warm, nestling feeling of patnotism, from the absorbing

drama ofpride in oneselfand one's own. In the writings of Marcus
Aurelius (as in those ofhis American followers Emerso~ and Tho-

) reader can sometimes sense a boundless loneliness, as Ifreau , a , c 1'6
the removal of the props ofhabit and local boundanes had left 1 e

bereft of any warmth or security. If one begi~s life as a child who

loves and trusts his or her parents, it is temptln? to w,ant t~ rec~n

struct citizenship along the same lines, finding m a~ Ideallz,ed Im
age of a nation a surrogate parent who will do one s thinking for

one. Cosmopolitanism offers no such refuge; it ~ffers only reason
and the love of humanity, which may seem at umes less colorful

than other sources ofbelonging. . '
In Tagore's novel, the appeal to world citizenship falls. It falls

because patriotism is full of color and intensity and paSSIOn,
d ' itmino' thwhereas cosmopolitanism seems to have a har time gnppmg e

imagination. And yet in its very failure, Tagore s~ows,H succeeds,
For the novel is a story ofeducation for world citizenship, smce the

entire tragic story is told by the widowed Bimala, who under

stands, if too late, that Nikhil's morality was vastly s~penor t~ Sa~

dip's empty symbol-mongering, that what looked like paSSIOn, m
Sandip was egocentric self-exaltation, and that what looked like
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in Nikhil contained a truly loving perception of
as a person. If one goes today to Santiniketan, a town several

hours by train from Calcutta where Thgore founded his cosmopol
itan university, Vishvabharati (which means "all the world")-one
feels the tragedy once more. For all-the-world university has not
achieved the anticipated influence or distinction within India, and

the ideals of the cosmopolitan community of Santiniketan are in
creasingly under siege from militant forces of ethnocentric particu
larism and Hindu-fundamentalist nationalism. And yet, in the

very decline of Tagore's ideal, which now threatens the very exis
tence of the secular and tolerant Indian state, the observer sees its
worth. To worship one's country as if it were a god is indeed to

bring a curse upon it. Recent electoral reactions against Hindu na

tionalism give some grounds for optimism that this recognition of
worth is widespread and may prove efficacious, averting a tragic
ending of the sort that Tagore describes.

And since 1am in fact optimistic that Tagore's ideal can be suc
cessfully realized in schools and universities in democracies
around the world, and in the formation of public policy, let me

conclude with a story of cosmopolitanism that has a happy ending.
It is told by Diogenes Laertius about the courtship and marriage of

the Cynic cosmopolitan philosophers Crates and Hipparchia (one
of the most eminent female philosophers of antiquity), in order,
presumably, to show that casting off the symbols of status and na

tion can sometimes be a way to succeed in love. The background
is that Hipparchia is from a good family, attached, as most Greek
families were, to social status and pedigree. They resent the cos

mopolitan philosopher Crates, with his strange ideas of world citi
zenship and his strange disdain for rank and boundaries.

[Hipparchia] fell in love with Crates' arguments and his wayof life
and paid no attention to any of her suitors nor to wealth or high birth

or good looks. Crates, though, was everything to her. Moreover, she
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toldher parents that she wouldkill herselfif she werenot ~arried off

h
. So Crateswas called on by her parents to talk their daughter

to irn. d h didn' de her So
f ·t· h did allhe could but in the en e 1 t persua .

out 0 1, e , f h d said ~'Here

d d threw off his clothes in front 0 er an sal ,
be stoo up an .. d ., ac-
. bridegroom' these are his possessIOns; make your eciston
IS your' . nl dertake
cordingly~for you cannot be my compamon u eBS you un .

H f "The girlchosehim. Adoptingthe sameclothmg
the samewayole. d h ulated

I flif he wentaround with her husband an t eycop
and srytsv res . And he
. blic and they went off together to dinner parties. once s
III pu di hr at the house of Lysimachus and there refuted
went to a nner par"l , h' "If' uld 't be

d h Atheist with a sophism like t IS: rt wo n
Thee orus t e, hi hen i uld 't be

c Theodorus to do somet mg, t en It wo n
.udged wrong tor d
J r B' hia to do it either; but Theodorus oes no
. d ed wrong tor rpparc 1 . f hJU;n if he beats himself; so Hipparchia too does no wrong I S e
wr g d rue," And when Theodorus could not replytoher argu
heatsThheo 0 d' ff her cloak. But Bipparchia was not upset or dis-
merit, e nppe 0 be (DL 6 96-8)'
traught as a woman would normally. .

