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Hobbes 

· His ethics are very egoistic and self-centered 

· This is because we place the utmost importance on our own interests 

· He says as soon as we have a problem in our lives, we ignore all ethics because we only care about solving our issue…the only time we are ethical is when it serves our best interest 

· Hobbes is a realist…he says the state has interest and the primary goal of any state is meeting its interests 

· This means the state acts in the best interests of its people

· Hobbes says it is not plausible to conceive multi-national groups such as the UN 

· He believes there is not necessarily harmony between individual interests and collective interests 

· There are two dangers of modern life : state of nature and civil war

· For Hobbes, the only remedy against these two dangers is rights and laws 

· There is always a danger in the state of nature because nothing is guaranteed to us and there is always someone stronger than us 

· The only solution to this problem is that we must have a sovereign to end the state of nature

· Rights = liberty

· Rights of nature = the liberty that everyone can use his own strength to preserve his own life…to use by his own logic and necessity p.229

· Auto-determination 

· He says we have the liberty to do almost absolutely anything for auto-preservation (to defend ourselves)…this is an inalienable right…we MUST preserve our lives 

September 11th 

· State of nature = State of war

· He says you can’t ask someone to place guilt on themselves 

· When he talks about liberty he talks about two tings

· Negative : The government cannot stop us from doing something

· Positive : The liberty to do something 

· In our day, the state does both. They guarantee our protection (negative liberty), but we also have things which we are free to access (education, health etc.)

· Hobbes concentrates on negative liberty, he says it’s important to make sure nothing external can impede our freedom but ourselves

· He says reason is innate and therefore man-made laws are reasonable 

· Hobbes says we are always free if we allow for the transfer of our self-liberty 

· Reasonable people are aware that we can’t be completely free individually because of the state of nature, but we can come together and accept to give some of our freedoms to a leviathan to guarantee our peaceful cohabitation 

· Hobbes says we can’t use our liberty to abandon our liberty 

· Rights = Liberty, we need civil government to guarantee this liberty 

Kant
· Metaphysics of Morals
· There’s innate rights (equivalent of natural law) which is liberty 

· Hobbes says this liberty is self-determination

· Kant says this liberty is reason and free thought 

· This liberty brings forth an obligation to apply reason into action

· An obligation to partake in the life of the state

· Natural law vs positive law 

· There’s two ways to understand things

· First is by cognition

· This brings with it maxims (principles that we give ourselves for our own lives)

· This is pure reasonable thinking and only this manner can bring the maxims 

· Second is empirically 

· He says rights and laws can only come from cognition

· Morals are something social and political...morals are public and we cannot bring only our own experiences to a discussion on rights because rights are the manifestation of a society’s moral outlook and must therefore be established through cognition 

· Rights have to be defensible to all and the only way for this to be possible is for something to be possible to be willed by all 

· The categorical imperative 

· Morality is universal, and therefore we must will things that can be willed universally 

· Kant says we should never lie 

· There are lies which only serve your best interest, which is obviously wrong

· There are lies where we try to soften blows, but the problem with this is that you cannot trust the words of others, no trust would mean a failed society because it affects our relationships with other and between groups 

· Moreover, lying represents a lack of respect and nothing more than using someone 

· Natural laws are apriori
· Deduced through reasoning 

· Positive law is established by a legislator 

· Ideally, there is no contradiction between natural law and positive law

· What is law?

· External law

· Law that applies between two or more entities

· Regulate our social interactions  

· It is only justifiable if it can be applied to satisfy both parties at odds…arbitration

· Internal law

· Innate 

· Universal law means we need to be able to say that all people affected by any given law must be able to agree upon the application of this law…these laws cant affect our internal laws (our liberty/reason)

· Knowing this, how should we behave?

· We must respect the law because the law is a derivative of morality, and we must behave morally

· But what of states where positive law is unjust/immoral?

· He says this can’t happen because for something to be law, it must be willed by all…if per se this were to happen, we must remember our innate law (liberty) is more important than man-made laws and if our liberty is in peril, we have the right to revolt 

· We must remember that this innate law of liberty and reason must be acted upon, if we do not act then we are wasting our innate law…it is not only a right to revolt, but an obligation 

September 15th 

· Our liberty cannot defy the liberty of another

· How can we accommodate all the different points of view on different issues and reconcile these into a single right/law?

· This is the difficulty for the state

· The consensus is difficult

· First, when we discuss a law, we must ask what we are trying to realize with this law. What are we trying to safeguard? 

· The external laws, which work on the relations between citizens, are the interest of the categorical imperative

· Kant says the State’s first duty is to ensure your liberty and well-being

· How do we define your well being?

· Liberal democratic states allow you to define your personal well being so long as it doesn’t interfere with the innate laws of others 

· Kant says the second there’s a violation of the rights of a citizen, the State has the absolute duty of intervening to restore that person’s rights 

· When the state intervenes, they are allowed to file a motion which violates the liberty of the abuser to correct their wrong 

· This coercion will restore liberty…it is justice 

· Liberty for all is a matter of respect p.25

· We must accept the liberty of every man and not just of our citizens

· He says the state that can guarantee our rights is a republic. We must split the duties of the state in three powers…legislative, judiciary, and executive 

· This safeguards the rights of all…this is why a republic is necessary

· He proposes the same thing for the international stage 

· We must arrive at a system where everyone in the world can reclaim their rights and all countries must enter a pact to agree to this universal necessity

· With this, Kant acknowledges the limits of our resources…the earth is characterized by limited resources and we must allow everyone in this planter to live an acceptable life...we are inter-dependant…there must be a system of international rights to define relations between states

· What’s important to understand is that every law is made to safeguard a right, and this law must be made available universally
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September 18th 

· Interest  right law

· He speaks of the equality of each person…which is at the core of human rights 

· Distinction between rights of citizens and rights as humans

· Kant says when speaking of just war, we speak of defense…

· How can a state have morality internally, but then abandon this morality externally…there must be moral coherence 

· Kant asks how can we justify war, which is a violation of liberty?