tl recommending Crates and Hipparchia as the
I am not exac y . h othetical cosmopolitan schools

marital ideal for students in my yp . h) 6 B t the story
Theodorus the Atheist as their lOgIC teac err. u . ht

~r al this' that the life of the cosmopolitan, who puts rIg I

h:;:r:::untry ~nd universal reason hefore thesymbols of nauona

belonging, need not be boring, ftat, or lacking III love.
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Reply

As A VISITOR WALKS INTO YAD VASHEM, THE

Holocaust memorial in Jerusalem, she comes upon a
long avenue of trees. Each of these trees bears a number,

a name or names, and a place. As of December '995,
there are, I believe, II72 such trees. Each tree honors a
person (or couple or family) who risked death to save a

Jew or Jews. These people were gtryim-French or Bel
gian or Polish or Scandinavian or Japanese or German,
and atheist or Christian or members of some other reli

gion. They had their own local identities and nationali
ties and, often, religions. They had friends and, in many

cases, families. Sometimes some of these loyalties sup
ported their actions; religion was frequently among
their sources of support. Sometimes these loyalties op

posed their choices-local politics always opposed
them. These "righteous goyim," however, risked the loss
of all that was near and dear to them to save a stranger.

They did not need to do so. Everything pointed the
other way.But somehow, against all odds, their imagina

tions had acquired a certain capacity to recognize and



respond to the human, above and beyond the claims of nation, reli

gion, and even family.
The sight of this avenue of trees can strike the visitor with a pe

culiarly stark terror, made all the more searing by the peaceful
leafiness of the young trees, in such contrast to the monumental ar

chitectnre that surrounds them. The terror, which persists, is the
terror of the question they pose: Would one, in similar circum

stances, have the moral courage to risk one's life to save a human

being, simply because he or she is human? More generally, would
one, in similar circumstances, have the moral courage to recognize

humanity and respond to its claim, even if the powers that be de
nied its presence? That recognition, wherever it is made, is the ba

sic act of world citizenship.
We have so many devious ways of refusing the claim of human

ity. Rousseau speaks of the imagination's tendency to engage itself

sympathetically only with those who resemble us, whose possibili
ties we see as real possibilities for ourselves. Kings don't pity sub
jects because they think they never will be subjects. But this is a

fragile strategem, both false and self-deceptive.' We are all born
naked and poor; we are all subject to disease and misery of all
kinds; finally, we are all condemned to death. The sight of these

common miseries can, therefore, carry our hearts to humaniry-i-if
we live in a society that encourages us to make the imaginative leap

into the life of the other.
We also easily suppose, Rousseau adds, that people who are not

like us do not really suffer as we suffer, do not really mind their
pain. These obstacles in the mind were powerfully manipulated by
Nazi antisemitism, which situated Jews at a distance from other

citizens, constructed their possibilities as different from those of
others, and encouraged citizens to imagine them as vermin or in

sects, who would really not suffer the way human beings suffer.

And of course they let people know that to recognize human
suffering would bring heavy penalties. Despite these obstacles, the

people represented by the 1,172 trees recognized the human, and
made this recognition the benchmark of their conduct.

My essay in defense ofcosmopolitanism argues, in essence, that

we should follow them and try as hard as we can to construct soci
eties in which that norm will be realized in as many minds and

hearts as possible and promoted by legal and institutional arrange
ments. Whatever else we are bound by and pursue, we should rec
ognize, at whatever personal or social cost, that each human being

is human and counts as the moral equal of every other. To use the
words of John Rawls, "Each person possesses an iuviolability

founded on justice."2
To count people as moral equals is to treat nationality, ethniciry,

religion, class, race, and gender as "morally irrelevant'<-as irrele

vant to that equal standing. Of course, these factors properly euter
into our deliberations in many contexts. But the accident of being
born a Sri Lankan, or a]ew, or a female, or an African-American,

or a poor person, is just that-an accident of birth. It is not and
should not be taken to be a determinant of moral worth:Human
personhood, by which I mean the possession of practical reason

and other basic moral capacities, is the source ofour moral worth,

and this worth is equal.·To recognize these facts is a powerful con

straiut on what one may choose and on the way in which one at
tempts to comport oneselfas a citizen. What I am saying about ed

ucation is that we should cultivate the factnal and imaginative
prerequisites for recognizing humanity in the stranger and the

other. Rousseau is correct when he says that ignorance and dis
tance cramp the consciousness.What I am sayiug about politics is
that we should view the equal worth of all human beings as a regu

lative constraint on our political actions and aspirations.
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WHAT CAN THIS MEAN, WHEN THERE IS NO WORLD

state? This question seems a little odd to me, given the fact that a
very long tradition in concrete political thinking, beginning with
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Cicero's De Officiis and extending through Grotius to Kant and
Adam Smith and straight on to modern international law, has ap
pealed to Stoic norms to justify certain maxims of both domestic
and international political conduct.' Some of these include: the re
nunciation of wars of aggression, constraints on the use of lies in

wartime, an absolute ban on wars of extermination, and the hu

mane treatment of prisoners and of the vanquished. In peacetime,
both Cicero and Kant recognize duties of hospitality to aliens

working on their soil; Kant insists on a strict denunciation of all
projects of colonial conquest.4 For the entire tradition, individuals

bore duties of benevolence that were loosely defined, in most
cases, but understood to be extremely important and relatively de

manding. Giving one's money is a major way in which, in the ab
sence of a world state, individuals can promote the good of those

who are distant from them. To say "I cannot act as a world citizen,

since there is no world state" would have been seen by this tradi
tion as a cowardly way of avoiding thinking about how high a price

one will pay to help others who are in need. For one can always
find ways to help, if one thinks as a member of that virtnal com
monwealth, which Kant called "the kingdom of ends." To quote

John Rawls again, "Purity of heart, if one could attain it, would be
to see clearly and to act with grace and self-command from that
point ofview.,,5

In our own world, moreover, there are many practical opportu
nities for world citizenship that were simply not available to the

Stoics, or even to Kant and his contemporaries. As Richard Falk
points out, nongovernmental organizations of many kinds are
mobilizing to influence government action on issues ranging from

ecology to domestic violence; one may support or join such or

ganizations. Through such groups one may pressure national gov

ernments to take action toward certain global aims. The delibera

tions of governments, moreover, are becoming ever more inter

twined and international: the population conference in Cairo and
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the women's meeting in Beijing are just two examples in which

governments recognized the existence of problems that cross na

tionallines. The information revolution is rapidly multiplying the
possibilities for action as a world citizen. My morning newspaper

today brings information about the deaths of thousands of (mainly
female) orphans in China from malnutrition." The very existence

of such news opens possibilities of action for the world citizen,

possibilities ranging from financial support for Human Rights
Watch to thinking and writing to (where it is open to individuals)
more direct participation in deliberations abontthe welfare of chil

dren and women. One can do all these things, and the fact that
there is no world state is no excuse for not doing them. Increas

ingly, too, we are all going to have to do some tough thinking about
the luck of birth and the morality of transfers of wealth from richer
to poorer nations. The fact that the nation-state is the fundamental

political unit does not prevent one from discovering to what an as
tonishing degree the luck of being born in a particular country in

fluences life chances. To take just a single example, life expectancy
at birth ranges from 78.6 years in Hong Kong and 78.2 years in Ice

land and Sweden to 39.0 years in Sierra Leone.' This is not just,

and we had better think about it. Notjust think, do.
The absence of a world state does not thwart cosmopolitan con

duct, then, for those who are genuinely committed to it. But cos

mopolitanism does not require, in any case, that we should give
equal attention to all parts of the world. None of the major thinkers
in the cosmopolitan tradition denied that we can and should give

special attention to our own families and to our own ties of reli

gious and national belonging. In obvious ways, we must do so,
since the nation-state sets up the basic terms for most of our daily
conduct, and since we are all born into a family of some sort. Cos

mopolitans hold, moreover, that it is right to give the local an addi
tional measure of concern. But the primary reason a cosmopolitan

should have for this is not that the local is better per se, but rather
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that this is the ouly sensible way to do good. Appiah's moving ac
count of Ills father's Careermakes this point wonderfully. Had Joe
Appiah tried to do a little good for all the people of the world, he
would have contributed far less to the world than he did by his in
tense,commItment to Ghana. The same holds true of parenthood:
If I tried to help all the world's children a little bit, rather than to
devote an immense amount oflove and care to Rachel Nussbaum

I would be no good at all as a parent (as Dickens's portrait of Mrs:
Jellyby mordantly showed). But that should not mean that we be
lieve Our own country or family is really worth more than the chil
dren or families of other people-all are still equally human, of
equal moral worth.