· He says there’s laws before the war, during the war, and after the war 

· He says there must be an international community which would guarantee relations between individuals outside the relations between states 

· This allows a certain universality of rights and the protection of rights 

· He says when we speak of cosmopolitan rights, we also speak of relations between peoples and not just between states…this is because some states work outside of the law, but the peoples of these states shouldn’t be working outside of the law as well 

· What is this cosmopolitan federation 

· An alliance between peoples which preserve their auto-determination but can agree on mutual defense…essentially the UN 

· He says every state has the right to defend their right to liberty…ideally we want to create a state of balance….there can only be peace if there can be a balance between states

· He says it is unacceptable to have a punitive war

· These are wars which simply want to re-establish a state of strength by the aggressor 

· He speaks of the right of peace 

· This is the right to neutrality…you have the right to be left alone when a war is happening in your region 

· Certain obligations come with this, such as creating reciprocal alliances 

· Cosmopolitan right 

· The earth is the property of all…if we accept human rights, then we accept that every human has the right to live on this earth and second that the earth has its limited resources 

· It is simply the right for free-trade 

· Why specifically trade?

· If we can obtain things, then our liberty is being transcended into international commerce…the right to export your products on the international level 

· It represents global communication 

Thucydides

· In international relations, every state only acts in their own best interest…political realism  

· This realism goes against the idea or morality reigning over peoples even  in time of war 

· He speaks of the Peloponnesian war

· Says the Athenians propose that all question on the subject of justice are not pertinent because justice is always in the hands of the stronger entity  

· Justice depends on strength 

· Page 75 Athens told the other state that they were only entering their state because they are stronger and more civilized and they want to bring this state to them

· The Athenians tell the other state that their hostility is better than their neutrality, because their neutrality shows that the Athenians cannot combat them, whereas if they were hostile, the Athenians could show their might 

· The other state tells the Athenians that they are being unjust 

· In response to this, the Athenians say that the search for domination is part of human nature…they will not abolish this search for domination 

· The importance of this text is that it’s one of the first texts speaking of rights during war, as well as international neutrality 

WRITTEN NOTES

October 2nd
Habermas interpretation of Kant

· With nationalism and democratic revolutions we see a transformation in political theory

· With this transformation, can we say that Kant was a visionary who saw all of this coming 

· He says that Kant has this idea that we can become citizens of the world and through this idea of human rights we can arrive at a moment where war becomes less of a means and we can establish a certain peace 

· Kant’s point of departure is different than al others coming before him….he says war cannot be considered a given…we can’t look at war as being normal

· So what can we do for this to change? This is Kant’s work 

· Kant speaks of a League of Nations 

· He says on one side we want nations to come into a cooperation with one another but at the same time we must preserve national sovereignty 

· That being said, theres a certain contradiction with regards to his work because how can we have a world where states have an alliance which immediately has a diminishing effect on sovereignty but at the same time have them voluntarily enter this cooperation

· Habermas says that Kant is fully aware of this contradiction and that if we employ our reason, then we can understand that this alliance is the best thing for the world 

· Outside the social contract we cant have a good life 

· For Habermas this isn’t convincing…this non-state international entity…the only way to establish the cosmopolitan right is through a constitution 

· With Kant, we see that this international constitution is problematic because we cant seriously expect all nations to abolish a high degree of sovereignty for this 

· Habermas says that to solve this, Kant makes a distinction between prinicples through logic and prinicples through facts of the world…he proposes 3 premises under which we can solve the issue of alliance between states whilst keeping sovereignty

· Republics would be ideal for their pacificity 

· Commerce, which he proposes as a right, would have a socializing power which would link people together 

· When we achieve a point of a league of nations, there will be a certain establishment of an interdependence between nations 

· The public sphere throughout the world as opposed to just within a single state

· Habermas says if we take these 3 and analyse them in todays world

· He says nationalism was turne into bloody war in the 19th century when familial ties were no longer enough o keep peace…now differences and similartities created an us and them mentality. One thing though is habermas agrees that dmocrcaies don’t have war with one another. Today we do war for ideological reasons as opposed to resources and such. 

· The state of providence has shown that the commerce point of Kant holds water. He says, though, that this does not work for underdeveloped countries. He does propose that social classes established in 19th century Europe (modern classes)have not truly changed they have just been modified and made global (poor countries, middle class countries, and wealthy countries). In this world of social stratification, we see much more local conflict…these localities continue to fight for pre-modern reasons…there seems to be a world where we have 2 different speeds. One speed that keeps moving forward and the other which seems to have stopped with social stratification and local conflict. 

· Habermas says we are in fact engage in a socializing project which recognizes global human rights

· The 2nd world war brought us to this point of calling for international human rights 

· Habermas explains that at this point in time, war itself is seen as problematic just as Kant wanted 

· This is a fundamental rupture with previous doctrines which assume that war is acceptable and normative 

· Habermas wants to reformulate kants theory to safeguard its pertinence in todays world

· First, we must review this theory of nation-state sovereignty and at the same time safeguarding  national sovereignty

· Read this part…chapter 3 

· P.59 after note 8

· Pay attention to this shit when you read OG Bobby Johnson 

· Kant was seemingly clairvoyant predicting a force assuring the liberty and rights of each individual…we are against the abuse of peoples across the world and we are very suspicious of states that offend these human rights…everyone employs a language of rights although not everyone follow them properly