A useful analogy is one's own native language. I love the English
language. And although I have some knowledge of SOme other Ian
~ages, whatever I express ofmyself in the world I express in En
glish. If! were to try to equalize my command ofeven five or six
langu~ges, and to do a little writing in each, I would write poorly.
But this doesn't mean that I think English is intrinsically superior
to ot~er la,n~ages. I, recognize that all human beings have an in
nate ImgUlstic capacity, and that any person might have learned
any language; which language Onelearns is in that Sensemorally ir
relevant, an accident of birth that does not determine one's worth.
That recognition of equal worth has practical consequences for the
ways in which I react to and speak about others. Similarly, in the
moral ~~se, I may focus disproportionately on the local. But my
recogmtron of equal humanity does supply constraints on my con
duct toward others .. What are these constraints? May I give my
daughter an expensive college education, while children all over
the ,,:prld are. starvi~g and effective relief agencies exist? May
Amencans enJoy their currently high standard of living, when
there are reasons to think the globe as a whole could not sustain
that level of consumption? These are hard questions: and there

\ , .
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will and should be much debate about the proper answers. My
point is that we must ask the questions, and we must know enough
and imagine enough to give sensible answers.

As WE POSE THESE QUESTIONS, WE SHOULD VALUE HU

man diversity. As Appiah says, the cosmopolitan ideal includes a
positive delight in the diversity ofhuman cultures, languages, and
forms of life. This pluralism prompts cosmopolitan liberals to in
sist on what is called "the priority of the right to the good;' that is,
on giving first priority to structures-prominently including struc
tures of equal liberty-that will protect the ability of people to
choose a form oflife in accordance with their own lights, whether
cultural or religious or personal. The very principles of a world cit
izenship in this way value the diversity of persons; they value it so
much that they make liberty of choice the benchmark of any just
constitutional order, and refuse to compromise tills principle in fa
vor of any particular tradition or religion. McConnell and I differ
deeply on the issue of public funding for religious education. We
do not differ, however, about the profound importance of religion,
and respect for religious difference, in ajust society. Our difference
concerns the right way for a liberal regime to value diversity. In my
view, valuing diversity entails strong support for a shared public
culture that makes the right prior to the good. I believe that this
goal would be subverted by public funding of religious schools,
and I therefore oppose such funding. In his view,valuing diversity
entails giving parents the chance to use public funds to choose a
religious education for their children; to give the public schools an
advantage is not fair to those who prefer religious schools. But
these are differences within a larger agreement about the impor
tance of strong protections for religious liberty. Of course, in say
ing this I am doing what Putnam rightly advises, valuing what is
best in U.S. constitutional traditions, as well as what is best in the
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traditions ofIndia" and, no doubt, many other places; in general, a

world citizen will always try to find the seeds of the commendable
universal in the local, but he or she also will be prepared to dis
cover that some of them are missing.

, The crucial question for a world citizen is how to promote di
versity without hierarchy. Liberals are committed to diversity, but

also to equality: They view equality as a constraint on the forms of

diversity that may reasonably be fostered. Some forms ofdifference
have historically been inseparable from hierarchical ordering: for

example, racial differences in America, gender differences almost
everywhere, differences ofdialect or ofliterary and musical taste in
many parts of the world. Some forms of diversity are clearly sepa

rable from hierarchy: most religious and ethnic differences, and
many cultural differences. 'The challenge of world citizenship, it

seems to me, is to work toward a state of things in which all of the
differences will be nonhierarchically understood. We have no way

of knowing what some of them will look like under true equality.
Were gender differences to become more like the differences

among ethnic groups in America or the differences between bas
ketball fans and lovers ofjazz, what would be left of them? We sim

ply do not yet know. But that is the ideal to which the world citizen
aspires. It is, of course, much better to be in a world that has both

Dennis Rodman and Wynton Marsalis than in a world that has
ouly one or the other. Both are great, and no doubt they would be

less uniquely great were they more similar. We should value diver
sity in that way. But we should not value tbat part of it that is de
fined in terms of dominance and subordination. (This does not

mean that the world citizen cannot believe that the Bulls are better
than all other teams. World citizens never deny what is self
evidently true.t

World citizenship, then, places exacting demands on the imagi
nations ofeach ofus. To be sure, the imagination is not enough. As
Adam Smith noted, compassion for others is a fragile and incon-
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stant device. If we left our world citizenship to the vagaries
own daily reflections, we would act less well than if we were to
stitutionalize our best ideas. I agree with Elaine Scarry, therefore,
that the imagination needs laws-especially constitutional arrange
ments-that do as much as possible to institutionalize the equal
worth of persons. But these laws must take their impetus from the

imagination, and they will prove unstable to the extent that people
become obtuse. We must, therefore, cultivate world citizenship in

our hearts and minds as well as our codes of law. I agree with
Scarry, for the reasons she gave and a few others, that works of

imaginative literature playa pivotal role in that cultivation.l"

WE HAVE MANY WAYS OF AVOIDING THE CLAIM OF COM

mon humanity. One way, I think, is to say that the universal is bor
ing and could not be expected to claim our love. I am astonished

that so many distinguished writers should make this suggestion,
connecting the idea ofworld citizenship with a "black-and-white"

world, a world lacking in poetry. The world of the cosmopolitan
can seem boring-to those hooked on the romantic symbols of lo

cal belonging. But many fine things can seem boring to those not
brought up to appreciate them. What my critics charge, however,

is that it is right to find the love ofhumanity boring, that powerful
art cannot be made about it, that it is bloodless and characterless

somewhat the way fast food is characterless. It seems to me, by

contrast that it would be difficult to find a powerful work of art,
that is not, at some level, concerned with the claim of the common

and our tragic and comic refusals of that claim.
Ancient Athenian tragedy was not about a peculiarly Greek eth

nicity-though of course, it derived from indigenous literary and

musical traditions and could best be understood by people steeped
in those traditions. It dramatized its aspiration to recognition of

humanity by situating itself in mythic times, or on the Trojan side
of the Trojan War-or on a desert island, home to an outcast whose
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foot oozes pus, whom all good Greeks shun with a properly Greek
disgust. Shakespeare's deviously fictive places ("a seacoast in Bo
hemia")indicate a similardesire to lure the imaginationaway from
its most complacent moorings in the local, causing it to venture

outward to some strange land, be it medieval Denmark or ancient

Rome, where human beings, not without poetry and not without
passion, attempt to love one another, often tragically. Even the
most apparently local ofliterary landscapes-say,]oyce's Dublin or

Walt Whitman's America-are landscapes of the imagination in
which the hnman body and its zestful surprising irregularities have

a more than local home. Consider, too, how much not-black-and
white poetry and prose coucerns, in fact, the situation of the exile
and outsider-Philoctetes, Hamlet, Leopold Bloom, Molly

Bloom-people who, by virtue of their outsider status, can tell
truths about the political community, its justice and injustice, its
embracings and its failures to embrace. In engaging with such

works-and indeed with any works that depict a world of human
beings beyond the narrow one we know-in permitting these
strangers to inhabit our minds and our hearts, we are enacting the

love of humanity. This does not seem boring.

In Walter Scott's famous poem, on which I was raised, the non
patriot is a man "with soul so dead" that he never could be the
subject of "minstrel raptures,"!' The poem suggests that all true

poetry is patriotic in inspiration and in theme. Several of my crit

ics would appear to be followers of Scott, and I am cast as that per

son whose empty humanism is destined to go to its grave "unwept,
unhonored, and unsung." I suggest, instead, that large-souled and
compelling art is generally concerned with the recognition of the
common in the strange and the strange in the common-and that

narrowly patriotic art, by contrast, is frequently little more than
kitsch, idolatry. Scott's poem is kitsch. Much of Rudyard Kipling's
poetry is kitsch. Most of the products of most poet laureates in
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office are kitsch. What tragic drama could there be if one exalts
one's own people above others, refusing the moral claim of a Com..

mon humanity, with its common needs, failures, fears, and refus..

a1s? What lyric poetry of any depth? Tagore's point in The Home
and the World was that Sandip only seemed more interesting. As

both a sexual being and a rhetorical artist, he was utterly banal.
This of course does not require us to deny that all profound hu

man matters are differently realized in different societies, or that

the full understanding of any artwork involves, therefore, engage

ment with history, society, and the specificities of a local way of
life, as well as knowledge of a literary tradition. Nor does it require
denying that even the inner world of emotion, desire, and thought

is differently realized in different societies, or that any real-life hu
ma~ being is some concrete instantiation of some specific set ofhu

man potentialities. But that we can recognize one another across

these divisions-that we can even form the project of investigating
them-is also true, and fundamental. Dante was a poet of his time,

and we cannot read him well without learning a great deal about
his time. But if he were only a poet of his time, Pinsky would not
be producing his magnificent poem translating him, nor would any

of us care to read his works. In such generous engagements with a
stranger, we enact a duty of the moral imagination that we all too
frequently shun in real life. We never do meet a bare abstract "hu

man being." But we meet the common in the concrete, as well as

the concrete in the common.

SEVERAL OF MY C,RITICS SUGGEST AN ACCOUNT OF

moral development that makes a mystery out of familiar experi
ences of commonality. It goes like this: When a child is little, it rec

ognizes and loves only its own particular pa:ents; then, afte: a
while it comes to know and love its other relatives, then Its regIOn,
or local group, then its nation-and finally, if at.all, we get to hu-
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manity on the outside. But we come to the larger only through the
smaller, and it is the moral emotions connected with the smaller
that can be expected to have the most force.

.. Consider an alternative account. At birth, all an infant is is a hu
man being. Its needs are the universal needs for food and comfort
and light. Infants respond, innately, to the sight of a human face. A

smile from a human being elicits a reactive smile, and there is rea

son to think this an innate capacity of recognition. At the same

time, in the first few months of life an infant is also getting close
experience of one or more particular people, whom it soon learns

to tell apart from others, roughly at the time that it is also learning
to demarcate itself from them. These people have a culture, so all
the child's interactions with them are mediated by cultural speci

ficity; but they are also mediated hy needs that are in some form

common, and that form the hasis for later recognition of the
common.

At some point, the child understands that these givers of food
and comfort are also separate people, people who can go and come
at will. She is learning something about her parents' particularity,
hut at the same time discovering a common feature of human life:
that hodies are separate from other hodies, wills from other wills.

This discovery leads, it would seem, to fear and anger-experi

ences that are always concretely shaped, but which also display
much crosscultural commonality. The extreme physical help
lessness of the human infant, combined with its early cognitive

maturity, give human infancy a specific life course that creates a
poignant combination of deep need with the awareness of the un
governability of the sources of need-making the ambivalence of

love ~ likely part of all human concern. A plausible view about the
origin of moral thinking is that it is, at least in part, an effort to

atone for and regulate the painful ambivalence of one's love, the
evil wishes one has directed toward the giver of care. In atonement

for having made the overweening demand to be the center of the
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universe, the young child agrees to limit and regulate her demands
hy the needs of others. Again, this learning will he concretely
shaped in each different society-but the powerful motivations of
a child to overcome hatred of loved ones derive from features of a
common humanity. They also take the child hack to that human

ity, by asking her to consider herself as one person among others,
not the entire world. Although this learning is about a specific

mother or father, its content carries the heart to humanity.
As the child grows older and hegins to hear and tell stories, she

investigates further the shape of the shared form of human life.
Most children's stories do not bind the mind to the local. Good

fairy tales are rarely about Cambridge, Massachusetts. They in
spire wonder and curiosity by exploring the contours of things
hoth strange and surprisingly familiar. They ask children to con

cern themselves with the insides of animals and trees, as well as
humans of many places and times. While inhabiting a particular
local" world, they are already learning about a far larger world.

(Children frequently have more intense moral concern for animals
than for the adults around them.P And anyone who has traveled

with a child in a place of great poverty will know that the impulse
of sympathy is simple and powerful in the child, devious and im

perfect in oneself.) The imaginations of children are flexible and
suhtle instruments of acknowledgment, carrying them to the dis
tant in the local and the familiar in the distant. All circles develop

simultaneously, in a complex and interlacing movement. But surely
the outer circle is not the last to form. Long hefore children have
any acquaintance with the idea of nation, or even of one specific re
ligion, they know hunger and loneliness. Long before they en

counter patriotism, they have prohably encountered death. Long

before ideology interferes, they know something of humanity.
This hrings me hack to the avenue of trees. These people were

ahle to function as world citizens because they had not permitted

the original awareness of common needs and vulnerabilities to he
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eclipsed by the local. I imagine them retaining from childhood a
sense of the human face, and also of their own needy hungry hu
manity. I imagine them retaining a vivid determination that ill
wishes would not triumph over good, that their desire to subordi
nate their parents to their own needs would not triumph over the
claims of the separate other. Because they had not allowed them

selves to become encrusted over by the demands oflocal ideology,
they were able to respond to a human face and form. In that sense,

it seems to me most just to represent them as young green trees,
bearers of a certain freshness, a living human thought-the

thoughts of adult children, rather than of the shriveled adults we
often, all too tragically, become.
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ing to show him up and she did not endorse the fallacious infer

ence seriously.
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